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Section 1:  PROGRAM OVERVIEW                    
 
1) Introduction. The Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) is a two-year, two-phase generalist 
graduate degree program that prepares candidates for the initial teacher license issued by the 
State of Hawai`i through the Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board, and enables these newly 
qualified teachers to complete a master’s degree that incorporates their pre-licensure study. In 
Phase I, a summer and two semesters, the MAT integrates the requisite content knowledge and 
K-12 school-based experience required for licensure. Students may then proceed to Phase II, the 
subsequent two semesters, during which they will complete culminating action-based research 
projects to earn the Master of Arts in Teaching. Overall, the MAT model allows cohort students 
to qualify for employment after the first year and continue on a part-time basis (two courses 
during the second year) to complete the graduate degree.  

2) Proposal justification. This Inquiry Brief Proposal (IBP) focuses on only one phase of a 
graduate degree program that includes teacher licensure as a benchmark. Because Phase I, the 
first year of the MAT program leads to licensure while Phase II, the second year of the program 
leads to an optional master’s degree, the IBP addresses only Phase I of the MAT. This decision is 
supported in April 2014 phone and email correspondence with TEAC administrator Christine 
Gorowara and Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board (HTSB) Education Specialist Carolyn Gyuran. 
For purposes of this IBP, the licensure program, or Phase I, will be referred to as the MAT. 
Further, the MAT program structure, quality control system, and evidence are basically the same 
for both elementary and secondary candidates. The MAT prepares these candidates for initial 
state licensure using similar admission, field, and coursework requirements; therefore, the IBP 
addresses the MAT as one program. This decision is supported in a December 2013 meeting with 
former TEAC representative Melanie Bierman and confirmed in the above referenced April 2014 
correspondence. Documentation of these decisions and correspondence is available as needed. 
Finally, given the nature of the MAT program and degree requirements, this IBP refers to 
candidates as those currently enrolled and program completers rather than graduates. 
 
3) Program rationale. The MAT, which in Summer 2013 enrolled its first students, replaced a 
long-standing post-baccalaureate Teacher Education Program (TEP). School of Education 
faculty designed the MAT to replace the TEP for a number of reasons, in particular, to establish 
a more rigorous preparation of the teaching workforce. Placing teacher quality as the pivotal 
element in school achievement (Grossman, 2008 Liston, Borko & Whitcomb, 2008), faculty 
determined that the MAT not only admits more highly qualified students (3.0 GPA compared 
with a 2.75 GPA required for the TEP) but also provides graduate-level coursework to develop 
advanced skills aimed at improved pedagogy and K-12 student learning outcomes. As opposed to 
400-level, post-baccalaureate TEP coursework, MAT graduate coursework not only 
acknowledges but also builds upon the accomplishment of an earned baccalaureate, and therefore 
qualifies students for further academic pursuits or terminal degrees. From an economic 
perspective, the MAT represents a more streamlined route to earn a graduate degree, therefore 
appealing to students seeking financial aid. Finally, the MAT nomenclature typically refers to a 
teaching degree, and as such, the newly designed MAT capitalizes on the growing national trend 
to incorporate teacher licensure as a benchmark outcome within master’s programs.   
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4) Program logic. The thinking behind the development of the MAT program is grounded in the 
School of Education’s conceptual framework. Developed in 2000 and revised in subsequent 
years to reflect community input, the School of Education’s conceptual framework guides 
strategic planning and program development. The conceptual framework articulates the School’s 
mission, vision, core principles, desired outcomes, shared beliefs, and characteristic practices 
that distinguish the School’s programs as unique. 
 
  4a) Aims and goals. The MAT seeks to prepare teachers who demonstrate the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions needed to build strong curriculum, pedagogy, assessments, and the 
relationships that bring about significant school change, support learners and their development, 
and positively impact student achievement. From this broader perspective, in line with the 
campus mission, the MAT is a commitment to our island community and represents the 
collective effort of university, school, and community members aimed at improving teacher 
quality as a cornerstone of school improvement.  
 
  4b) Vision and mission. The UH Hilo School of Education is dedicated to the holistic 
development of transformational educators who are committed to equity, empowerment, and a 
critical understanding of our world. The School envisions its future as the heart of a learning 
community, particularly on Hawai`i Island. The MAT program advances the School’s mission to 
promote excellence in teaching and learning and to foster the professional vitality of reflective, 
caring educational practitioners who inspire students to recognize and act upon their power to 
positively transform both local and global communities. 
 
  4c) Guiding principles. The School’s commitment to preparing excellent teachers who are 
knowledgeable, caring, and competent is symbolized by the acronym HEART, which represents 
the following five critical concepts and corresponding guiding principles that define the School’s 
programs: Holistic, Empathic, Artistic, Rigorous, and Transformational 
 
H: Teaching and learning are HOLISTIC endeavors. 
E: EMPATHY between self and others is an essential aspect of a pedagogical relationship. 
A: Effective teaching embraces ARTISTIC ideals. 
R: Excellence follows a RIGOROUS path. 
T: Teachers are change agents capable of TRANSFORMING the environments in which they work. 
 
  4d) Objectives: As seen in Appendix D, the MAT program outcomes align with the 2011 
InTASC Model Core Teaching Standards, established under the direction of the Council of Chief 
State School Officers. MAT completers meet these ten objectives through program coursework 
and related field experience.  
 
  4e) Conceptual framework in action.  The conceptual framework guides the faculty’s 
strategic and programmatic decisions; such effort is evidenced in the holistic manner in which 
faculty developed the curriculum and course syllabi. For example, the curriculum represents the 
work of the entire faculty and results from extensive review of comparable teacher licensure 
programs, study of existing and emerging national standards, research on best practices in 
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teacher preparation, and perhaps most importantly, in direct response to community needs. Also, 
the entire faculty worked collaboratively for several months to develop a standard template for 
all syllabi and met continuously to review, edit, and strengthen each syllabus with particular 
attention to target standards, program claims, and agreements on course policies such as 
plagiarism, student complaints, attendance/participation, grading, and late assignments. Sample 
syllabi are available in Appendix D. 

5) Place within the university. The MAT is one of several educator preparation programs in the 
ten-campus University of Hawai`i system; programs offered at UH Manoa, UH Hilo, UH West 
Oahu, and Leeward Community College differ significantly in target student population and 
delivery format.   

The University of Hawai‘i at Hilo is a growing public liberal arts institution of 4,000 students 
that offers a wide range of liberal arts and professional programs, as well as a number of 
graduate and doctoral programs. The university community enjoys a rich diverse student 
population, with a unique blend of local, mainland, and international students. Of particular note, 
the August 22, 2014, Chronicle of Higher Education ranked UH Hilo as the most diverse four-
year public institution in the country. The surrounding island community, rooted in an 
agriculture history, is one of the most ethnically diverse in the country. Hawai`i Island geography 
is extraordinarily diverse as well, with landscapes ranging from snow-capped mountains to 
windy deserts and eight distinct climate zones. The campus respects an indigenous host culture, 
and supports the infusion of Hawaiian values, cultural knowledge, and language. 

In addition to the College of Arts and Sciences, where the School of Education is housed, UH 
Hilo includes four other degree-granting colleges. The School of Education presently offers three 
programs and related coursework: 1) an Academic Certificate in Educational Studies (ACES), 
comprised of undergraduate courses appealing to students interested in paraprofessional 
opportunities and/or MAT admission; 2) the MAT, leading to state licensure and a graduate 
degree; and 3) a Master of Education (MEd) degree for experienced teachers, leading to 
advancement in salary, licensure, and professional responsibility.   

Data indicate that the majority of students pursuing teacher education earn their baccalaureate 
degree at UH Hilo – 79% during the last five years of the TEP, as well as 77% and 81% of the 
first and second MAT cohorts respectively. 

6) Strategic plan alignment. The MAT program aligns with strategic plans at the system, 
campus, and department levels. It meets the (2008-2015) UH System Strategic Plan goal to 
“address critical workforce shortages” as evidenced in the annual need for new teachers in 
Department of Education, public charter, and independent schools across the state. The MAT 
aligns with the current (2011-2015) UH Hilo Strategic Plan goal to “strengthen UH Hilo’s 
impact on the community, Island and state of Hawai‘i through responsive higher education, 
community partnerships, and knowledge and technology transfer.” As a select graduate program 
leading to the teaching profession, the MAT supports the newly revised (2014-2015) UH Hilo 
mission to “challenge students to reach their highest level of academic achievement” and to 
“improve the quality of life of the people of Hawai`i.” Finally, the MAT addresses the (2010-
2015) School of Education Strategic Plan, developed in consultation with the broader 
educational community represented by the School’s Advisory and Advocacy Group. In 
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particular, the MAT aligns with the School’s strategic goal “to provide distinctive pathways to 
excellence that exemplify standards of the teaching profession.” 
 
7) Brief history. Beginning in 2007, former UH System Executive Vice President for Academic 
Affairs Linda Johnsrud met with educator preparation program leaders, and subsequently with 
the entire School of Education faculty, to advocate clear statewide pathways to the teaching 
profession, with undergraduate, post-baccalaureate, and graduate specializations at different 
campuses. After much discussion and negotiation, UH Hilo accepted the responsibility of 
designing an online post-baccalaureate secondary teacher preparation program. However, as 
other campuses elected to offer the online post-baccalaureate, and with minimal student 
enrollment and limited capacity, UH Hilo faculty chose to complete only one online cohort 
program. Acknowledging concerns regarding the quantity and quality of applicants who 
preferred online learning, School of Education faculty decided to not only eliminate the distance-
delivery option but also to consider replacing the established face-to-face post-baccalaureate 
teacher education program toward intended outcomes associated with more rigorous teacher 
preparation.  
 
Throughout the next two years faculty sought input, via focus group and town hall meetings, 
from various stakeholders including recent graduates in their first years of teaching, community 
members, university colleagues, school principals, and Department of Education resource 
teachers. During faculty meetings, feedback and data were analyzed according to target standards 
and program improvement areas. For example, program completers indicated preference for 
licensure preparation via advanced study resulting in a graduate degree. Faculty met with former 
UH Manoa College of Education Dean Christine Sorensen who reported that the Master of 
Education in Teaching was their fastest growing program. Finally, the Vice President 
recommended a streamlined graduate teacher education program that incorporated more content 
preparation. As a result of these converging events, the need for graduate level preparation was 
brought to the forefront. School of Education faculty attended TEAC workshops, studied 
NCATE standards, aligned Quality Principle I and InTASC standards with curriculum 
development, examined other teacher preparation program structures, and began to identify the 
hallmarks that distinguish the MAT, as summarized in the section Distinguishing Features. 
 
Beginning with the authorization to plan proposal submitted in September 2010, the MAT 
program was approved at multiple levels of campus- and system-based review and ultimately by 
the university’s accrediting agency, the Western Association of Schools & Colleges (WASC) in 
December 2011, and by the UH Board of Regents in February 2012. MAT approval by HTSB, 
the state licensing and accreditation authority, was confirmed in June 2012. The first cohort of 
prospective elementary and secondary teachers was enrolled in July 2013. 
 
Faculty commitment to a face-to-face, cohort model notwithstanding, the MAT proposal 
remained true to the original intent of a distance delivery teacher preparation pathway, and 
therefore included an online program option. Interestingly, actual enrollment reflected a lack of 
student interest; only one neighbor island student completed the first (2013-2014) cohort 
program. The student reported that despite faculty efforts to creatively manage coursework via 
the university’s online course management system and Skype, supported by cohort classmates, 
the online format was technically too difficult.  
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In preparing for the second cohort, faculty anticipated software such as Blackboard Collaborate, 
which would permit simultaneous faculty-student interaction across several sites as well as 
archived lesson videos and materials; unfortunately, resources were not made available. Faculty 
concluded that there was insufficient capacity, in terms of faculty and technology, to offer both 
campus- and web-based formats. Consequently, the second MAT currently includes campus-
based coursework augmented by blended and online courses. 
 
8) Program levels and license options. Graduate-level courses comprising Phase I lead to the 
following HTSB-approved licensure areas.  

• Elementary Education (K-6) 
• Art (6-12)  
• CTE-Business (6-12) 
• English (6-12) 
• Japanese (6-12) 
• Mathematics (6-12) 
• Music (6-12) 
• Physical Education (6-12) 
• Science (6-12) 
• Social Studies (including Hawaiian Studies) (6-12) 
• Spanish (6-12) 
• Hawaiian Language Immersion (K-12)  

It is important to note that enrollment trends over the last five years of the previous Teacher 
Education Program (2008-2012) indicate that one student completed CTE, two students 
completed Spanish, and eight students completed Physical Education; yet no students selected 
Japanese, Music, or Hawaiian Language Immersion options. As a new program, the MAT has 
enrolled only two cohorts; a summary of 2013-2014 program completers and 2014-15 newly 
admitted students is presented in Table 1 below.   

Table 1   State Approved Teacher Education Program (SATEP) Completers and Currently 
Enrolled Teacher Candidates Disaggregated by Selected License Option 

License Option 2013-2014 
Program 
Completers 

2014-2015 
Currently 
Enrolled  

Elementary Education (K-6) 16 18 
Art (6-12) 1 1 
English (6-12) 2 1 
Mathematics (6-12) 2 3 
Science (6-12) 2 3 
Social Studies (including Hawaiian Studies) (6-12) 3 0 
TOTAL 26 26 
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9) Distinguishing features. The MAT leads to licensure areas listed above via a program 
characterized by a distinctive cohort model, thematic standards-based curriculum and block 
scheduling, and comprehensive assessment system.  
  
  9a) Cohort model. Based on nearly 20 years’ successful experience with the cohort model in 
the former TEP (beginning 1995) and MEd (beginning 1999) programs, faculty developed the  
MAT cohort model enabling a group of prospective elementary and secondary teachers to 
participate in academic coursework and field experiences across three consecutive semesters. 
Faculty believe that the cohort model fosters a stronger sense of community among students 
which in turn supports their future efforts to establish positive and caring K-12 classroom 
environments (Dinsmore and Wenger, 2004; Jorissen, 2002). With respect for the host culture, 
the cohort model reflects Hawaiian values and learning styles characterized by collaboration, 
group learning, and peer support (Gay, 2002; Meyer, 2003, Kahakalau, 2004). Further, the model 
underscores the core principles of the HEART conceptual framework, particularly in terms of 
holistic design, empathic relationships, and rigorous academic and field requirements supported 
by cohort members. 
 
  9b) Thematic curriculum and scheduling. The MAT curriculum is delivered across three 
semesters in thematic blocks aligned to 2011 InTASC standards and 2012 TEAC Quality 
Principles as presented in Appendix D. In response to feedback from new teachers and school 
principals mentioned in the Brief history section above, the MAT features a unique initial field 
experience during summer months to coincide with the K-12 school rather than university 
calendar. This creative scheduling allows candidates to begin school with teachers and students, 
and to work closely with their cooperating teachers as they attend staff meetings, greet students, 
create classroom environments, and establish expectations, rules, and procedures.  Additionally, 
the MAT course sequence corresponds to the four major InTASC categories: Learner and 
Learning, Content Knowledge and Application, Instructional Practice, and Professional 
Responsibility, as shown in detail in Appendix D. 
 
  9c) Comprehensive assessment. The MAT features a comprehensive assessment system 
through myriad efforts including student coursework and outcomes by faculty, and clinical 
experience by cooperating teachers and field supervisors. Candidate proficiencies are monitored 
throughout each course by individual instructors and reviewed at key assessment checkpoints by 
the entire faculty. Checkpoints and benchmarks spanning admission through program completion 
are presented in Appendix D. The assessment system features a particularly significant 
assessment, the Professional Attributes Scale (PAS), triangulated across multiple reviewers 
(recommenders, faculty, and cooperating teachers) at several points from matriculation through 
completion. For example, during undergraduate pre-requisite and elective courses as well as 
MAT courses, faculty complete the PAS for every student, during every course, at the end of 
each semester. As such, the PAS reflects the value placed by School of Education faculty on 
professional dispositions.  The PAS is reflected in Appendix A, Appendix D, and Appendix F. 
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10) Admission and graduation requirements. Applicants must submit materials including 
transcripts to the UH Hilo Admission office and must meet minimum MAT admission 
qualifications with evidence of the following: earned baccalaureate degree, 3.0 GPA, prerequisite 
content preparation coursework for elementary and select secondary programs, relevant Praxis II 
passing score, 40 hours relevant experience with children or adolescents, three recommendations 
aligned to specific professional dispositions and observation of applicant performance in 
teaching situations, and two personal statements detailing interest in the teaching profession and 
beliefs about student learning. Admission criteria are more fully described in Appendix D. 

As noted earlier, graduation (degree) requirements include completion of both Phase I and Phase 
II of the MAT program. However, for the Inquiry Brief Proposal, program completion 
requirements (Phase I) leading to licensure include successful completion of coursework with a 
minimum 3.0 GPA during each of three semesters (Summer, Fall, Spring), and successful 
completion of field experience reflected by supervisor and cooperating teacher evaluations 
across the same three semesters. Program completion requirements are more fully described in 
Appendix D. 

 11) Faculty and student demographics. Despite the relatively small number of faculty 
responsible for the three School of Education undergraduate and graduate programs (ACES, 
MAT, and MEd), virtually all instructional faculty teach in the MAT program. In addition to 
School of Education faculty, full-time staff support candidate admission, placement, 
continuation, and completion; part-time lecturers provide clinical supervision during fall and 
spring field and experiences. Table 1.2 below displays faculty and staff names, gender, and 
ethnicity.  

Table 1.2   Full-time Faculty and Staff Disaggregated by Gender and Ethnicity   

Name Gender Ethnicity 
 Female Male Asian Part-Hawaiian Caucasian 
Diane Barrett X    X 
Michele Ebersole X  X   
Avis Masuda X  X   
Colby McNaughton X    X 
Travis Nakayama  X X   
Jan Ray X    X 
Madeline Sehna X   X  
Jan Zulich X    X 

 

Similarly, Table 1.3 below displays each cohort’s candidate enrollment disaggregated by gender, 
and ethnicity.  
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Table 1.3   MAT Teacher Candidate Enrollment Disaggregated by Cohort Year, Gender, 
and Ethnicity as Reported by Candidate 
 

CATEGORIES 2013-2014 
COHORT 

2014-2015 
COHORT 

TOTALS 
 

 
GENDER 
Female 18 19 37 
Male 8 7 15 
 
ETHNICITY 
Mixed Races 11 13 24 
Caucasian 7 5 12 
Japanese 3 3 6 
Filipino 2 3 5 
Hawaiian 1 0 1 
Hispanic 1 1 2 
American 
Indian 

1 0 1 

Pacific Islander 0 1 1 
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Section 2:  CLAIMS AND RATIONALE 
 
Note to Reviewers: As noted in Section 1, this IBP focuses on only one phase of a two-year 
graduate degree program that includes teacher licensure as a benchmark. Because Phase I, the 
first year of the MAT graduate program leads to licensure while Phase II, the second year of the 
program leads to an optional master’s degree, the IBP addresses only Phase I, the licensure 
program. For purposes of the IBP, the program is referred to as the MAT and the students are 
referred to as candidates (those currently enrolled), or as program completers (only after all 
program requirements are met), not as graduates.  
 
Key Terms and Abbreviations in this Section: 
edTPA   edTeacher Performance Assessment 
HTSB Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board 
InTASC Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
PAS Professional Attributes Scale 
QP 
SOE 

Quality Principle 
School of Education 

TPS Teacher Performance Standards 
 

Introduction. Beginning in 2010, School of Education faculty and staff explored existing beliefs 
and practices, particularly as expressed in our long-standing conceptual framework, to develop 
claims about the accomplishments of our program completers. Initially, we compressed our 
original ten program learning goals into fewer claims to parallel the four categories of InTASC 
standards comprising the MAT program design.  
We assured that all components of TEAC Quality Principle (QP) 1 were included the program 
and reflected in the claims, identified at least two measures of evidence for each claim and each 
QP 1 component (1.1 – 1.4.3), and considered how our assessments of these claims were not 
only reasonable in terms of validity and reliability (see Section 3) but also consistent with 
performance assessment targets (edTPA) based on future Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board 
(HTSB) requirements. 
 
As a result of several study sessions, meetings, and workshops, the claims listed below were 
revised by the entire faculty in April 2014, further modified by a subcommittee four months 
later, and given final approval by the entire faculty on September 2, 2014. In Tables 2.1 through 
2.4, each claim addresses QP 1 components and is measured by key program assessments. The 
faculty believes these are reasonable assessments as they align to InTASC standards (see 
Appendix D), target individual QP 1 components, and include rubrics created, refined, and 
endorsed by faculty over time, with a few assessments and rubrics revised over more than 20 
years.  
 
Assessments are described below, and justified as relevant, verifiable, representative, 
cumulative, and actionable. As explained below and again in Section 3, some assessments may 
address multiple claims; specific assessment sections yield relevant evidence aimed at different 
claims and QP 1 components. Section 3 also includes discussions of assessment rating scales and 
cut scores, as well as explanations of why these assessment measures are thought to be reliable 
and valid. 
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Table 2.1 MAT Claim #1 Aligned to Quality Principle 1 and Key Assessments across Program 

MAT CLAIM Quality 
Principle 1 

Components  

Assessments Administered across Program 
ADMISSION  (SUMMER)  FALL SPRING 

#1 Learner and 
Learning 
Program completers 
create supportive 
environments based on 
their knowledge of 
learner development 
and learning 
differences. 

1.3  
Caring and 
effective    
teaching skill 
 

* PAS 9  
(by three 
recommenders) 
 
 
 

* PAS 9  
(by CTs at end of summer, and 
at mid-term and end of fall) 
 
* TPS 1, 2, 3   
(by CTs at end of fall) 
 
* three to  
Component: Diverse Learners 
 
* Planning Commentary 
Component: 2  
 

* PAS 9  
(by CTs at mid-term and 
at end) 
 
 
* TPS 1, 2, 3   
(by CTs at mid-term and 
at end) 
 

1.4.2  
Multicultural 
perspectives 
and accuracy 

* PAS 9  
(by three 
recommenders) 
 
 

* PAS 9  
(by CTs at end of summer, and 
at mid-term and at end of fall) 
 
* TPS 2   
(by CTs at end of fall) 
 
 
* Planning Commentary 
Component: 3 

* PAS 9   
(by CTs at mid-term and 
at end, and by faculty at 
end 

 
* TPS 2   
(by CTs at mid-term and 
at end) 
 

 
 
ASSESSMENTS ADDRESSING CLAIM #1: Learner and Learning    
 

• ASSESSMENT: Professional Attributes Scale (Item #9 Interaction with Students) 
Description. The Professional Attributes Scale (PAS), originally developed by Arizona State 
University, is a 14-item instrument that assesses the extent to which candidates demonstrate 
attributes and behavior aligned with expected professional performance. Completed by multiple 
raters across the entire program, the full PAS is a signature MAT assessment. Candidates are 
evaluated by three recommenders at admissions and as applicable by faculty of undergraduate 
pre-requisite coursework, across all three MAT semesters of graduate coursework by faculty, and 
across all three semesters of field experience by cooperating teachers. The PAS yields data 
regarding elements of professional behavior including Item #9 Interaction with Students, which 
assesses whether candidates establish positive rapport by showing respect and sensitivity to 
students’ diverse academic, cultural, and personal needs. It is important to note that faculty do 
not observe candidates working with students during coursework; therefore, Item #9 is omitted 
from faculty-generated PAS data. Also, we have selected the third and final PAS scores 
completed after Spring student teaching by cooperating teachers as the key assessment data, 
because these data represent program completers. Section 3 of this IBP provides more detail 
regarding how the PAS assessment, including specific items targeting QP 1 components, is 
administered across the MAT program. 
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Justification. The PAS Item #9 is relevant to Claim #1 and QP 1.3 because it provides evidence 
that candidates are caring. PAS evidence is verifiable in that PAS scores by multiple raters are 
collected over time. PAS evidence is representative because scores for all candidates can be 
compared longitudinally across cohorts for typical student performance. The PAS data are 
cumulative in that scores are examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the 
entire faculty. Finally, the evidence from the PAS assessment is actionable because scores can 
be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program improvement with respect to 
learners and learning. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Lesson Plan Sequence (Rubric Component: Diverse Learners)  
Description. The Lesson Plan Sequence is a learning segment of three elementary or three to five 
secondary consecutive lessons, with embedded assessments. Each lesson requires candidates to 
address classroom management or safety issues to assure a positive learning environment and to 
identify within their lesson plans the specific needs of diverse learners (e.g., SPED/504 
accommodations, ELL supports, G/T). The rubric includes an important element that assesses the 
extent to which candidates make accommodations and modifications for diverse learners. 
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #1 and QP 1.3 because candidates’ caring 
behavior is evident in how they create learning experiences that consider their students’ 
cognitive, linguistic, social, emotional, and physical development. The assessment data are 
verifiable because consistent evidence is available across three methods courses and across 
lesson plans for different disciplines, and representative in that all teacher candidate scores will 
be analyzed; therefore, the entire population of candidates is included. Further, the Lesson Plan 
Sequence assessment data can be seen as cumulative since scores will be examined for each 
cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, evidence from this assessment 
is actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program 
improvement. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Planning Commentary (Rubric Component 2: Supporting Learning Needs 
and Rubric Component 3: Using Knowledge of Students) 
Description. The Planning Commentary accompanies the Lesson Plan Sequence and requires 
teacher candidates not only to reflect upon their ability to address needs of diverse learners but 
also to use knowledge of all students supported by specific evidence in their lesson plans. In 
essence, the Planning Commentary is completed as a result of reflection-on-action (Hatton and 
Smith, 1995); the reflective nature of the assessment requires candidates to consider ways to 
analyze components of planning to improve future instruction (Fendler, 2001; Giovannelli, 2003; 
Loughran, 2002; Hoff-man-Kipp, Artiles, & Lopez-Torres, 2003). The rubric includes five 
components, each individually aligned to subject matter knowledge across elementary and 
secondary disciplines or licensure areas. In particular, the second rubric component addresses 
how candidates plan to support varied student learning needs, and the third rubric component 
examines how candidates use knowledge of students to inform teaching and learning.   
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #1 and QP 1.3 because candidates’ caring 
behavior is evident in how they use knowledge of their students not only to target support for 
student learning, but also to justify their instructional plans. The assessment data are verifiable 
because consistent evidence is available across three methods courses and across commentaries     
for different disciplines, and representative in that all teacher candidate scores will be analyzed; 
therefore, the entire population of candidates is included.  
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Further, the Planning Commentary assessment data can be seen as cumulative since scores will 
be examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, evidence 
from this assessment is actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths 
and areas for program improvement. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Teacher Performance Standards  (Standard 1: Learner Development, 
Standard 2: Learning Differences and Standard 3: Learning Environments) 
Description. The Teacher Performance Standards (TPS) rating scale is based on ten InTASC 
standards adopted in 2011 by HTSB. As a comprehensive assessment completed by cooperating 
teachers three times across two semesters, the third and final TPS rating represents a key 
assessment from which program-completer data are analyzed. This assessment addresses all four 
MAT claims. In terms of Claim #1, TPS 1, 2, and 3 assessments provide evidence of the extent 
to which teacher candidates: 1) design and implement developmentally appropriate and 
challenging learning experiences in consideration of individual students’ cognitive, linguistic, 
social, emotional, and physical development, 2) use understanding of individual differences and 
diverse cultures and communities to ensure inclusive learning environments and 3) create 
environments that not only support individual and collaborative learning but also encourage 
positive social interaction, active engagement in learning, and self motivation.  
Justification. The TPS assessment, particularly for Standards 1, 2, and 3, is relevant to Claim #1 
and QP 1.3 and QP 1.4.2 because scores for teacher candidate performance are based on enacted 
practices (teaching experiences in field classrooms) as compared to scores from intended 
practices (Lesson Plan Sequence and Commentary) that are planned and designed during 
coursework.  It yields verifiable information as there are three assessments completed by 
cooperating teachers over the course of the year, and changes in individual candidate 
performance are monitored by all faculty at designated assessment checkpoints. Data from the 
TPS assessment can be seen as representative because scores are submitted to HTSB at program 
completion, and scores for standards 1, 2, and 3 can be compared longitudinally across cohorts 
for typical student performance. Also, assessment data are cumulative in that scores will be 
examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, assessment 
data are actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for 
program improvement with respect to learners and learning. 
 

  
Table 2.2 MAT Claim #2 Aligned to Quality Principle 1 and Key Assessments across Program 

MAT CLAIM Quality 
Principle 1 

Components  

Assessments Administered across Program 
ADMISSION FALL SPRING 

#2 Content 
Knowledge and 
Application 
Program completers 
demonstrate subject 
matter knowledge and 
apply this knowledge 
to engage students in 
learning content. 

1.1  
Subject matter 
knowledge 
 

* Praxis II 
 
* Transcript 
Check 
 

* TPS 4 
(by CTs at end) 
 
 

* TPS 4 
(by CTs at midterm and at 
end) 
 
 

1.2  
Pedagogical 
knowledge 
 

 * TPS 5 
(by CTs at end) 
 
* Planning Commentary 
Components: 1, 4 

* TPS 5 
(by CTs at midterm and at 
end) 
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ASSESSMENTS ADDRESSING CLAIM #2: Content Knowledge and Application  
 

• ASSESSMENT: Praxis II Subject Assessments 
Description. The Praxis II Subject Assessments measure general and subject-specific teaching 
skills and knowledge, and may include both multiple-choice and constructed-response (essay) 
questions. The number of questions and length of each test vary depending on the subject matter, 
and are prepared by educators, education faculty, and discipline specialists. According to the 
Educational Testing Service (ETS), test developers and reviewers follow rigorous, standardized 
procedures to ensure that test material reflects the skills being tested and meets high quality 
assessment standards. Test questions are administered in trial situations and assembled into tests 
that are reviewed to prevent cultural bias. Passing scores on Praxis II tests, established by HTSB, 
are required for MAT admission.  
Justification. Praxis II scores are relevant to Claim #2 and QP 1.1 because they represent 
teacher candidate subject matter knowledge. The assessment data are verifiable since copies of 
Praxis II scores are kept in each teacher candidate’s School of Education file. Praxis II scores are 
representative in that all teacher candidates must submit passing scores set by HTSB prior to 
admission to the MAT program. Assessment data can be seen as cumulative because Praxis II 
serves as an initial indicator that teacher candidates have subject matter knowledge upon which 
to plan and teach in their respective grade levels and disciplines. Especially with a larger number 
of subjects over three to five years, Praxis II data are actionable because scores can be 
disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program improvement, and compared to those 
of test takers in Hawai`i and across the country. Additionally, we can glean which subject areas 
may require more than one attempt to earn passing scores, and inform other departments where 
teacher candidates might need to strengthen subject matter knowledge. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Transcript Check 
Description. The transcript check verifies that candidates meet academic requirements, also 
described in Appendix D, including a minimum 3.0 GPA in the last 60 credits as required of UH 
Hilo graduate programs, and appropriate coursework. Specifically, elementary applicants must 
have an undergraduate degree and content preparation coursework (ED 341 Literacy 
Development in the Elementary School, ED 343 Math for Elementary Teachers, and ED 347 
Integrated Science/Social Studies for Elementary Teachers). MAT secondary applicants must 
have a degree in the discipline for the licensure area they seek, with required supplemental 
coursework in World, American, and Hawaiian History for Social Studies applicants. This 
assessment is referred to as a transcript check rather than an analysis because it simply 
determines whether requirements are met, neither measurement nor reasoning are involved. 
Justification. The Transcript Check is relevant to Claim #2 and QP 1.1 because it indicates 
candidate content knowledge in terms of earned degrees, and as appropriate, completed content 
preparation courses. The assessment data are verifiable because copies of undergraduate 
transcripts are kept in each candidate’s School of Education file. Evidence from the Transcript 
Check is representative in that admission data, including GPA, are based on candidate 
coursework and can be compared longitudinally across cohorts for typical student performance. 
The Transcript Check evidence is cumulative because it provides information on undergraduate 
courses as a foundation for subject matter knowledge upon which candidates plan and teach in 
their respective grade levels and disciplines.  
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Again, because the majority of MAT teacher candidates earn their baccalaureates at UH Hilo, 
assessment data are actionable since such knowledge of completed undergraduate courses 
addresses the relevance of undergraduate coursework to candidates’ subject matter knowledge. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Teacher Performance Standards  (Standard 4: Content Knowledge and 
Standard 5: Application of Content) 
Description. As noted above, the ten-item Teacher Performance Standards (TPS) rating scale is 
completed by cooperating teachers three times across two semesters, and addresses all four MAT 
claims. In terms of Claim #2, TPS 4 assessment scores address QP 1.1 and provide evidence of 
the extent to which teacher candidates understand and communicate the central concepts, tools of 
inquiry, and structures of the disciplines taught. TPS 5 assessment scores address QP 1.2 and 
provide evidence of candidate pedagogical knowledge in: 1) fostering student subject matter 
understanding, and 2) engaging learners in applying content knowledge and skills in authentic 
contexts. 
Justification. The TPS assessment, particularly for Standards 4 and 5, is relevant to Claim #2 
because performance scores indicate the extent to which teacher candidates can apply and 
translate their subject matter knowledge into appropriate lessons for their respective elementary 
or secondary students. The assessment evidence is verifiable because candidates are evaluated 
three times over the course of the year on their progress. Assessment evidence is representative 
because the assessment scores are submitted to HTSB at program completion, and scores for 
standards 4 and 5 can be compared longitudinally across cohorts for typical student performance. 
The assessment data can be seen as cumulative because scores will be examined for each cohort 
and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally and particularly with more data, the 
assessment evidence is actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths 
and areas for program improvement with respect to content knowledge and application. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Planning Commentary (Rubric Component 1: Planning for Student 
Understanding and Rubric Component 4: Supporting Language Demands) 
Description. As noted earlier, the Planning Commentary is a reflection assessment 
accompanying a learning segment of three elementary or three to five secondary consecutive 
lessons. More specifically, elementary candidates reflect upon their planning in both Literacy 
and Mathematics, while secondary candidates complete this assignment in their respective fields 
such as English Language Arts, Social Studies, Science, Mathematics, or Visual Arts, each with 
specific rubrics. In terms of Claim #2, the assessment requires teacher candidates to consider 
how they have applied content knowledge through lesson plans and learning tasks aimed at 
building student understanding of essential strategies for comprehension, problem solving, or 
relevant skills, supported by specific evidence in their discipline-specific lesson plans.  
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #2 and QP 1.2 because it addresses 
pedagogical knowledge; of the five rubric components, the first and fourth components measure 
how well candidates analyze their planning of teaching concepts and discipline-focused language 
demands. Assessment data are verifiable since consistent evidence is available across three 
methods courses and across commentaries for different disciplines. The assessment evidence is 
representative in that all teacher candidate scores will be analyzed, representing the entire 
population. Further, evidence from this assessment is cumulative given that scores will be 
examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, the Planning 
Commentary assessment yields actionable evidence because scores can be disaggregated to 
determine strengths and areas for program improvement. 
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Table 2.3 MAT Claim #3 Aligned to Quality Principle 1 and Key Assessments across Program 

MAT CLAIM Quality 
Principle 1 

Components  

Assessments Administered across Program 
ADMISSION (SUMMER)  FALL SPRING 

#3 Instructional 
Practice 
Program completers 
plan instruction that 
supports student 
learning through the 
use of multiple 
instructional and 
assessment strategies 
including technology. 

1.2  
Pedagogical 
knowledge 
 

* PAS 12  
(by three 
recommenders) 
 
 

* PAS 12  
(by faculty at end of summer 
and end of fall), by CTs at 
mid-term and end of fall)  
 
* Assessment Sampler 
Component: Instructional 
Practice 
 
* TPS 6, 7, 8   
(by CTs at end of fall) 
 
* Lesson Plan Sequence 
 

* PAS 12   
(by faculty at end, and by 
CTs at mid-term and at 
end) 
 
 
 
 
* TPS 6, 7, 8   
(by CTs at mid-term and at 
end) 
 

1.4.3  
Technology 
 

 * Data Analysis 
 
* Assessment Sampler 
Component: Technology 
 

 

 
 
ASSESSMENTS ADDRESSING CLAIM #3: Instructional Practice 

 
• ASSESSMENT: Professional Attributes Scale (Item #12: Commitment to Student 

Learning) 
Description. As noted earlier, this 14-item rating scale is completed by multiple reviewers across 
the entire program, from admission to completion. The PAS yields data regarding elements of 
professional behavior including Item #12 Commitment to Student Learning, which provides 
evidence of the extent to which teacher candidates demonstrate a belief that all students can learn 
by adjusting instruction to meet multiple learning modalities. Given the very brief field 
experience, cooperating teachers do not assess candidates on Item #12 during the Summer. 
Justification. The PAS is relevant to Claim #3 and QP 1.2 because it provides evidence that 
candidates understand and can teach their content well enough to adjust instruction as needed. 
PAS Item #12 evidence is verifiable in that PAS scores by multiple raters are collected over 
time. Such evidence is representative because scores for all candidates can be compared 
longitudinally across cohorts for typical student performance. The PAS data are cumulative in 
that scores are examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. 
Finally, the evidence from the PAS assessment is actionable because scores for Item #12 can be 
disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program improvement with respect to 
instructional practice. 
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• ASSESSMENT: Assessment Sampler (Rubric Component: Instructional Practice and 
Rubric Component: Technology) 

• Description. The Assessment Sampler is a compilation of candidate artifacts including two 
formative assessments and one summative assessment identified on a taxonomy table, 
with clear learning targets, justifications, and controls for bias.  
The Assessment Sampler also includes student work for three diverse learners, and candidate 
explanation of how they provided feedback to support student learning.  Additionally, an excel 
spreadsheet, demonstrating an analysis of one particular assessment, addresses measures of 
central tendency and what can be inferred about student learning. The Assessment Sampler 
rubric comprises two components: Instructional Practice and Technology. These components 
yield scores for the candidates’ selected assessments and their use of technology to enhance 
instruction and student learning respectively. 
Justification. The Assessment Sampler is relevant to Claim #3 and QP 1.2 and 1.4.3 because it 
provides evidence of the extent to which teacher candidates use appropriate assessments and 
technology in their teaching. Additionally, this assessment incorporates the use of technology to 
analyze student learning to improve instruction. Data are verifiable in that all candidates must 
submit assessment examples, indicating their content knowledge and application. The 
Assessment Sampler evidence can be seen as representative because rubric scores for all 
candidates can be compared longitudinally across cohorts for typical student performance. Also, 
assessment evidence is cumulative in that rubric scores will be examined for each cohort and 
longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, the assessment data are actionable since 
rubric scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program improvement 
with respect to instructional practice. 
 
 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Teacher Performance Standards  (Standard 6: Assessment,  
Standard 7: Planning for Instruction, and Standard 8: Instructional Strategies) 
Description. As noted, the TPS assessment is completed by cooperating teachers three times 
across two semesters. In terms of Claim #3, assessment of Standards 6, 7, and 8 provides 
evidence of the extent to which the teacher candidates: 1) use, design or adapt multiple methods 
of assessment to document, monitor, and support learner progress appropriate for learning goals 
and objectives, 2) select, create, and sequence learning experiences and performance tasks that 
support learners in content standards and skills, and 3) understand and use a variety of 
instructional strategies that make learning accessible to all learners.  
Justification. The TPS assessment, particularly for Standards 6, 7, and 8, is relevant to Claim #3 
and QP 1.2 and QP 1.4.3 because scores for teacher candidate performance are based on enacted 
practices (teaching experiences in field classrooms) as compared to scores from intended 
practices (Lesson Plan Sequence and Commentary) that are planned and designed during 
coursework.  It yields verifiable information as there are three assessments completed by 
cooperating teachers over the course of the year, and changes in individual candidate 
performance are monitored by all faculty at designated assessment checkpoints. Data from the 
TPS assessment via scores for Standards 6, 7 and 8, can be seen as representative because these 
scores are submitted to HTSB at program completion, and can be compared longitudinally across 
cohorts for typical student performance. Also, assessment data are cumulative in that scores will 
be examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, 
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assessment data are actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and 
areas for program improvement. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Lesson Plan Sequence  
Description: The Lesson Plan Sequence is a learning segment of three elementary or three to 
five secondary consecutive lessons with embedded assessments, which requires candidates to 
connect student learning to content standards, stated objectives, and discipline-specific academic 
language. This assessment is grounded in edTPA theory and terminology, and prepares 
candidates for future performance assessments required for licensure. 
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #3 and QP 1.2 because it provides evidence 
of the extent to which teacher candidates incorporate critical pedagogical factors in their 
instructional planning. The assessment yields verifiable data; consistent evidence is available 
across three methods courses and across lesson plans for different disciplines. Additionally, the 
assessment evidence is representative since all candidate scores will be analyzed, therefore 
representing the entire population. The assessment yields cumulative evidence in that scores will 
be examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, the 
evidence is actionable since scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for 
program improvement with respect to instructional practice. 
 

• ASSESSMENT: Data Analysis  
Description.  This assessment provides candidates the opportunity to demonstrate skills in using 
technology to present and analyze student data. Candidates are required to use a sample of 
student data to: 1) create an Excel data sheet, compute percentage scores, and calculate averages; 
2) create a marked line chart with appropriate components to show individual student 
improvement; and 3) create a student grade pie chart of the sample data set, including 
percentages. Finally, candidates prepare a MS word document, detailing their interpretations of 
the data. 
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #3 and QP 1.4.3 in particular because it 
provides evidence of the extent to which teacher candidates incorporate technology to analyze 
student learning. Data are verifiable in that all candidates must submit the assignment, which is 
scored against a rubric graded by the same faculty member. The Data Analysis evidence can be 
seen as representative because rubric scores for all candidates can be compared longitudinally 
across cohorts for typical student performance. Also, assessment evidence is cumulative in that 
rubric scores can be examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. 
Finally, the assessment data are actionable since rubric scores can be disaggregated to determine 
strengths and areas for program improvement with respect to the use of technology in 
instructional practice. 
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Table 2.4 MAT Claim #4 Aligned to Quality Principle 1 and Key Assessments across 
Program 

MAT CLAIM Quality 
Principle 1 

Components  

Assessments Administered across Program 
ADMISSION FALL SPRING 

#4 Professional 
Responsibility 
Program completers 
demonstrate 
professional 
attributes, engage in 
critical reflection, and 
collaborate to ensure 
learner growth. 
 

1.4.1 Learning 
how to learn 

* PAS complete  
by three 
recommenders) 
 

* PAS complete  
(by CTs at mid-term and end, 
and by faculty at end) 
 
* TPS 9, 10   
(by CTs at end) 
 

* PAS complete   
(by CTs at mid-term and at 
end, and by faculty at end) 
 
* TPS 9, 10   
(by CTs at mid-term and at 
end) 
 

 
ASSESSMENTS ADDRESSING CLAIM #4: Professional Responsibility 

 
• ASSESSMENT: Professional Attributes Scale (Complete Scale: Items 1-14) 

Description. As described earlier, multiple raters evaluate candidates on the PAS across the entire 
MAT program. As noted, different PAS items comprise assessments that address Claims #1 and #3 
as well as relevant QP components. This complete PAS, with all items, provides a range of 
evidence centered on candidate attributes, dispositions, and behavior aligned with expected 
professional performance. The PAS yields data regarding specific elements of professional behavior 
including the following items:  

#1 Attendance, #2 Punctuality, #3 Oral Expression, #4 Written Communication,  
#5 Tact/Judgment, #6 Reliability/Dependability, #7 Self-Initiative/Independence,  
#8 Collegiality, #9 Interaction with Students, #10 Response to Feedback,  
#11 Desire to Improve Teaching Performance, #12 Commitment to Student Learning,  
#13 Professional Ethics, and #14 Professional Demeanor.  

The complete PAS is described in greater detail in Section 3, with emphasis on how composite 
scores measure candidate dispositions that support their lifelong learning as professionals. Also, 
Section 3 includes an explanation regarding why the complete scale is not used as often as 
individual items. 
Justification. These PAS scores are relevant to Claim #4 and QP 1.4.1 because they provide 
evidence that candidates meet professional conduct expectations and demonstrate professional 
dispositions likely to support continued learning in their careers. PAS evidence is verifiable in that 
these scores by multiple raters are collected over time. PAS evidence is representative because 
scores for all candidates can be compared longitudinally across cohorts for typical student 
performance. The PAS data are cumulative in that scores are examined for each cohort and 
longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, the evidence from the PAS assessment is 
actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for program 
improvement with respect to professional responsibility. 

 
• ASSESSMENT: Teacher Performance Standards  (Standard 9 Professional Learning and 

Ethical Practice and Standard 10: Leadership and Collaboration) 
Description. As noted, the TPS assessment is completed by cooperating teachers three times across 
two semesters. In terms of Claim #3 and QP 1.4.3, the assessment provides evidence of the extent 
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to which the teacher candidates: 1) engage in ongoing professional learning to more effectively 
meet the needs of each learner, seeking important information on their own, and 2) work 
collaboratively with school communities to ensure learner growth.  
Justification. This assessment is relevant to Claim #4 because TPS Standard 9 and 10 scores 
reflect candidate efforts to evaluate and improve performance and to seek appropriate leadership 
roles of responsibility for student learning. Assessment data are verifiable because teacher 
candidates are evaluated three times over the course of the year on their progress toward InTASC 
standards 9 and 10. The assessment data are representative in that all candidate TPS scores are 
submitted to HTSB, and in particular, scores for Standards 9 and 10 can be compared longitudinally 
across cohorts for typical student performance. Assessment evidence is cumulative since scores are 
examined for each cohort and longitudinally over time by the entire faculty. Finally, assessment 
data are actionable because scores can be disaggregated to determine strengths and areas for 
program improvement with respect to professional responsibility. 
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Section 3: METHODS OF ASSESSMENT 
 
Note to Reviewers: As noted in Section 1, this IBP focuses on only one phase of a two-year 
graduate degree program that includes teacher licensure as a benchmark. Because Phase I, the 
first year of the MAT graduate program leads to licensure while Phase II, the second year of the 
program leads to an optional master’s degree, the IBP addresses only Phase I, the licensure 
program. For purposes of the IBP, the program is referred to as the MAT and the students are 
referred to as candidates (those currently enrolled), or as program completers (only after all 
program requirements are met), not as graduates.  
 
Key Terms and Abbreviations in this Section: 
edTPA   edTeacher Performance Assessment 
HTSB Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board 
InTASC Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
PAS Professional Attributes Scale 
QP 
SOE 

 of  
School of Education 

TPS Teacher Performance Standards 
 

Scoring Rubrics and Rating Scales:  Many of our assessments incorporate rubrics and scales; 
such measures enhance validity and reliability if they are topic-specific, used by experienced 
raters, and combined with other valid measures  (Jonsson and Svingby, 2007).  To foster 
consistency, the SOE faculty has collaboratively developed a rating scale with identical 
descriptors similar to levels of performance established by Danielson (2007), used in several 
MAT assessments. These levels are conceptually the same, although different assessment rubrics 
attach different numerical scores to them.  Specifically, these descriptors are incorporated in the 
following assessments: 1) Teacher Performance Standards, 2) Data Analysis, 3) Lesson Plan 
Sequence, and 4) Planning Commentary. A brief description of the intent of each level is shown 
in Table 3.1 below.  
 
 Table 3.1  Descriptors for Levels of Performance in MAT Assessments 

Exemplary Exceeds proficiency Excels beyond expectations for a teacher candidate; 
Grasps the core meaning of the standard/component; 
Exhibits appropriate applications of the 
standard/component in multiple contexts. 

Proficient Meets proficiency Demonstrates a competent understanding of the 
standard/component; Implements this understanding well. 

Functional Demonstrates minimal 
proficiency 

Demonstrates understanding of the standard/component at 
a basic level; Addresses the standard/component on 
occasion but not consistently. 

Unacceptable Does not demonstrate 
proficiency 

Demonstrates little understanding or ability to implement 
the standard/component. 

Not Observed  There has been no opportunity to determine whether 
candidate understands or implements the 
standard/component. 

 
 
 
 
 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 21 

Praxis II Subject Assessments 
The Praxis II Subject Assessments, developed by the Educational Testing Service (ETS), 
measure general and subject-specific teaching skills and knowledge, and may include both 
multiple-choice and constructed-response (essay) questions. Although the HTSB requires that 
candidates pass relevant Praxis II tests prior to student teaching, the SOE requires documented 
passing scores prior to MAT program admission. Passing scores are established by HTSB via a 
panel of subject specialists, in consultation with ETS. If any of these scores prove to be 
unrealistic over time (too many test takers score much higher or fall far below the cut score for a 
given subject assessment), HTSB reconvenes another panel and adjusts the score as a state 
requirement. At present, we require the minimum qualifying scores set by HTSB for all approved 
MAT licensure areas, presented in Table 3.2 below. We monitor how our applicants fare in 
comparison to Praxis II test takers in the state and in the country to provide information to HTSB 
and future applicants. 
 
  Table 3.2  HTSB Praxis II Passing Scores for MAT Licensure Areas  

Test Code Test Title HTSB  
0014/5014 Elementary Education: Content Knowledge 153 
0134/5134 Art: Content Knowledge 155 
0041/5041 English Language Literature Composition: Content Knowledge 164 
0061/5061 Mathematics: Content Knowledge 136 
0235/5235 Biology: Content Knowledge 151 
0435/5435 General Science: Content Knowledge 152 
5091 Physical Education 155 
0081/5081 Social Studies: Content Knowledge 154 

 
Praxis II content validity is based on the steps taken by ETS to ensure that the tests are valid 
measures of content knowledge. According to ETS, test developers and reviewers follow 
rigorous, standardized procedures of matching constructs revealed from job analyses to ensure 
that test material not only reflects the skills being tested but also meets high quality assessment 
standards (ETS, 2010). Test questions (prepared by educators, education faculty, and discipline 
specialists) are administered in trial situations and assembled into tests that are reviewed 
frequently to assure validity and to prevent cultural bias.  
The Praxis II Subject Assessments can be seen as reliable measures due to the standardized test 
content and administration procedures for test-takers in each state. Although the number of 
questions and length of each test vary depending on the subject matter, the same test is 
administered to all test-takers in a given subject area.  
 
Transcript Check   
The Transcript Check is completed by the SOE Advisor/Data Manager and verifies that 
applicants meet academic requirements prior to Admission, including a baccalaureate degree, a 
minimum 3.0 GPA in the last 60 credits as required of UH Hilo graduate programs, and 
appropriate coursework. Specifically, elementary applicants must have an undergraduate degree 
and content preparation coursework (ED 341 Literacy Development in the Elementary School, 
ED 343 Math for Elementary Teachers, and ED 347 Integrated Science/Social Studies for 
Elementary Teachers). Although HTSB allows an option of 30 credits in the content area with at 
least 15 at the upper division level, we require MAT secondary applicants to have a degree in the 
discipline for the licensure areas they seek. Secondary Social Studies applicants also must 
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complete supplemental coursework in World, American, and Hawaiian History. This assessment 
is referred to as a transcript check rather than an analysis because it simply determines whether 
requirements are met. While neither measurement nor rating is involved, content validity may be 
considered because the Transcript Check confirms that an applicant has completed degree and/or 
coursework requirements, and therefore the Transcript Check assesses what it claims to assess.  
Reliability will be addressed via the process for checking transcripts: two raters compute the 
GPA: the SOE Advisor/Data Manager and UH Hilo Graduate Admissions Officer compute 
GPAs of the last 60 credits earned. Also, two raters check for coursework and degree 
requirements: the SOE Advisor and Office Assistant access these requirements via STAR, the 
university’s electronic student information system. 
 
Professional Attributes Scale (PAS)  
The PAS is a critical MAT program assessment, as evidenced by the number of times it is 
administered and completed by different raters. As a measure of professional dispositions, the 
assessment not only aligns with InTASC standards and TEAC QP 1 components, but also 
represents the core beliefs of our conceptual framework described in Section 1. It is noteworthy 
that the PAS has been a part of our assessment system for over 20 years. It can be argued that 
dispositions are not easily measured, and that any such attempts pose concerns for determining 
validity and reliability of related assessments (Sadler, 2002; Wilkerson and Lang, 2011). Such 
caveats notwithstanding, the School of Education embraces professional dispositions and 
attributes as essential elements of successful pedagogy (Carr & Claxton, 2002; Giovannelli, 
2003).  Faculty commitment is evidenced in the assessment of these attributes in every 
undergraduate and graduate course taught.  
 
Across the MAT program, different raters (recommenders, faculty, cooperating teachers) may 
complete shortened versions as appropriate to the rater’s ability to assess specific items, and as 
presented in Table 3.1 below. For example, faculty are unable to observe Item #9: Interaction 
with Students in university courses.   
 
While faculty cannot assess candidates on Item #11 Desire to Improve Teaching Performance 
and Item #12 Commitment to Student Learning during their undergraduate courses, they are able 
to assess Items #11 and #12 during cohort courses. Similarly, cooperating teachers spend too 
little time with candidates in the Summer field experience to adequately assess candidates on the 
following items: #3 Oral Expression, #4 Written Communication, #5 Tact/Judgment, #8 
Collegiality, #11 Desire to Improve Teaching Performance, and #12 Commitment to Student 
Learning.  
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Table 3.3   PAS Administration across MAT Program 

 
 
The PAS requires the reviewer to select from the following list of responses to assess how a 
given disposition is observed, with numbers assigned for data analysis purposes: (3) Consistently 
(Exemplary), exceeds proficiency; (2) Generally (Proficient) meets proficiency; (1) Sometimes 
(Functional), demonstrates minimal proficiency; (0) Rarely (Unacceptable), does not 
demonstrate proficiency; and (NO) Not observed. Low ratings of Sometimes and Rarely on 
formative PAS measures (particularly those completed by faculty and cooperating teachers) lead 
to remediation or dismissal as warranted.  However, for the summative measure (end of Spring), 
no score of Rarely is permitted. Such a score would result in no recommendation for licensure, 
no academic credit for ED672, and no program completion. 

Our inquiry helps us realize the absence of a final PAS passing score. By default, the assessment 
cut score is merely at the Functional level of performance. Therefore, we will consider a future 
qualifying score when we have five years of data; i.e., beginning Summer 2018, we will analyze 
PAS data to determine an appropriate cut score. The validity of the PAS is supported by the fact 
that it was created about 30 years ago, and used consistently since then, by Arizona State 
University (ASU) Education faculty and administrators to measure “intangible” candidate 
abilities. ASU officials report that although validity has not been established, the PAS has been 
upheld as an appropriate instrument in several legal proceedings. The UH Hilo SOE incorporated 
its use more than 20 years ago. Initially, PAS ratings are intended to provide evidence of how 
candidates will perform in the MAT coursework and field experiences; as such, PAS scores may 
be seen as predictive measures. Data from Admission raters (three recommenders and a variable 
number of faculty) can be compared to actual performance in MAT courses (rated by faculty) 
and field experience (rated by cooperating teachers) to determine construct validity.  

Further indications of PAS content validity result from the alignment between PAS items and 
HTSB Code of Ethics standards. The Code guides the professional behavior of educators in the 
State of Hawai`i and fosters professional standards for teachers, including the highest ethical 
standards of professional conduct via principles of commitment to students, the profession, and 
the community. (http://www.htsb.org/standards/code-of-ethics/).   

Also, since multiple raters complete the PAS for the same candidate across time, inter-rater 
reliability can be tested as well as a determination of candidate growth. On the other hand, 
reliability is supported by the consistent use of this instrument over time with different candidate 
populations by the same rater; with such frequent use, faculty would tend to rate the same items 
consistently, regardless of the candidate being assessed.  

Rater Admission Summer Fall Spring 
Recommender 1 
Recommender 2 
Recommender 3 

For applicant,  
all items 

   

All Faculty For students enrolled in 
undergraduate courses;  
items 9,11,12 omitted 

For candidates at 
end of Summer;  
item 9 omitted 

For candidates at 
end of Fall;  
item 9 omitted 

For candidates at 
end of Spring;  
item 9 omitted 

Cooperating 
Teacher 

 At end; Items 
3,4,5,8,11,12 
omitted  

At midterm and 
end; all items 

At midterm and 
end; all items 

http://www.htsb.org/standards/code-of-ethics/
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Teacher Performance Standards 
The Teacher Performance Standards (TPS) are based on the ten InTASC Model Core Teaching 
Standards adopted by HTSB as a key licensure requirement. The ten standards comprise a 
comprehensive MAT assessment completed by cooperating teachers three times across two 
semesters, at the: 1) end of Fall, 2) midterm Spring, and 3) end of Spring. Therefore, each 
candidate receives three scores for each of the ten standards based on a scale of: (3) Exemplary, 
(2) Proficient, (1) Functional,  (0) Unacceptable, and (NO) Not Observed. 

TPS assessments represent specific combinations of standards aligned to QP 1 components, such 
as TPS 1, 2, and 3 aligned to QP 1.3 Caring and Effective Teaching Skill, as detailed in Section 
2. Fall and midterm Spring TPS are considered formative assessments, with remediation efforts 
triggered by low scores of 1 (Rarely) or 0 (Unacceptable), as described fully in Appendix D. 
Given that this is a standards-based assessment, such low scores on the two formative measures 
(end of Fall and midterm Spring) lead to remediation, or dismissal as warranted. However, for 
the summative measure (end of Spring), no scores of 0 are permitted because even a single 
Unacceptable rating indicates that a given standard has not been met. A score of 0 on this third 
and final TPS would result in no recommendation to HTSB for licensure, no academic credit for 
ED672 Field Experience III, and no program completion. 

The content validity of the TPS is supported by the development of InTASC national teacher 
standards, upon which the Hawaii’s Teacher Performance Standards are based. InTASC 
standards were designed by a panel of experts commissioned by the Council of Chief State 
School Officer’s (CCSSO) to delineate the knowledge, dispositions, and performances essential 
to effective practice. The panel drew upon the research base to consider cognitive science, 
learning theory, teaching approaches, cultural contexts, assessment, and of course, content 
knowledge (InTASC, 2011). The reliability of the TPS assessment is supported primarily 
because there is a single rater; the cooperating teacher assesses candidate performance using the 
same assessment rubric three times over the course of two semesters.  

Preparing this IBP provides us the opportunity to examine our current practices toward 
continuous improvement; as a result, we realize that a TPS passing score has not been 
established, in part because there are not enough data to analyze as a means to determine a 
threshold score. By default, a cut score is merely at the Functional level of performance. 
Additionally, however, we realize that establishing a TPS cut score could become problematic in 
that HTSB requires that program completers meet standards, not necessarily beyond Functional 
performance ratings. Therefore, we plan to revisit the notion of threshold TPS scores after at 
least five years of MAT program-completer data have been collected and analyzed to determine 
whether it would be sound practice to exceed HTSB requirements in this area. In other words, 
beginning Summer 2018, we will analyze TPS program-completer data for future decisions in 
this area. 

Data Analysis (no data available) 
This assessment requires candidates to employ technology to present and analyze student data. 
Specifically, candidates use a sample of student data to: 1) create an Excel data sheet, compute 
percentage scores, and calculate averages; 2) create a marked line chart with appropriate 
components to show individual student improvement; and 3) create a student grade pie chart of 
the sample data set, including percentages. Finally, candidates prepare an original MS word 
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document, detailing their interpretations of the data. The rating scale used for this assessment 
includes the following point values and descriptors: (10 pts.) Exemplary, (7 pts.) Proficient, (4 
pts.) Functional, and (1 pts.) Unacceptable. The assessment requires an 80% passing score (32 of 
40 points), equivalent to a B- grade, as consistent with MAT grading policies. 
 
At present, there are no data for this assessment. However, the case for content validity will be 
made because the assessment specifies candidate proficiency in technology, not only matching 
the intent of QP 1.4.3 but also serving as a representative sample of the content domain; i.e., the 
assessment incorporates specific requirements recognized as necessary technology skills. Intra-
rater reliability will be addressed in that only one rater uses the same rubric in multiple cases; 
thus, the rater scores this assessment for all elementary and secondary candidates. 
 
Assessment Sampler (Instructional Practice and Technology components) (no data) 
The Assessment Sampler is a compilation of candidate artifacts including two formative 
assessments and one summative assessment identified on a taxonomy table, with clear learning 
targets, justifications, and controls for bias. The Assessment Sampler also includes student work 
for three diverse learners, and explanation of how candidates provided feedback to support 
student learning.  Additionally, an excel spreadsheet, demonstrating an analysis of one particular 
assessment, addresses measures of central tendency and what can be inferred about student 
learning. The Assessment Sampler rubric comprises two components that yield separate scores, 
with passing scores set at 80% performance consistent with MAT grading policies. Therefore, 
candidates must earn 44 of 55 possible points for the Instructional Practice component, and 36 of 
45 possible points for the Technology component to pass this assessment.  
 
At present, there are no data for this assessment. The case for content validity will be made 
because the assessment specifies candidate proficiency in instructional practice and technology, 
matching the intents of QP 1.2 and 1.4.3 respectively, and serving as a representative sample of 
these content domains. Specifically, the assessment incorporates requirements recognized as 
pedagogical knowledge and technology. Intra-rater reliability will be addressed in that only one 
rater uses both components of the same rubric in multiple cases, thus, the rater scores both the 
Instructional Practice and the Technology components for all elementary and secondary 
candidates.  
 
Lesson Plan Sequence (no data available) 
The Lesson Plan Sequence is a learning segment of three elementary or three to five secondary 
consecutive lessons, with embedded assessments, which requires candidates to connect student 
learning to content standards, stated objectives, and discipline-specific academic language. 
Individual lesson plan rubrics comprise 12 weighted components for a total of 100 points per 
lesson; therefore, a Lesson Plan Sequence assessment of three lessons equals 300 points.  
Lesson Plan Sequence data comprise the average scores computed for each component across the 
three lessons. For example, the Diverse Learners component has a possible score of 5 points per 
lesson and 15 points total, so the Lesson Plan Sequence score is the average of Diverse Learner 
scores on all three lessons. Individual lesson plans are evaluated via a rating scale of: Exemplary, 
Proficient, Functional, and Unacceptable, with varied (weighted) scores and detailed descriptions 
for each label. The Lesson Plan Sequence assessment (compilation of scores averaged) requires 
an 80% passing score, equivalent to a B- grade, consistent with MAT grading policies. 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 26 

 
At present, there are no data for this assessment. The validity of this assessment is grounded in 
the fact that all three methods instructors collaboratively designed the comprehensive rubric, 
based on extensive professional development in edTPA theory, terminology, and assessment. 
This is relevant because edTPA is a national performance-based, pre-service assessment process 
available in 27 subject areas, created jointly by the Stanford Center for Assessment, Learning 
and Equity (SCALE) and the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education 
(AACTE), and one of two routes to meet teacher licensure requirements in Hawai`i by 2017. 
Further, we believe that content validity is supported because lesson plans also draw upon key 
elements of instructional design (Sparks-Langer, Starko, Pasch, Burke, Moody & Gardner 
(2004); Wiggins & McTighe, 2011)). Also, the case for face validity is supported because the 
assessment components directly relate to teaching practices expected during field experience, 
particularly student teaching. Having the three methods faculty score one elementary and one 
secondary assessment, thus checking for inconsistencies and calibrating across elementary and 
secondary, will measure inter-rater reliability. We plan to run correlations between scores each 
year beginning Spring 2015, to test for reliability for the same group (elementary or secondary) 
candidates, and to recalibrate as necessary. 
 
Planning Commentary (no data available)  
Components 2 and 3 of the Planning Commentary assess QP 1.3 and QP 1.4.2 respectively, and 
address how candidates use knowledge of students to support varied learning needs. Components 
1 and 4 assess QP 1.2, and require candidates to reflect upon ways they foster student 
understanding of essential strategies for comprehension, problem solving, or relevant skills 
including discipline-specific language demands. Although there are different rubrics for 
elementary and secondary (with individual rubrics for secondary Art, English, Mathematics, 
Science, and Social Studies), the rating scale is the same for all rubrics. Each rubric rating scale 
comprises scores and performance levels of: (4) Exemplary, (3) Proficient, (2) Functional, and 
(1) Unacceptable, with detailed descriptions for each score. The Planning Commentary 
assessment is scaled to edTPA and essentially serves as a formative assessment that will prepare 
candidates for future edTPA submissions (required of program completers in 2017). In keeping 
with the HTSB-determined edTPA cut score (37 of 75 points), the passing score for the Planning 
Commentary has been set at 10 of 20 points, or 50% of total possible points. It is important to 
note, however, that the 50% passing score is of the assessment, not of the course grade.  
 
At present, there are no data for this assessment. Validity and reliability measures will be 
identical to those described above for the Lesson Plan Sequence assessment. The same faculty 
members created these assessments and rubrics, and the same procedures for determining 
validity and reliability will apply. 
 
  



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 27 

Section 4: PILOT ASSESSMENT RESULTS  
 
Key Terms and Abbreviations in this Section:   

HTSB      Hawaii Teacher Standards Board 
PAS         Professional Attributes Scale 
QP  Quality Principle 
ROE  Recognition of Excellence 
TPS         Teacher Performance Standards 
 

Note to Reviewers: As noted in Section 1, this IBP focuses on only one phase of a two-year 
graduate degree program that includes teacher licensure as a benchmark. Because Phase I, the 
first year of the MAT graduate program leads to licensure while Phase II, the second year of the 
program leads to an optional master’s degree, the IBP addresses only Phase I, the licensure 
program. For purposes of the IBP, the program is referred to as the MAT and the students are 
referred to as candidates (those currently enrolled), or as program completers (only after all 
program requirements are met), not as graduates.  
 
This IBP includes only one year of data, from the first MAT cohort (2013-2014) comprised of 26 
program completers. This section addresses the findings from four key assessments: 

• Praxis II scores (submitted with program application) 
• Transcript check (completed at time of application, updated as requirements are met) 
• PAS (final assessment by cooperating teachers)  
• TPS (final assessment by cooperating teachers) 

 
Praxis II Findings 
As noted earlier, candidates must meet Praxis II qualifying scores, set by HTSB, prior to MAT 
program admission. The data presented below in Table 4.1 represent 2013-2014 program-
completer mean scores compared to state and national mean scores per Praxis test.  These state 
(HTSB) and national data are provided by the ETS Data Manager website, with state and 
national mean scores of all test takers (not just program completers). Praxis II Subject 
Assessment scores reported by ETS are the highest scores earned regardless of the number of 
attempts. Subsequently, MAT mean scores represent the cohort average based on the highest 
score earned by individuals, as reported by ETS. Because HTSB accepts Praxis II scores over a 
ten-year period (which means that MAT applicant scores represent a range of years), we 
identified the actual years during which passing scores for each subject assessment were reported 
by ETS and then pulled ETS data for state means and standard deviations as well as national 
means and standard deviations during those same years. ETS reports data for all test takers who 
indicate UH Hilo as a recipient site, so we calculated means and standard deviations for our 
program completers only.  
 
As seen in Table 4.1, five Elementary candidates and one Secondary Mathematics candidate, or 
23% of the first MAT cohort, earned Recognition of Excellence (ROE) scores. The ETS ROE 
Award honors test takers who achieve exceptional individual performance on selected Praxis II 
tests. It is awarded to test takers who meet or exceed the ROE target score determined by the top 
15 % of candidates who took the test in previous years.  
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Table 4.1    Comparison of MAT, State (HTSB), and National Praxis II Scores 

 

Test 
Code Test Title n 

 
Range 
of Test 
Dates 

 
HTSB 

Passing 
Score 

MAT 
Mean 
Score 

 
MAT 

Standard 
Deviation 

HTSB 
Mean 
Score 

 
HTSB 

Standard 
Deviation 

U.S. 
Mean 
Score 

 
U.S. 

Standard 
Deviation 

 ETS 
ROE* 
 Score 

 
MAT 
ROE*  

n 

0014/
5014 

Elementary 
Education: Content 
Knowledge 15 

 
3/2012- 
1/2013 153 169 

 
 

12.45 163.95 

 
 

14.49 163.99 

 
 

17.37 181 

 
 

5 

0134/
5134 

Art: Content 
Knowledge 1 

 
1/2012-
1/2012 155 173 

 
 

N/A N/A 

 
 

N/A 163.03 

 
 

14.53 N/A 

 
 

0 

0041/
5041 

English Language 
Literature 
Composition: 
Content Knowledge 2 

 
 
 
1/2011-
1/2013 164 175.5 

 
 
 
 

13.44 171.35 

 
 
 
 

13.8 175.15 

 
 
 
 

15.18 192 

 
 
 
 

0 

0061/
5061 

Mathematics:  
Content Knowledge 2 

 
11/2012- 
11/2012 136 166.5 

 
 

13.43 135.93 

 
 

24.93 142.28 

 
 

22.86 165 

 
 

1 

0235/
5235 

Biology:  
Content Knowledge 1 

 
9/2011- 
3/2013 151 154 

 
 

N/A 158.59 

 
 

12.82 166.01 

 
 

14.39 179 

 
 

0 

0435/
5435 

General Science: 
Content Knowledge   1 

 
1/2013-
1/2013 

152 152 

 
 
 

N/A N/A 

 
 
 

N/A 156.54 

 
 
 

18.28 185 

 
 
 

0 

0081/
5081 

Social Studies:  
Content Knowledge 4 

 
 
11/2012-
11/2012 154 162.75 

 
 
 

2.36 N/A 

 
 
 

N/A 158.31 

 
 
 

19.15 184 

 
 

 
0 

* N/A Data not reported by ETS; N/A indicates 5 or fewer test results in a given time frame  
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Given the small number of program completers, these pilot data do not lead to sophisticated 
statistical analysis; however, it might be noted that the mean score (169) of the 15 Elementary 
candidates on the required subject assessment is higher than both state (163.95) and national 
(163.99) mean scores. In Math, the MAT mean score is above the state (HTSB) and national 
mean, while in English the MAT mean is above the state and below the national mean. There 
were not enough Hawai`i scores reported during the respective time periods to provide Art, 
General Science, or Social Studies state means.  Also, the MAT Biology mean score is below 
both state and national means.  Overall, MAT means seem reasonably reflective of the state and 
national means. 
 
Transcript Check Findings 
This assessment involves a thorough review of all applicant transcripts to verify that the 
baccalaureate degree, relevant major for secondary, minimum required grades earned in pre-
requisite courses (all Elementary and Secondary Social Studies), and 3.0 GPA in the last 60 
credits. Table 4.2 and Table 4.3 below display these transcript data for elementary and secondary 
applicants respectively. Again, these data reflect only those applicants who completed the 
program. 
 
Table 4.2   Transcript Check for Elementary Program Completers  

Candidate 
 

Baccalaureate 
Degree 

Elementary  
Pre-requisite Courses 

 
 

GPA 

Initials 
Academic 

Major 
ED 341 
Reading 

ED 
343 
Math 

ED 347 
Science, 
Social Studies 

 
Last 60 
credits 
 

1. RA Communication A- A- A 3.39 
2. CB Political Science A A- A 3.49 
3. HC Art A A A 3.44 
4. AG  History A A A- 3.51 
5. JG Communication A A C 3.68 
6. RH Art B- B B+/B* 3.12 
7. JO Communication B B- B- 2.99** 
8. DP English A A A 3.76 
9. AR-Y Sociology A- A- A-/A-* 3.39 
10. JR Economics B B B+ 3.48 
11. LR Business A B A- 3.14 
12. KS Computer Science A A A 3.61 
13. SS Communication A- A- A- 3.56 
14. NT Communication A A A 3.80 
15. IW English A A A 3.03 

* ED347 replaced ED342/ED344; two candidates took these previous courses and therefore have two grades 
** 2.99 GPA admitted provisionally per Graduate Council, probationary status removed after Fall grade check 
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Table 4.3   Transcript Check for Secondary Program Completers  
 
 

Candidate 
 

Baccalaureate 
Degree 

Social Studies 
Pre-requisite Courses 

 
 
 

 
 

GPA 

Initials 
Academic  

Major 

World 
History I 
(3 cr) 

World 
History II 
(3 cr) 

United 
States 
History 
(3 cr) 

 
Hawaiian 
History 
(3 cr) 

 
Last 60 
credits 
 

1. BC English     3.95 
2. GC Communication*     3.53 
3. HF Environmental Studies     3.12 
4. AK Mathematics     3.95 
5. EK Natural Science     3.75 
6. EM History** A- B A A 3.86 
7. CO Sociology** A B B B 3.38 
8. BT Art     3.68 
9. MT Geography** A A A- B 3.86 
10. VV Mathematics     3.57 
11. AW History** A- A A A 3.48 

        *Communication previously accepted for English licensure area with pre-requisite courses; no longer accepted 
        ** Social Studies licensure area (12 credits of pre-requisite courses listed)  
 
Assessment Ratings and descriptors.  As explained in Section 3, the SOE uses a rating scale 
for several assessments, two of which are presented in this section. The PAS and TPS assessment 
findings, using these common ratings, are shown in Table 4.4 and Table 4.5 respectively. 
Exemplary ratings indicate performance beyond expectations and thorough understanding of a 
given standard demonstrated in multiple contexts; Proficient ratings indicate competent 
understanding and appropriate implementation; and Functional ratings indicate basic 
understanding and occasional but inconsistent application.  
 
Professional Attributes Scale (PAS) Findings 
The PAS items listed below in Table 4.4 indicate MAT expectations of candidates, from 
admission through program completion. PAS scores by multiple raters are collected and 
reviewed at designated assessment checkpoints, described in Appendix D. Given the number of 
scores collected across the MAT program, we questioned whether relationships existed among 
the scores given by different raters at different points. For example, we wondered whether 
Admission PAS scores (rated by recommenders and faculty) might have construct validity as 
predictors of outcome PAS scores (rated by cooperating teachers). We ran correlations between 
these raters at different checkpoints and found little variance among scores. Again exacerbated 
by the small number of subjects, limited to successful program completers, the significant 
correlations we found had no real meaning. We deemed additional correlations unwarranted at 
this time, but will consider future tests after five years of data (including applicants who were not 
admitted as well as non-completers). Also, since the final PAS assessment yields scores 
submitted to the Hawai`i Department of Education, it is the most critical administration. 
Therefore, only PAS final ratings by cooperating teachers are presented.  
As can be seen in Table 4.4, scores earned in the final TPS assessment (completed by 
cooperating teachers) show minimal variance. 
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Findings are descriptive rather than analytic for two reasons: the small number of subjects (n=26) 
and the marginal variance between scores or ratings. Also, data are presented in terms of the 
percentage of completers earning specific ratings rather than mean scores because the range of 
ratings presents more pertinent information. For example, mean scores for the PAS items range 
from 3.0 (Attributes 2, 11, and 13) to 2.73 (Attribute 4). When looking at percentages, however, 
we can see that at least 80% of program completers scored Exemplary ratings on all PAS items 
except Written Communication, for which only 73% were rated as Exemplary. More 
specifically, 90% of completers were rated as Exemplary in six of the 14 attributes, and fully 
100% of completers were seen as Exemplary in three attributes: Punctuality, Desire to Improve 
Teaching Performance, and Professional Ethics. Overall, 25 of 26 (96.2%) of completers were 
rated as either Exemplary or Proficient in all PAS attributes, while only one program completer 
received a rating of Functional in Commitment to Student Learning. No completers were given 
an Unacceptable rating in any of the PAS attribute items.  
 
Table 4.4   Professional Attributes Scale (PAS) Ratings by Cooperating Teachers 
Professional Attributes Exemplary  

(score of 3) 
Proficient  
(score of 2) 

Functional  
(score of 1) 

Unacceptable 
(score of 0) 

1.Attendance n=25 96.2% n=1 3.8% 0 0 0 0 
2.Punctuality n=26 100% 0  0 0 0 0 
3.Oral Expression n=22 84.6% n=4 15.4% 0 0 0 0 
4.Written Communication n=19 73.1% n=7 26.9% 0 0 0 0 
5.Tact/Judgment n=22 84.6% n=4 15.4% 0 0 0 0 
6.Reliability/Dependability n=23 88.5% n=3 11.5% 0 0 0 0 
7.Self-Initiative/Independence n=21 80.8% n=5 19.2% 0 0 0 0 
8.Collegiality n=23 88.5% n=3 11.5% 0 0 0 0 
9.Interaction with Students n=24 92.3% n=2 7.7% 0 0 0 0 
10.Response to Feedback n=22 84.6% n=4 15.4% 0 0 0 0 
11.Desire to Improve Teaching Performance n=26 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
12.Commitment to Student Learning n=21 80.8% n=4 15.4% n=1 3.8% 0 0 
13.Professional Ethics n=26 100% 0 0 0 0 0 0 
14.Professional Demeanor n=25 96.2% n=1 3.8% 0 0 0 0 
 
 
Teacher Performance Standards (TPS) Findings  
TPS assessments represent specific combinations of standards aligned to MAT claims and QP 1 
components, as detailed in Section 2. Specifically, TPS 1, 2, and 3 address Claim #1 Learner and 
Learning: Program completers create supportive environments based on their knowledge of 
learner development and learning differences, and align to QP 1.3 Caring and effective teaching 
skill. TPS 4 and 5 address Claim #2 Content Knowledge and Application: Program completers 
demonstrate subject matter knowledge and apply this knowledge to engage students in learning 
content, and align to QP 1.1 Subject matter knowledge and QP 1.2 Pedagogical knowledge, 
respectively. TPS 6, 7, and 8 address Claim #3 Instructional Practice: Program completers plan 
instruction that supports student learning through the use of multiple instructional and 
assessment strategies including technology and also align to QP 1.2 Pedagogical knowledge. 
Finally, TPS 9 and 10 address Claim #4 Professional Responsibility: Program completers 
demonstrate professional attributes, engage in critical reflection, and collaborate to ensure 
learner growth, and align to QP 1.4.1 Learning how to learn. 
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Three TPS assessments are completed across the program; Fall and midterm Spring TPS are 
considered formative assessments, with remediation efforts triggered by low scores of 1 (Rarely) 
or 0 (Unacceptable), as described fully in Appendix D. To date, we have not established cut 
scores for the Spring TPS assessment (other than minimum Functional ratings in all standards) in 
part because we merely report and do not analyze quality of candidate performance at program 
completion. Given that this is a standards-based assessment, no scores of 0 are permitted because 
an Unacceptable rating indicates that a given standard has not been met. The final TPS 
assessment yields scores submitted to the Hawai`i Department of Education; as such it is the 
most critical administration. Table 4.5 below indicates the number as well as the percentage of 
completers rated as Exemplary, Proficient, or Functional on each of the performance standards.   
 
As with PAS findings presented above, TPS findings are displayed in terms of percentages of 
ratings rather than mean scores. For purposes of comparison, mean scores for the TPS standards 
range from 2.73 (Standards 1, 3, and 8) to 2.54 (Standards 6 and 7). Table 4.5 demonstrates that 
MAT completers meet all ten standards, as identified in program claims, with roughly 68% of 
completers earning Exemplary scores. The highest percentage (80.8%) of Exemplary scores is 
seen in TPS 3, which focuses on establishing positive Learning Environments, while the lowest 
percentage (57.7%) is found in both TPS 6 Assessment and TPS 7 Planning for Instruction. 
However, when both Exemplary and Proficient ratings are combined, program completers 
perform best in four particular standards: TPS 5 Application of Content, TPS 8 Instructional 
Strategies, TPS 9 Professional Learning and Ethical Practice, and TPS 10 Professional 
Leadership and Collaboration. Conversely, about one-third (n=8) of MAT completers were rated 
as Functional in at least one of the remaining six standards. Finally, no completers were given an 
Unacceptable rating for any of the performance standards.  
 
Table 4.5  Teacher Performance Standards (TPS) Ratings by Cooperating Teachers 
Teacher Performance Standards Exemplary 

(score of 3) 
Proficient  
(score of 2) 

Functional  
(score of 1) 

Unacceptable 
(score of 0) 

1.Learner Development n=20 76.9% n=5 19.2% 1 3.8% 0 0 
2.Learning Differences n=19 73.1% n=5 19.2% 2 7.7% 0 0 
3.Learning Environments n=21 80.8% n=3 11.5% 2 7.7% 0 0 
4.Content Knowledge n=16 61.5% n=9 34.6% 1 3.8% 0 0 
5.Application of Content n=17 65.4% n=9 34.6% 0 0 0 0 
6.Assessment n=15 57.7% n=10 38.5% 1 3.8% 0 0 
7.Planning for Instruction n=15 57.7% n=10 38.5% 1 3.8% 0 0 
8.Instructional Strategies n=19 73.1% n=7 26.9% 0 0 0 0 
9.Professional Learning & Ethical Practice n=18 69.2% n=8 30.8% 0 0 0 0 
10.Leadership & Collaboration n=18 69.2% n=8 30.8% 0 0 0 0 
 
Some assessments are presented in Section 2 and Section 3 that do not appear in this section 
because they are new assessments for which there are no data at time of this writing. 
Specifically, there are no data for the following assessments: Data Analysis, Assessment 
Sampler, Lesson Plan Sequence, and Planning Commentary. We will begin to collect these data 
in Fall 2014 and anticipate our first analysis after three years of data collection (Spring 2017).  
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Section 5: DISCUSSION AND PLAN  
 
Key Terms and Abbreviations in this Section: 
 

HTSB       Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board 
InTASC    Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
PAS          Professional Attributes Scale 
QP      Quality Principle 
TPS          Teacher Performance Standards 

 
Note to Reviewers: As noted in Section 1, this IBP focuses on only one phase of a two-year 
graduate degree program that includes teacher licensure as a benchmark. Because Phase I, the 
first year of the MAT graduate program leads to licensure while Phase II, the second year of the 
program leads to an optional master’s degree, the IBP addresses only Phase I, the licensure 
program. For purposes of the IBP, the program is referred to as the MAT and the students are 
referred to as candidates (those currently enrolled), or as program completers (only after all 
program requirements are met), not as graduates.  
 
Claims, results, and conclusions. In Section 2 of this IBP, we presented four MAT claims 
aligned to InTASC standards and QP 1 elements, and in Section 3 we identified our methods for 
assessing candidate performance against these claims. In Section 4, we displayed the results of 
the key assessments, based on our first set of program-completer data. Here, we discuss what 
results mean for the direction of our work to make the MAT a successful, accountable, and 
quality program. It is important to note that although cut scores have not been determined for 
either the PAS or TPS assessment, we make the case that data from these assessments support 
our MAT claims. As mentioned in Section 3, scores of or Unacceptable at formative checkpoints 
trigger remediation efforts intended to improve candidate performance; however, while 
Functional ratings may be earned on the final Spring semester TPS or PAS, final Unacceptable 
ratings are not allowed.   
 
Results for MAT Claim #1 Learner and Learning: Program completers create supportive 
environments based on their knowledge of learner development and learning differences. We 
proposed that elements of both the PAS (Item 9 Interaction with Students) and TPS (Standard 1 
Learner Development, Standard 2 Learning Differences, and Standard 3 Learning Environments) 
address QP 1.3 Caring and effective teaching skill. Further, we claim that PAS 9 Interaction with 
Students and TPS 2 Learning Differences address QP 1.4.2 Multicultural perspectives and 
accuracy. Despite limited data, we found that program completers scored very well on these 
assessments, with the majority of ratings in the Exemplary category. PAS 9 data indicate that 
fully 92% of completers were rated as Exemplary, and when considered with TPS data for 
Standards 1, 2, and 3 with respective percentages of roughly 77%, 73%, and 81% Exemplary 
ratings, these findings give some assurance that completers are caring and effective as well as 
sensitive to the multicultural aspects of diverse K-12 student populations. Particularly because 
we now realize that PAS 9 is only assessable by cooperating teachers who observe candidates 
working with elementary or secondary students, this high Exemplary rating is a strong indication 
that program completers will establish such positive relationships when they become responsible 
for their own future classrooms. 
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Results for MAT Claim #2 Content Knowledge and Application: Program completers 
demonstrate subject matter knowledge and apply this knowledge to engage students in learning 
content. We proposed that the Praxis II subject assessment and TPS 4 Content Knowledge 
address QP 1.1 Subject matter knowledge, and that TPS 5 Application of Content addresses QP 
1.2 Pedagogical knowledge. We learned that Praxis II mean scores of elementary program 
completers were higher than both the state and national averages; about one-quarter of all 
program completers received Praxis Recognition of Excellence in their respective content areas; 
and overall, MAT scores were on par with state and national scores. These results lead us to 
conclude that these assessments support the claim, and that program completers are well 
prepared for their roles as elementary and secondary teachers. To that end, we plan to maintain 
our practice of requiring passing Praxis II scores for admission, and do not envision establishing 
a higher cut score than that established by the HTSB for licensure.  
 
Results for Claim #3 Instructional Practice: Program completers plan instruction that 
supports student learning through the use of multiple instructional and assessment strategies 
including technology. We proposed that PAS 12 Commitment to Student Learning, and TPS 6 
Assessment, TPS 7 Planning for Instruction, and TPS 8 Instructional Strategies also address QP 
1.2 Pedagogical knowledge (overlapping with TPS 5 listed in Claim #2). We found that PAS 12 
yielded about 81% Exemplary ratings, which when coupled with Proficient ratings, resulted in 
96% of program completers demonstrating commitment to student learning. However, TPS 
assessments yielded the lowest percentage of Exemplary ratings, with approximately 58% for 
TPS 6, 58% for TPS 7, and 73% for TPS 8. Yet, when Exemplary and Proficient ratings were 
combined, the results changed to 96%, 96%, and 100% respectively. These ratings were the most 
puzzling for us because a significant portion of the MAT curriculum focuses on instructional 
practice, supported by an equally strong emphasis on content knowledge application. At first, we 
perceived that scores reflected the difference between candidate experience during Fall semester, 
with ample professor guidance in many methods courses, and Spring semester during which full-
time student teaching occurred. To test this assumption, we looked at the TPS scores rated by 
cooperating teachers at previous field experience assessment checkpoints (end of Fall semester 
and midterm Spring) and discovered that the final TPS scores were slightly higher. While we 
conclude that the claim is supported by the results, particularly when we consider Exemplary and 
Proficient ratings as appropriate indicators of effective instructional practice, the findings do give 
us reason to pause. We now wonder whether the imminent use of edTPA performance 
assessment rubrics and supports in our methods courses will have any impact on how well 
candidates are prepared to use effective plans, strategies, and assessments to foster increased 
student learning in their field classrooms. Further, we realize that our small data set of one cohort 
can only be seen as a preliminary indication of how MAT completers may perform on these 
assessments, and will examine data after at least three years of edTPA implementation. 
 
Results for MAT Claim #4 Professional Responsibility: Program completers demonstrate 
professional attributes, engage in critical reflection, and collaborate to ensure learner growth. 
We proposed that all 14 PAS items as well as TPS 9 Professional Learning and Ethical Practice 
and TPS 10 Leadership and Collaboration address QP1.4.1. Learning how to learn. We found 
that the majority (about 81%) of all 14 PAS item scores were Exemplary, with the exception of 
Written Communication (73%).  
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The percentage of Exemplary and Proficient ratings combined was far more impressive, with 
roughly 96% of program completers seen by cooperating teachers as demonstrating professional 
responsibility. Similarly, TPS 9 and 10 assessments yielded nearly 70% Exemplary ratings for 
each standard, but when combined with Proficient ratings, 100% of program completers were 
viewed as demonstrating the skills associated with continuing to learn about their profession, 
particularly through ethical practice, leadership, and collaboration. However, we question 
whether these particular standards more appropriately identify targets of what veteran teachers 
should know and be able to do; i.e., the student teaching experience does not fully provide 
opportunities for pre-service teacher candidates to step into leadership roles or initiate 
collaboration among colleagues toward desired student learning outcomes. That said, we believe 
that these encouraging results support our claim perhaps based in part on the emphasis placed on 
professional attributes and dispositions throughout the entire MAT program. Fully 100% of 
program completers scored Exemplary ratings in three specific attributes: punctuality, desire to 
improve teaching effectiveness, and professional ethics. These attributes could be considered as 
hallmarks of professionalism, indicating that our program completers are motivated to conduct 
themselves professionally. Further, the School of Education conceptual framework, also 
addressed in all education courses and especially MAT courses, embodies our commitment to 
foster among prospective candidates and program completers the desire to transform educational 
experiences through their own continued independent or structured professional development.  
 
Overall conclusions. In general, we learned that our target assessments (Praxis II, PAS, and 
TPS) provide valuable information about how our completers fare in terms of the knowledge, 
skills, and dispositions that characterize highly effective teachers. However, our overarching 
conclusion, based on our review of findings from these three assessments (and in some cases, 
components of these assessments), centers on two very significant understandings: 1) while 
informative, the data set of only one cohort of program completers (n=26) is far too limited to 
contribute to reasonable decisions about program revision or improvement, and 2) this limitation 
is compounded by the practice of examining program-completer data only. In other words, 
although preliminary data may shed light on program direction by influencing the kinds of 
questions we must continue to ask ourselves about program quality, we must be mindful that the 
data are just that – preliminary.  
 
For example, we learned that although the PAS is instructive in assessing important professional 
dispositions and attributes, the small data set (further diminished by including only program 
completers) limits the assessment’s predictive potential. Despite the number of statistical tests 
applied, the fact remains that although some PAS items may correlate, there is little reason to 
look for such relationships given expected and inevitable similarities in dispositions associated 
with effective teachers. Also, when examining data from program completers only, there is at 
best modest meaning in correlations among different raters at different assessment checkpoints, 
because even positive correlations tell us little; in essence, we are predicting relatively minimal 
levels of success among already successful candidates. All subjects in our first cohort data set not 
only completed the MAT program; they also met the PAS threshold at admission and at each 
assessment checkpoint to allow program continuation.  
 
However, we are interested in identifying inter-rater reliability, particularly since the PAS is a 
pivotal assessment administered by multiple raters at different points throughout the program. 
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For example, we are still interested to see if correlations exist between admission scores (by 
recommenders and faculty) and outcome scores (by cooperating teachers and faculty). It may be 
worthwhile to explore whether any particular set of raters provide better data to inform 
recruitment and admission decisions. Similarly, we would like to explore remediation 
effectiveness by looking at scores for any given teacher candidate, prior to and after 
interventions. At present, only a few final assessments indicate completer performance; all other 
data are checkpoints of candidate progress. Therefore, in Summer 2018 we will examine PAS 
data including scores given by recommenders and faculty submitted with the MAT application, 
to further examine the differences between those admitted and denied admission as well as those 
who completed the program or were unable to complete, particularly for cause.  
 
As mentioned, we plan to look for correlations among raters to determine construct validity and 
inter-rater reliability, and determine the best means for calibrating scores by different raters. At 
present, we merely look for anomalies among scores to see if any particular set of ratings (given 
by recommenders, faculty, or cooperating teachers) stand out. In a small way, this process has 
already begun. We decided to remove some of the PAS items at different assessment checkpoints 
to reflect the amount of time raters actually spend observing candidates, and we removed PAS 9 
from all faculty assessments because faculty do not observe candidates working with elementary 
or secondary students.  
 
Also, we considered the importance of examining potential correlations between Praxis II scores 
and GPAs, and decided to view these assessment cut scores as appropriate to determine 
admission eligibility. First, Praxis II passing scores are established by the state; to require higher 
scores would potentially lead to a lower admission rate, unnecessary competition with other state 
educator preparation programs, and applicant questions regarding why the MAT would not 
accept HTSB passing scores. We already exceed HTSB requirements in two specific areas, such 
as our admission requirements of: 1) the baccalaureate degree in the secondary licensure area, 
and 2) passing Praxis II scores at admission. Basically, we see no benefit in going beyond the 
HTSB requirement. Further, the 3.0 GPA requirement is set by the UH Hilo Graduate Council 
for all graduate programs, which we find satisfactory. Again, we have no indication that 
variability in GPA scores would predict levels of teaching performance. We believe that the 
small size of our program does not lend itself to such examinations at this time, regardless of 
their interest value. 
 
We are interested, however, in examining correlations between some of our assessments. For 
example, in the future and with more data, likely in Summer 2018, we will attempt to establish 
face validity by comparing two important measures of content knowledge: Praxis II Subject 
Assessment scores (required at admission) and TPS Standard 4: Content Knowledge scores from 
cooperating teachers (administered as part of program completion). While the administration of 
these two assessments greatly differs (Praxis II being an exam and TPS being a performance 
assessment), such data might allow us to make informed decisions about quality indicators and 
predictors of success.  
 
Program plans. Simply put, we need more data to make meaningful decisions regarding the 
program. We anticipate that at least five years of cohort findings, including application data 
(comparisons of those who were admitted or denied) as well as outcome data (comparisons of 
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program completers and non-completers, based on cause) will provide a better opportunity for us 
to aggregate, disaggregate, and analyze data to make informed modifications. At the end of 
Spring 2018, we will have outcome data for our first five cohorts; therefore, we will plan to 
analyze these data at our Fall 2018 faculty and staff retreat. We have a designated server to store 
data, and are developing new protocols for screening and entering data at every assessment 
checkpoint. Finally, we will incorporate data analysis at each retreat (at the beginning of Fall and 
Spring semesters) especially with an eye toward indicators of concern. In much the same way we 
implement candidate remediation plans based on field experience data, we might use program 
data to identify warning signs at assessment checkpoints to put supports in place. In doing so, we 
will be able to establish proactive mechanisms that in the long run should contribute to improved 
candidate performance and concomitant elementary or secondary student learning outcomes. 
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Section 6:  EVIDENCE OF INSTITUTIONAL LEARNING   
 
Key Terms and Abbreviations in this Section: 
 

HTSB       Hawai`i Teacher Standards Board 
FEC      Field Experience Coordinator 
InTASC    Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium 
PAS          Professional Attributes Scale 
QP      Quality Principle 
TPS          Teacher Performance Standards 
 

The IBP process has been both rewarding and challenging, because it has mandated that we take 
a “closer than comfortable” look at current practices associated with our new Master of Arts in 
Teaching program. There is one overarching lesson that we take from carrying out all of the IBP 
tasks, and it is a lesson that takes many forms, learned across several aspects of our program. 
This lesson centers on the critical element of consistency. 
 
As described in greater detail in Appendix A, we discovered the importance of assuring 
consistency – in all materials, websites, and assessment rubrics – to ensure accuracy. We 
discovered small yet unnecessary inconsistencies that created some confusion in our minds about 
our actual intentions, which further underscored the notion that accuracy leads to accessibility. 
We realized that if prospective applicants do not find consistent information about the MAT 
program, then they do not have equal access to the program. Ironically, we have spent an 
enormous amount of time collaboratively developing our course syllabi, grading scales, and 
policies, in order to give our candidates consistent messages about expected levels of 
performance. Yet, the IBP process, which has required us to look a bit deeper at our work, 
prompted numerous questions and more than a few quick revisions. Even while completing the 
Internal Audit, we realized that organizing candidate files in the same way would make it easier 
to retrieve information and check for accuracy as well. Similarly, we reinstated our former policy 
of only the Office Assistant placing documents in files and managing the filing system. 
 
Additionally, considering the importance of the PAS as a key assessment, we were surprised to 
learn about a number of inconsistencies in how the PAS was administered across the program. 
For example, when we determined PAS Item #9 Interaction with Students as an explicit 
connection to QP 1.4.3, we realized that although we had gathered some data, faculty were 
unable to provide such evaluative data during academic coursework, because candidates were 
not observed working with students. We had misinterpreted the scale in many instances to rate 
how students in our courses interacted with classmates. As a result, faculty agreed to remove this 
item, listing NA (not applicable) as the default score in our electronic rating system, so that 
faculty do not accidentally assign a score. We will do the same NA default for Item #11 Desire 
to Improve Teaching Performance and Item #12 Commitment to Student Learning for faculty 
ratings during undergraduate content preparation and elective courses. Also, we discovered that 
some of the PAS versions were not updated; i.e., the faculty version was different than the 
cooperating teacher and recommender versions in that one item had the choices listed in reverse 
order. This problem has been corrected and we have determined to identify a revision date on all 
documents.  
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Along these lines, we have been inconsistent in the time frame for faculty to complete the PAS; 
in one semester, faculty reviewed each candidate in each course they taught while in the next 
semester, faculty reviewed each candidate only once for all courses taught during that 
instructional block. Given the nature of the MAT curriculum sequence, with blocks consisting of 
about four weeks, faculty could assess the same candidate in several courses during that same 
time frame. As a result, beginning Fall 2014, we will require faculty to complete the PAS for all 
candidates immediately after the instructional block, when information and memory are most 
clear, with the flexibility of changing scores on the basis of candidate performance at the end of 
the semester. This new practice will make the data more reliable. In terms of field experience 
PAS administration, although we were careful to reduce the number of items that cooperating 
teachers assess during the Summer field experience, due to the brief time candidates spend in the 
classroom with them, we were not as careful in our data input to reflect the new numbers 
assigned to items. Specifically, the summer PAS contains only eight items, as opposed to 14 
items in the full scale; however, the correct item number had not been considered, which could 
result in incorrect data input and analysis. We have addressed this problem by double-checking 
how data are submitted for analysis, and will consider using the item descriptor rather than the 
number identification, such as using the term Attendance rather than PAS Item #1, in the next 
cycle of data input.  
 
Yet another concern related to consistency centered on rater selections of the following list of 
responses, with numbers assigned for data analysis purposes, to assess whether a given 
disposition is observed: (3) Consistently, (2) Generally, (1) Sometimes, (0) Rarely, and (NO) Not 
observed. We discovered that on the PAS version completed by cooperating teachers, we also 
had listed these same numbers as Exemplary, Proficient, Functional, and Unacceptable 
respectively. We will reconcile this discrepancy during Spring 2015. Finally, and most 
alarmingly, we realized that despite the numerous data points provided across the program, it 
was not our practice to collect PAS data from faculty after the Spring semester as part of the 
determination of program completion. This oversight will be corrected immediately by 
incorporating faculty PAS in the next semester, Spring 2015.  
In sum, the faculty continues to endorse the PAS as a pivotal program assessment, and due to the 
depth of investigation and scrutiny required in preparing the IBP, we are committed not only to 
assure consistency and accuracy but also to investigate PAS scores as valid predictors of success. 

The process of reviewing and analyzing TPS data has highlighted another inconsistency in terms 
of TPS ratings. The importance of the TPS assessment is underscored as a requirement for state 
licensure. Currently, both university supervisors and cooperating teachers assess candidate 
competency in meeting these performance standards during Fall and Spring semester field 
experiences. It is important to note, however, that the conditions under which these performance 
standards are assessed differ significantly in scope and frequency. University supervisors 
complete six short open-ended Classroom Observation Summaries (COS) that include options to 
rate TPS, while cooperating teachers complete three full TPS assessments. University 
supervisors observe candidates (twice in Fall and four times in Spring, typically for the duration 
of a lesson or class period) for a mere snapshot of performance, relative to the time cooperating 
teachers observe candidates (at least 33 full days in Fall and 58 full days in Spring). Supervisors 
conference with candidates to share their observation field notes and recommendations for 
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improvement with the standards as targets. To date, TPS scores given by supervisors have not 
been examined thoroughly, in part because these COS data represent brief segments of candidate 
performance (due to limited opportunity to assess all standards over time), and in part because 
these assessments are not included in candidate files forwarded to the Hawai`i Department of 
Education. COS forms currently do not include scores for all standards, since all standards 
cannot be observed and assessed during such brief observations.  

Given the importance of establishing reliability for our assessments, we are considering how 
portions of COS forms might yield relevant data in the future, and plan to run correlation tests 
between TPS data, as reported by these different raters. First, however, we must tackle the issue 
of calibration, which at present is yet another version of our inconsistency. As a result of 
preparing this IBP, we are determined to strengthen our efforts at calibrating scores among 
raters. We plan to formalize training of supervisors, during their initial group meeting conducted 
by the Field Experience Coordinator (FEC), by using a video to generate discussion and 
consensus about scoring the TPS. The training of cooperating teachers, on the other hand, proves 
more challenging. While the FEC conducts such training at the Fall Orientation, cooperating 
teachers are not required to attend as a condition of their assignments. The same concern holds 
for the PAS assessment, in that cooperating teachers get minimal training. The FEC plans to 
work with supervisors, faculty, and cooperating teachers to create a plan for establishing rater 
reliability during Spring 2015, with intended implementation by Fall 2015. 

With consistency as a goal, we also realized the need to change our approved licensure areas to 
reflect our intended population and capacity not only to offer certain methods courses but also to 
provide appropriate field placements. As addressed in Section 1, enrollment trends over the last 
five years of the previous Teacher Education Program (2008-2012) support a removal of 
licensure options in CTE, Spanish, Japanese, Music, and Hawaiian Language Immersion. We 
will begin work with HTSB in Spring 2015 to revise licensure areas offered in the MAT 
program. 
 
Finally, preparing the IBP has revealed a number of inconsistencies in our admission process. 
More specifically, we now have the motivation and direction to make crucial decisions regarding 
the criteria and qualifying scores of our application review. Prior to conducting the Internal 
Audit, we took pride in our calibration efforts which consisted of: 1) methodically reviewing a 
single application as an entire faculty, 2) reaching consensus on appropriate scores for each 
section of the application rubric, 3) working in pairs to review and discuss each application 
before assigning scores on a single rubric, and 4) meeting again as an entire faculty to discuss 
findings of the process.  However, the Internal Audit resulted in a list of inconsistencies for 
faculty to address, only a few of which can be completed prior to the next cohort Admission 
(2015-2016). Some of these concerns include: revising the rubric to acknowledge minimum from 
desirable qualifications (such as the entry requirement of 40 hours in structured settings); 
revising descriptors and scoring for the quality of prior experience; determining how to address 
the inherent discrepancies of applications with PAS scores (typically elementary) and without 
PAS scores (typically secondary); examining the practice for low PAS scores to be countered by 
an interview with two faculty; and most importantly, determining the process by which we will 
establish norm- or criterion-referenced admission cut scores.  Although we have begun some 
discussions and revisions pertinent to the inconsistencies identified above, we believe three years 
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of admission and completion data will better inform some of these necessary decisions, such as 
cut scores. Some of the work will begin in Spring 2015 with a committee charged to look at 
advising, recruitment, and admission processes. During Spring 2015, we intend to finalize our 
revised application rubric to be implemented for Summer 2016 cohort admission, and to create a 
timeline and structure for “auditing” the efficacy of our revisions. We believe that these efforts 
will result in higher quality applicants, who in turn, should become more highly effective 
teachers. 
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Section 8:  APPENDICES 
 
The following appendices are included in this section: 
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Appendix F: Local Assessments 
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Appendix A:  INTERNAL AUDIT 
 
Introduction. We believe that the Internal Audit described in this appendix complements 
Quality Principle III, and contributes to our case for program-quality capacity. In addition to 
evidence of institutional commitment, including sufficient fiscal and administrative resources as 
well as student support services shown in Appendix B, our capacity to address the unique 
elements associated with teacher education are identified in the components of our Internal 
Audit: curriculum, faculty, facilities, and equipment and supplies. Our process for conducting the 
Internal Audit and Audit Trail follows.  
 
Initially, the IBP author and Field Experience Coordinator examined sample audit trails, and 
using large chart paper and color-coded post-it notes created a detailed flow-chart of the various 
components and targets comprising the MAT program. After completing several audit-trail 
revisions to ensure the most accurate depiction of program procedures and structures, we 
identified a Quality Control System (QCS) comprised of two major sections: Student and 
Program. We then identified components of both Student and Program sections (described in 
detail below) and created a list of relevant questions. The Student section included questions 
regarding: advising, application, admission, and continuation and completion, while the Program 
section included questions regarding: approval and evaluation, information, coursework, field 
experiences, and facilities and delivery support. We decided that entering the audit via review of 
student files would provide data for both sections. An audit committee comprised of key 
personnel responsible for maintaining various student and program records was convened; i.e., in 
addition to the IBP primary author and Field Experience Coordinator, committee members 
included the Office Assistant and Advisor/Data Manager. The flowchart and overall plan for 
conducting the Internal Audit were shared verbally and approved informally by remaining 
faculty members.  
 
Description of the MAT Quality Control System (QCS). The major components of the QCS 
include all elements of admission such as advising; application requirements, processes, 
materials, and forms; and decisions based on admission rubrics completed by faculty. Once 
candidates are admitted, the QCS comprises elements of the MAT program such as the processes 
for its approval, information and publications, and the curriculum comprised of coursework and 
field experiences. The faculty takes responsibility for assuring that the courses are standards-
based and delivered in effective ways, taught by qualified faculty in adequate facilities, and 
approved by all relevant campus- and state-based entities. Additionally, the MAT field 
experiences incorporate numerous accountability measures including the process by which field 
placements are made, the standards they meet, and the qualifications of the cooperating teachers 
and university supervisors who support candidate growth and success. The QCS is presented 
below in Figure A.1, followed by the Internal Audit process for investigating its effectiveness.  
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Figure A.1   MAT Quality Control System  
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Audit procedures. To begin the audit, files of all program-completers (n=26) recommended for 
licensure to HTSB, were located in the SOE office. After the audit trail and probe questions were 
reviewed and explained in detail, the four-member audit committee decided to review eight, or 
approximately 30%, of randomly selected files to conduct the Internal Audit. To ensure selection 
of both elementary and secondary files, we numbered 26 slips of paper, separated them into 
elementary and secondary groups, randomly pulled four elementary and four secondary numbers, 
and then reviewed the eight files with corresponding numbers on a program roster. The full audit 
committee met twice, conducting a simultaneous review of four files at each meeting. Committee 
members completed an audit-trail form for each file reviewed, indicating a “yes,” “no,” or “not 
applicable” response for each question. (All eight individual audit-trail forms filed in the SOE 
office are available for review during the TEAC site visit in November 2015.) As each 
consecutive question was answered on individual forms, a group tally was taken and recorded on 
a summary audit-trail form.  Also recorded as “comments,” were brief explanations of the data or 
committee recommendations for improvement. For example, tallied data indicated that none of 
the eight files included course grades as evidence of program completion; therefore, the audit 
committee recommended that transcripts be printed and filed after each semester. With each 
committee member reviewing an individual file, the process of sharing data for each question 
before moving on to the next question allowed us to reach consensus regarding the evidence for 
each component and each question of the audit trail. Therefore, we were able to consider the 
relevance and adequacy of the probes as well as what the absence of any given piece of evidence 
might indicate about the individual component or our overall Quality Control System.  
 
After these committee audit sessions, two committee members summarized the tallied results and 
comments (see Table A.1 below) and further interpreted the evidence to prepare the audit 
findings and brief conclusions. Additionally, these two committee members reviewed the same 
eight files to follow the Program section of the audit trail. Completing the entire audit trail led to 
investigation of source documents, publications, and websites. Three audit committee members 
reviewed such documents as the university catalog, MAT brochure, application materials, and 
application rubric to determine consistency and accuracy. We discovered discrepancies among 
these publications, such as options no longer available, and made corrections where possible. 
Some documents merely required a revision date to ensure the most updated form. However, 
remaining concerns that require faculty planning and campus-based approval are included as part 
of the findings.  
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  Table A.1   MAT Internal Audit Summary Findings and Comments 
 
AUDIT QUESTION YES NO NA COMMENTS 
STUDENT 
  ADVISING 
1. Did students participate in 
SOE advising?  
     If so, are advising forms 
included? 

 8  Need more comprehensive documentation of 
advising session(s); applicant 
acknowledgement of advising/non-advising; no 
contact info 

2.  Did students receive 
information about financial aid 
and scholarships? 
 

 8  Revision of advising form 

  APPLICATION 
3. Did applicants meet all 
requirements? 
• 3.0 GPA in last 60 credits 

 
• Undergraduate degree or 

major in approved field 
 
• Passing PRAXIS II score  
• Three recommendations 
• Experience chart indicating 

minimum of 40 hours 
• Personal statements 

   Interest in teaching 
   Beliefs about student   

        learning 
• Pre-requisites (if relevant)  

  Elementary: ED341,          
         343, 347 (2.75GPA) 

   Social Studies: (6)  
         World, (3) American, (3)  
         Hawaiian  
• Transfer credit request (if 

relevant) 
• Exceptions justified and 

documented 
 

 
 
7 
 
 
7 
 
 
8 
8 
8 
 
8 
 
 
4 
 
 
 
1 

 
 
1 
 
 
1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
8 

Need supplemental application for MAT 
Provisional accepted with GPA of 2.99 per 
graduate division policy  
Transcript reflects degree “petitioned”; 
transcript print out when degree is “conferred” 
Print url score reports 
 
 
 
 
 
Elementary Pre-req required; 3 Not applicable 
were secondary applicants  
Secondary social studies is the only licensure 
area that has required pre-reqs; Consider 
adding grade and GPA requirements 

  ADMISSION 
4. Did applicants meet all 
admission requirements?  
• Faculty PAS (if relevant) 
• Interview (if relevant) 

 
• Reviewed by at least two 

faculty using rubric 
• Passing score on rubric 

 
 
6 
 
 
8 
 
8 

 
 
 
2 

  
If took pre-reqs and faculty could evaluate then 
PAS; no pre-reqs (secondary only) then had to 
interview 
Add reviewer initials to rubric 
Add minimum score  
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5. Were students notified about 
admission status? 

• Provisional acceptance 
(if relevant) 

• Full acceptance 

 
 
5 
 
7 

 
 
 
 
1 

 
 
3 

 
Add documentation when remaining 
requirements are completed, 1 candidate did 
not receive a full acceptance letter once all 
criteria were met; 3 secondary did not receive a 
provisional letter since they met all 
requirements from point of application 
 

 
CONTINUATION and COMPLETION 
6. Did students meet 
requirements for program 
continuation? 
 

8   Consider keeping more thorough records of 
student progress at assessment checkpoint 
meetings (office file) 

7. Did students meet all 
requirements for program 
completion? 

• All cohort courses with 
no grades below B- 

• 3.0 GPA or higher 
• Field hours  
• Satisfactory performance 

on CT evaluations 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
8 
 
8 

 
 
 
8 
 
8 

  
Print out final transcript for student files 
 
Revise summary of field hours chart – include 
minimum 

PROGRAM  
  APPROVAL AND EVALUATION 
8. Were all courses approved 
through campus-based 
curriculum review processes? 
 

8   Curriculum central documentation; all courses 
went through the chain of approval; website  
 

19. Were required courses 
identified in SATEP approval? 

8   What was proposal and approval dates? Office 
File/Letter and HTSB website  
 

10. Were students provided 
opportunity to evaluate program? 

8   Fall- qualitative, Spring- quantitative 
administered and recorded by SOE advisor; 
When are data reviewed by faculty? 
 

  INFORMATION 
11. Were required courses listed 
as such in the UHH catalog as 
well as UHH and SOE websites? 

8   listed in catalog but under Master of Education 
so all MAT and M.Ed course are listed together; 
All courses listed on UHH site under Masters 
Programs and on SOE website  
 

12. Was program information 
used to recruit qualified 
applicants? 

8   website used in advising sessions, 
presented/distributed in undergraduate 
coursework and campus-based and local school 
career fairs 
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  COURSEWORK 
13. Did students take any online 
courses?  
      If so, did they complete 
online readiness process? 

8 
 
5 

 
 
3 

 Candidates take online courses throughout the 
program (640-642 & 660-662  hybrid); Move 
readiness certification on left side of file; 3 files 
did not have printed readiness check 
 

14. Were all or most courses 
taught by qualified faculty? 

• Hired pursuant to a 
national search 

• Relevant degree and/or 
experience 

• Reviewed periodically 
by faculty and 
administrators 
 

 
 
8 
 
8 
 
8 

   
 
HR hiring process  
Appendix C 
Personnel review process  

15. Were courses evaluated by 
students using standard campus-
based assessments? 
 

8   Course evaluation (from IR)  
 

 
  FIELD EXPERIENCES 
16. Were students informed 
about placement process and 
criteria? 
 

8   Placement flow chart   

17. Did school administrators 
endorse placements? 
 

8   FEC office file 

18. Were cooperating teachers 
and students informed of 
placement? 
 

8   Letters in individual student files 

19. Did students meet placement 
and field requirements prior to 
start date? 

• TB test 
• Fingerprinting and 

clearance 
 

8    
 
Candidate file 
Create FEC office file 

20. Were all cooperating teachers 
licensed in the appropriate 
content area? 
 

8   CT Information Form, Office Binder 

21. Were all cooperating teachers 
provided information regarding 
evaluation expectations and 
requirements? 
 
 

8   Orientation Mtg. and FE Handbook 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 51 

22. Did cooperating teachers 
complete all required 
evaluations?  

• PAS (summer, fall and 
spring) 

• TPS (fall and spring) 
• Final Narrative 

 

8   Candidate File 

23. Were all field supervisors 
trained? 
 

8   Initial Supervisor Meeting (agenda) – FEC 
office file 

24. Did supervisors complete 
required evaluations? 

• COS (fall, spring) 
 

7 1  Candidate file 

  FACILITIES AND DELIVERY SUPPORT 
25. Were courses in adequate 
classroom?   

• appropriate size with 
adequate seating 

• suitable equipment and 
supplies 

• lighting and ventilation 
 

 
 
8 
 
8 
 
8 

   

26. Were field schools and 
classrooms adequate? 

• appropriate size with 
adequate seating 

• suitable equipment and 
supplies 

• lighting and ventilation 
 

 
 
8 
 
8 
 
8 

   

27. Were online courses 
provided technical support? 
 

8    
 

 
Internal Audit Findings and Conclusions. Although an arduous process, the internal audit 
yielded a number of pertinent findings and relevant conclusions. In some areas, simple and quick 
remedies will suffice; however, some areas will require further discussion and more extensive 
data collection and analysis, as categorized and described below. 
 
• Advising: Findings and Conclusions  
We queried whether students (2013-2014 program completers) participated in SOE advising and 
if so, whether their files contained evidence of such. Further, we wanted to know if students were 
apprised of financial assistance via financial aid and scholarships. As a result, we discovered that 
only one of eight files reviewed included an advising form. This finding was so alarming that the 
SOE Chair, who had not participated in the Internal Audit, went through all 26 files and 
discovered that this was the only form filed. We found no systematic means for determining how 
students were informed about program requirements.  
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Again, because there were no advising records in student files, we could not verify whether 
potential applicants had accurate information. While the Advisor was aware of students advised, 
informal and disorganized recordkeeping prevented clear indications of effective advising. Also, 
while a financial aid/scholarships flyer is available on the large SOE bulletin board directly 
across from the Advisor’s office, we realized that we do not track how many students seek such 
financial assistance. These findings demonstrated that our current practice of keeping minimal 
advising records (sometimes via email correspondence) does not yield readily accessible data, 
which led to the conclusion that we need comprehensive and systematic documentation of 
advising. Given the importance of accurate and timely advising, particularly in terms of effective 
recruitment, we plan to redesign the advising accountability system, including an entirely new 
advising form, with the Office Assistant maintaining advisee records. This process will begin 
within the next few months and will include the study of our own previously used forms, a 
description of the advising accountability system (roles, responsibilities, timelines), and a Fall 
2015 implementation date. Also, we realized that because applications are submitted to the UH 
Hilo Admissions Office; the SOE does not receive student name and contact information at time 
of application. We plan to create a supplemental application to accompany the UH Hilo common 
application, for students to provide such demographics, as well as how often they were advised 
by our SOE Advisor, or whether they waived advising altogether. We feel that these efforts will 
inform and improve recruitment of qualified applicants. Such pertinent information will not only 
lead to stronger advising – providing more personal support for students, particularly those in 
financial need – but also result in a larger applicant pool.  
 
• Application: Findings and Conclusions.  
We probed to determine whether files included evidence that application requirements were met. 
We discovered that although the procedures had been followed, complete and thorough 
documentation was missing in certain areas. For example, the file of one student whose 2.99 
GPA resulted in provisional admission (per UH Hilo Graduate Division policy) did not include 
an updated transcript indicating requirements met for full admission; another file included an 
unofficial transcript reflecting that the degree was “petitioned” but did not include an updated 
transcript indicating that the degree was conferred. In our current practice (Transcript Check 
assessment described in Sections 2 and 3), the Office Assistant and Advisor consult the 
university’s electronic student information system (STAR) to verify coursework and grades; 
however, there is no monitoring system in place to ensure that student files contain evidence of 
completed requirements such as earned degrees and appropriate coursework, grades, and 
minimum 3.0 GPA. To that end, and prior to 2015-2016 cohort admission, the Office Assistant 
will download and print these records for individual application files. Also, we decided to update 
all student files, including the first and second cohorts admitted in 2013 and 2014 respectively, 
so that all MAT student files are accurate. Similarly, we discovered that although we had relied 
on ETS electronic reporting, the actual printed versions in student files did not include ETS 
verification. Therefore, the Office Assistant and Advisor will access the appropriate website 
screen to ensure that the ETS url is reflected on all filed Praxis II scores, and further, will update 
all MAT files with such information. Finally, although all prerequisite (Elementary) and 
supplemental (Secondary Social Studies) courses were verified via transcripts in student files, the 
audit prompted a discussion regarding the lack of required minimum grades for the Social 
Studies courses.  
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Given the broad scope of disciplines in the Social Studies (Anthropology, Economics, 
Geography, History, Political Science, Psychology, and Sociology), it is the only secondary 
licensure area with required prerequisite (supplemental) courses. The audit committee will 
propose to SOE faculty a minimum grade of C in each course and combined GPA of 2.75 in the 
12 credits of supplemental History coursework (World, American, and Hawaiian) required. 
Should faculty be in agreement, the proposed program change will be submitted via Curriculum 
Central, the electronic, campus-based approval process, prior to the September 2015 deadline. If 
approved, this change will be implemented after the UH Hilo catalog revision process (typically 
once per year). 
 
• Admission: Findings and Conclusions 
Our Admission-related prompts focused on whether applicants: 1) met all admission 
requirements, and 2) were informed of their admission status (provisional, full). The audit 
indicated that all applicants met admission requirements, and were provisionally or fully 
accepted. However, none of the five provisionally admitted candidate files included 
documentation of full admission when requirements were met. Again, we decided to update files 
frequently and in particular, at assessment checkpoints such as Admission.   
 
Also, we discovered that all eight files included the application rubric scored by faculty, and we 
decided to include a place for reviewer initials (two faculty score each rubric together). The 
Internal Audit made us realize the need to revise both the content and the scoring process of our 
rubric, presented as Figure A. 4 at the end of this appendix, prior to the Discussion section. We 
determined to seek faculty approval for some immediate changes. For example, we plan to 
remove an element from the scoring rubric for two important reasons. First, a review of pilot data 
revealed that our scoring rubric awarded full point value for 40 hours experience with reduced 
points for fewer hours; however, our practice and policy (stated in the university catalog) 
describes a minimum of 40 hours as an admission requirement. In essence, we qualified a rubric 
element when we should have identified merely the presence or absence of the minimum number 
of hours, with no points awarded for meeting an entry criterion. Second, if we decide to keep a 
40-hour minimum with more points awarded for additional hours, we will need to identify and 
justify the range of rubric scores and adequately advertise to potential applicants that hours 
beyond the minimum required would lead to a higher score in that rubric component. As a result 
of this audit, our admission accountability will be the focus of upcoming faculty meetings, with 
an intended decision (and revised rubric) by Summer 2015, to allow appropriate time to advise 
potential applicants about expectations and scoring policies. The audit committee will request 
faculty approval for a Fall 2018 review of three years of cohort Admission data, including data 
from program completers and non-completers to inform an effective overall rubric cut score, 
effective by the Summer 2019 cohort admission. 
 
• Continuation and Completion:  Findings and Conclusions 
This section probed whether students met requirements for program continuation and program 
completion. Data indicated that all eight candidates met requirements to continue, but we felt that 
more formalized and accessible assessment-checkpoint records would benefit future data 
collection and analysis. Similarly, although all eight candidates met grade requirements, we 
noted that none of their files included evidence; therefore, we suggested that printed transcripts 
retrieved from the electronic student information system be placed in student files.  
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Finally, all eight files included evidence of required field hours and satisfactory performance via 
cooperating teacher evaluations; for accountability purposes, we decided to add the minimum 
number of hours required on the Summary of Field Experience Hours chart included in each file. 
These practices and revisions will be implemented by the next program completion, in Spring 
2015. 
 
• Program Approval and Evaluation: Findings and Conclusions 
The review of student files led to verification that all courses received campus-based and SATEP 
approval.  Courses were approved via Curriculum Central, the university’s online system for 
curriculum review (http://hilo.hawaii.edu/curriculumcentral/) and as part of the MAT proposal 
approved by HTSB (http://www.htsb.org). We ensured that students were provided the opportunity 
to evaluate the program by checking the Fall (qualitative) and Spring (quantitative) evaluation 
forms given at the end of both semesters. Although evaluation data are reviewed at designated 
faculty retreats twice per year, we need to collect and compare three years of data before making 
significant changes to the program. 
 
• Program Information: Findings and Conclusions 
A review of the university catalog (http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ed-courses-gr.html) as well as the 
university websites (http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-teaching-mat.html) and 
(http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/education/documents/MATCOURSESANDDESCRIPTIONS.pdf) 
confirmed that required courses are listed. Although we saw no evidence of advising in the eight 
files reviewed, we confirmed that program information was available via brochures, SOE 
newsletters, and websites. We acknowledged that our MAT claims were evident in only some of 
our documents, and will complete revisions during Spring 2015. 
 
• Coursework: Findings and Conclusions 
To ensure that students were prepared for online courses, we checked the online readiness 
certification forms in their files; we found three of the eight files did not include these forms. We 
verified that they completed the readiness process with the course instructor. Further, since MAT 
courses incorporate distance delivery, we checked syllabi to note requirements for netiquette and 
appropriate student identity (warning about plagiarism). Reviewing cohort courses led us to 
determine whether courses were taught by qualified faculty with relevant degree and/or 
experience, and who were not only hired pursuant to a national search but also reviewed 
periodically via the university contract renewal/tenure and promotion process. All of these 
criteria were met.  Faculty qualifications are further described in Appendix C, hiring processes 
can be verified via campus Human Resources (http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/hr/jobs.php) and the 
personnel review process can be verified via many documents and sites including the website 
identifying all academic policies overseen by the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs: 
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/vcaa/documents/TenureandPromotion-AY2014-2015Chancellor.pdf. 
The audit trail also prompted us to determine whether courses were evaluated by standardized 
assessments. All faculty members are provided course evaluations at the end of each semester 
(http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/iro/facultyevals/index.php) and are required to assign a student to collect 
the completed forms and submit them in a designated envelope to the SOE office or the Social 
Sciences Division office. There is no guarantee that all students complete the form.  
 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/curriculumcentral/
http://www.htsb.org/
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ed-courses-gr.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-teaching-mat.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/education/documents/MATCOURSESANDDESCRIPTIONS.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/hr/jobs.php
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/vcaa/documents/TenureandPromotion-AY2014-2015Chancellor.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/iro/facultyevals/index.php
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At UH Hilo, faculty are the only people who receive summary data of these evaluations; i.e., 
administrators are not provided these course evaluation data. However, faculty must submit 
evidence of teaching effectiveness, particularly via aggregated course evaluation data, as part of 
the personnel review process described above. 
 
• Field Experiences: Findings and Conclusions 
Our prompts guided us to determine whether the field placement process was working 
effectively. We verified that all students were informed about the placement process via the pre-
placement meeting agenda and placement flow chart (shown as Figure A.2 below), and that 
school administrators endorsed all placements, as documented in the Field Experience 
Coordinator’s office file. Additionally, we verified that all students and cooperating teachers 
were informed of field placement, as indicated in letters included in all student files. We found 
evidence of TB test clearance in all eight files and of all students’ fingerprinting clearance in the 
Field Experience Coordinator’s office. Documentation that all cooperating teachers are properly 
licensed was found in the Cooperating Teacher Information binder in the SOE office. Also, we 
reviewed the Field Experience Handbook and Orientation meeting agenda to verify that all 
cooperating teachers were provided information regarding evaluation expectations and 
requirements. All eight files contained all required cooperating teacher evaluations: five 
Professional Attribute Scales, three Teacher Performance Standards assessments, and one Final 
Narrative. We verified that field supervisors were trained, documented by the initial supervisor 
meeting agenda. Finally, we discovered that one student file was missing two of the required six 
Classroom Observation Summary forms completed by university supervisors. Other documents 
such as the candidate information spreadsheet kept by the Office Assistant and the seminar grade 
verified that the missing forms had been submitted but were not found in the student file. We 
determined that we needed written documentation of our assessment checkpoints, meetings 
conducted at the end of each semester to foster better use of student data for programmatic 
decisions. The Office Assistant will maintain these checkpoint records with all other SOE 
meeting minutes in the office file. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 56 

Figure A.2  Field Placement Process 
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• Facilities and Delivery Support: Findings and Conclusions 
The last set of probes prompted us to evaluate the adequacy of university and placement school 
classrooms. We found that all facilities were appropriate in size, comfort and equipment. We 
also examined the list of placement schools, which prompted us to consider how many of our 
candidates were placed at various sites. The list of candidates and field placements are available 
in the School of Education office. At time of this writing, however, some of these schools have 
been closed due to the imminent threat of lava flow. Arrangements have been made to relocate 
all school personnel including our teacher candidates, plus equipment and supplies, to portable 
buildings at other school sites. Last, questioned whether online courses were provided technical 
support. In addition to course instructor support for individual students, the university online 
course delivery system (Laulima) provides almost round-the-clock assistance for students and 
faculty. 
 
Discussion.  Overall, we conclude that our Quality Control System works well; however, in 
order for all of the QCS components to synergize into a cohesive whole – as an accountability 
system to our students, community, and profession – we must now focus more strategically on a 
few key areas as highlighted in our Internal Audit. Considering the holistic nature of the QCS 
and its significance across and among all aspects of the MAT program, we recognize the 
imperative to strengthen our recruitment, advising, and admission processes that lead to qualified 
and successful teacher candidates. Therefore, we will overhaul these QCS components by 
revisiting our SOE Strategic Plan goal (and targeted actions) to provide distinctive pathways to 
excellence that exemplify standards of the teaching profession. Despite this plan with 
concomitant actions and timelines, the Internal Audit findings indicate that we must codify a 
more clear structure, complete with roles, responsibilities, procedures, policies, deadlines, and 
accountability measures to ensure that what we redesign will result in the desired outcome of a 
strong applicant pool from which to select the most qualified students. Therefore, in Spring 
2015, we will convene a committee comprised of the Chair, Vice Chair, Office Assistant, 
Advisor/Data Manager, and Field Experience Coordinator to develop and institute all revisions. 
Subsequently, in Fall 2015, we will conduct a targeted Internal Audit regarding the Advising and 
Application components of the QCS. Also by Fall 2015, we will create a timeline for conducting 
future audits, likely every two years to allow for more data. 
 
With each additional cohort, we will have a more substantial data set, leading to better data-
driven decisions about the level of performance expected at each phase of the MAT program. 
The work ahead of us centers on establishing a stronger assessment culture, in concert with an 
effective recordkeeping system, to ensure that all aspects of our QCS bear scrutiny. We have 
used the Internal Audit to critically examine our policies and practices and recognize the need for 
consistent data collection and structured times for deeper data analysis that result in action. 
Although we review data twice per year, the pilot MAT data are insufficient to generate 
meaningful analyses and subsequent decisions about program quality. We will hold ourselves 
accountable to examine whether our designated web-server is working well; i.e., we will 
investigate whether all relevant aggregated and disaggregated data are organized and accessible 
to key personnel so that informed decisions can be made at any time.     
 
In many respects, we have operated “partially blindfolded,” as U.S. Secretary of Education Arne 
Duncan refers to the lack of knowledge about how teacher education program graduates perform 
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in school classrooms (U.S.DOE, 2011). We recognize that our responsibility lies beyond 
program completion, extending to the quality of learning outcomes fostered by our program 
completers in their respective and future teaching practices. To this end, with anticipated data 
shared in the near future via the Hawai`i Department of Education Educator Effectiveness 
System, we will be able to examine the quality and impact of our program completers in their 
teaching.  
 
Finally, the Internal Audit has allowed us to function in ways we envisioned five years ago, 
when we developed our Strategic Plan goal to become a coherent, dynamic, and productive 
professional community. Given the complex and unique set of expectations characterizing 
educator preparation programs, we have been consumed with learning about and meeting new 
state requirements, such as new InTASC and Common Core standards, and candidate 
performance assessments like edTPA. Especially at this time of so many initiatives aimed at 
increased K-12 student learning outcomes and more accountable teacher education practices, 
completing the Internal Audit has not only required us to step back to seriously examine our 
QCS but also allowed us to move beyond a compliance mentality toward a commitment to true 
professional responsibility.  
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Appendix B.  EVIDENCE OF INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITY FOR PROGRAM QUALITY 
 
This section provides evidence of institutional commitment to the MAT program, not only 
consistent with commitment to other UH Hilo programs but also, and in particular, appropriate to 
the unique requirements of professional teacher education. Table B.1 identifies evidence of 
capacity for quality and Table B.2 provides references for institutional documentation.  
 
Table B.1:  Capacity for Quality:  A Comparison of Program and Institution Statistics 

Capacity Dimension Program 
Statistics 

Institutional 
Statistics (Norm) 

Difference Analysis 
(Analysis of the 

differences between 
the program and the 

institutional 
statistics) 

3.1.1 Curriculum 
(number of credits) 

36 credit hours 36.14 average credit 
hours  

See Evidence 3.2.1.1 
Curriculum—
Number of Credit 
Hours (later in this 
section). 

3.1.2 Faculty 
(percentages at ranks; 
workload) 

See Evidence 3.1.2.1.a – 3.1.2.1.e   Faculty Ranks and Workloads. 

3.1.3 Facilities (space, 
equipment)  

See Evidence 3.1.3.1 Facilities—Space and Equipment. 
  

3.1.4 Fiscal and 
Administrative (support 
dollars/faculty member) 

See Evidence 3.1.4.1.a – 3.1.4.1.c   Fiscal and Administrative 
Support within Social Sciences Division 
 
Also, please see the following URLs:  

• FY2011-2012 
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-
2012HiloSI_000.pdf 

• FY2013-2013 
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-30-
2013SI.pdf 

3.1.5 Student Support 
(equal access to 
services) 

For academic resources, support services, financial services, health 
and wellness services, and more, please access the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/currentstudents/.  

3.1.6 Student Feedback 
(course evaluation 
means, numbers of 
complaints) 

Mean of Course 
Means = 3.55/4.00 

Mean of Course 
Means = 3.47/4.00 

See Evidence 
3.1.6.1.a – 3.1.6.1.c 
Student Feedback—
Course Evaluation 
Means. 

0 Student 
Complaints 

Related to SOE 
and MAT Program  

12 Student 
Complaints Related 

to all Other Units and 
Programs within CAS 

See Evidence 3.1.6.2 
Student Feedback—
Number of 
Complaints. 

http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-2012HiloSI_000.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-2012HiloSI_000.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-30-2013SI.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-30-2013SI.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/currentstudents/
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Evidence 3.1.2.1.a.  Headcount of Graduate Division Faculty by Rank:  2013-2014 
As can be seen below, the MAT program is provided an appropriate distribution of faculty by 
rank, as compared to other graduate programs. It is important to note that the Instructor position 
comprises 50% assignment as MAT Field Experience Coordinator, but for ease of institutional 
comparison is included as full-time in Evidence 3.1.2.1.a above. Also, the MAT Advisor/Data 
Manager position is a Junior Specialist assignment; however, this position is non-instructional. 
 

Evidence 3.1.2.1.b     Summary Comparison of MAT and Other Graduate Faculty 

Graduate 
Program 

Professor Associate 
Professor 

Assistant 
Professor 

Instructor 

MAT n=2 33% n=3 50% n=0 0% n=1 17% 
 

All others 
combined 

n=12 17% n=30 44% n=24 34% n=4 5% 
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Total 
Headcount 

 
6 

 
14 

 
1 

 
1 

 
8 

 
6 

 
9 

 
2 

 
23 

 
5 

 
12 

 
23 

Faculty 6 14 1 1 7 6 5 - 21 5 10 21 
Instructional 6 5 1 1 6 4 5 - 18 4 10 17 

Professor 2 2 - - 2 2  - 3 1 1 1 
Associate 
Professor 
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Professor 
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Instructor 1 - - - - - - - 1 - 1 2 
Specialist - - - - - - - - - - - 4 
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Evidence 3.1.2.1.c     Percentage of MAT Faculty by Instructional Rank 

 
 
 
 
Evidence 3.1.2.1.d    All Other Graduate Teaching Faculty Ranks 
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Evidence 3.1.2.1.e    Semester Hours Taught in Graduate Degree-Seeking Majors 
 
 

Major 
Summer 

2013 Fall 2013 
Spring 
2014 

Summer 
2014 Average 

MAT: Teaching 10 30 20 12 18 
Nursing Practice 6 21 27 12 17 
Med: Education 7 3     5 
China-U.S. Relations   0 0   0 
Counseling Psychology 13 30 35 10 22 
Hawaiian Language & Literature   9 12   11 
Indigenous Language & Culture 
Education 13 15 15 13 14 
Clinical Psychopharmacology 9 11 13 9 11 
Trop Conservation Biology & 
Environ Science   22 21 0 14 
Ph.D. in Hawaiian and Indigenous 
Language & Culture Revitalization   7 4   6 
Ph.D. in Pharmaceutical Science   11 7 0 6 
Pharm.D.   195 152   174 

Average of all but MAT 9.60 29.45 28.60 7.33   
Average of all but MAT and 

Pharm. D. 9.60 12.90 14.89 7.33   
      
     
The Master of Arts in Teaching faculty workload averages 18 credit hours per term since the 
inception of the program.  This value is comparable to other graduate programs, and admittedly 
difficult to ascertain because few graduate programs have designated faculty; i.e., faculty teach 
across the undergraduate and graduate spectrum. The most significant exception is the Pharm D. 
program, which may be considered an outlier.   
 
Evidence 3.1.3.1 Facilities—Space and Equipment 
The Master of Arts in Teaching program is provided with adequate space and equipment.  
Although no units “own” classrooms at UH Hilo, we do have two designated classrooms for all 
of the School of Education programs.  Classroom 312 measures 29 by 30.5 feet (884 square feet) 
and classroom 314 measures 22 by 34 feet (748 square feet).  Both classrooms have large tables 
that seat five to eight students around them comfortably for collaborative work.  Both classrooms 
are equipped with media teaching stations that hold both Mac and PC computers, as well as 
CD/DVD players and sound systems.  Both classrooms have whiteboards, Smart Boards, and 
display projectors.  One of the classrooms also holds a small library of materials for teaching 
literacy-related classes and topics.  All of the MAT campus-based courses are conducted in these 
two classrooms. 
 
All faculty and staff have their own office spaces with large windows and doors for both privacy 
and security.  Offices are furnished with desks, computer tables, file cabinets, and book shelves 
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(or wall shelving).  All faculty members also have their own computers and printers.  Essential 
office supplies, such as printer paper and toner, are also supplied. 
 
Evidence 3.1.4.1.a  Fiscal and Administrative Support within Social Sciences Division  
The College of Arts and Sciences, one of six colleges within the University of Hawai`i at Hilo, 
includes three academic divisions (Humanities, Natural Sciences and Social Sciences) and the 
School of Nursing. The School of Education is housed within the Social Sciences Division, also 
comprised of Anthropology, Geography, History, Kinesiology and Exercise Science, Political 
Science, Psychology, Sociology, and Women’s Studies. Although the Schools of Nursing and 
Education are centered on professional preparation, they are quite different in structure and fiscal 
management. For example, Nursing operates baccalaureate and doctoral programs and manages 
operational funds supported by additional student fees per semester. Education, as part of the 
Social Sciences Division, operates three distinct programs: the undergraduate Certificate in 
Educational Studies, the Master of Arts in Teaching including state licensure as a benchmark, 
and the Master of Education for licensed, in-service teachers.  
Within the Social Sciences Division, all departments (including the SOE) are allocated annual 
budgets, excluding salaries, with which to operate their respective programs. The Division Chair 
bases allocations on previous annual expenditures as well as department chair requests for 
special costs. Additionally, departments are provided a portion of tuition revenue from summer 
enrollment, as an incentive to offer summer courses. A review of the three most recent yearly 
allocations (2012, 2013, and 2014) indicates that Education is allocated roughly 9% of the total 
Division budget, the second largest departmental allocation after Psychology. Also, the Division 
budget allocation (for office operations) includes a reserve for unanticipated or infrequent 
expenses, equipment maintenance and repair, and program incentives, including funds for SOE 
accreditation costs. The current budget is presented below. 
 
Evidence 3.1.4.1.b    2014-2015 Social Sciences Division Budget with Summer Incentives 

 
 

Unit 

 
Budget 

Allocation 

Undergraduate 
Summer 
Incentive 

Funds 

 
Graduate 
Summer 
Incentive 

Funds Total 
Division Office $33,900.00   $33,900.00 
Anthropology $6,000.00 $1,351.00  $7,351.00 
Education $10,000.00 $365.00       $4,412.00 $14,777.00 
Geography $8,000.00 $877.00  $8,877.00 
History $8,000.00 $1,242.00  $9,242.00 
KES $8,000.00 $3,470.00  $11,470.00 
Political 
Science $6,000.00 $1,023.00 

 
$7,023.00 

Psychology $20,000.00 $5,966.00 $2,745.00 $28,711.00 
Sociology $5,000.00 $2,374.00  $7,374.00 
Women Studies $2,000.00   $2,000.00 
Total $106,900.00    

The SOE is provided additional special accommodations relative to the unique elements and 
responsibilities that characterize educator preparation programs. Specifically, the SOE manages 
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two designated classrooms, patterned after K-12 classrooms with oversized bulletin boards, 
cabinets, and sinks.  
The SOE is the only unit with additional (non-teaching) personnel: Office Assistant and 
Advisor/Data Manager, plus cooperating teacher stipends and university supervisor “casual hire” 
remuneration.   
 
Evidence 3.1.4.1.c  Comparison to Typical Social Sciences Department.  
To further illustrate School of Education support we compared SOE data to those of the 
Department of Sociology, which receives financial support typical of Social Sciences 
departments, because these units share many characteristics including number of full-time 
faculty. A budget comparison of the two units demonstrates that the resources allocated to the 
School of Education exceed those provided to the Department of Sociology. Both departments 
have five full-time, tenure-track teaching faculty (when the Instructor is considered as support 
staff). The School of Education average faculty salary is $77,671, while the Department of 
Sociology average faculty salary is $77,828. 
In addition to teaching faculty, the School of Education has a full-time support staff consisting of 
an Office Assistant, an Advisor/Data Manager, and an Instructor/Field Experience Coordinator, 
at a total annual salary of $153,663. The Department of Sociology has no additional support 
staff. 
 
Additionally, the School of Education employs two lecturers and eight casual hires (university 
field supervisors) at a total annual salary of $26,916 and 26 cooperating teachers at a total annual 
stipend of $4,550; all of these supplemental salaries result in a total expenditure of $31,466. The 
Department of Sociology has three lecturers at a total annual salary of $29,991.  
 
The total salaries for teaching, dedicated support staff, and field-based support in the School of 
Education equal $579,579, compared to the total salaries for teaching and dedicated support staff 
in the Department of Sociology at $413,664.  
Also, as noted in Table B.1 above, the School of Education receives an annual allocation for 
operational expenses of $14,777, including incentive funds received for teaching Summer 
courses. Conversely, the Department of Sociology receives an annual allocation for operational 
expenses of $7,374, including Summer incentive funds. 
 
In sum, the total payroll and budget for the School of Education ($594,356) acknowledges the 
requisite support for teacher education, particularly when compared to the total payroll and 
budget for the Department of Sociology ($421,038). 
It is important to note that recent collective bargaining negotiations resulted in salary parity 
across the entire university system so that all faculty receive at least the minimum salary for their 
respective rank. All tenure-track SOE faculty are tenured and earn salaries at appropriate to their 
rank. 
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Evidence 3.1.6.1.a   Student Feedback: Course Evaluation Means 
The instrument used to evaluate courses at UH Hilo is shown below. 
Course Evaluation Questions and Scoring 

 
    4 3 2 1 0 

Q1 I took this course: As a major 
requirement 

As an 
elective 

within the 
major 

As a general 
education 

requirement 

As an 
elective 

outside my 
major 

  

Q2 I took this course:   For the 
first time 

To make up 
a low grade 

To make 
up for a 

withdrawal 
  

Q3 

At the beginning of this 
course my knowledge or 
ability in this subject area 
was: 

  Strong Moderate Weak   

Q4 
The amount of time I spent 
weekly on this course outside 
of class was: 

0-2 hrs 2-4 hrs 4-8 hrs >8 hrs   

Q5 
The course covered the 
material the instructor said it 
would in the syllabus. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q6 

The instructor gave me 
feedback on exams and 
assignments in a timely 
fashion. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q7 
The reading materials 
assigned for the course 
facilitated my learning. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
 

Q8 
The instructor was available 
during office hours or by 
appointment when requested. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q9 

When students asked the 
instructor questions, the 
instructor responded in a 
helpful way. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q10 

Students seem to feel 
comfortable interacting with 
and asking questions of the 
instructor. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q11 
The instructor was 
consistently well prepared for 
class. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q12 The instructor was able to 
explain concepts clearly. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q13 

Grading of exams, papers, 
and other assessment 
procedures used to determine 
the grade has been fair. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q14 The instructor facilitated my 
learning of the subject. 

Strongly 
Agree Agree Disagree Strongly 

Disagree   

Q15 This course was: Very 
Difficult Difficult Moderate Easy Very 

Easy 
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Q16 I missed class: 
Less than 

10% of the 
time 

10-25% of 
the time 

26-50% of 
the time 

More than 
50% of the 

time 
  

Q17 What grade do you expect to 
receive in this course A B C D F 

Q18 Overall how would you 
evaluate this instructor? A B C D F 

Q19 Overall how would you 
evaluate this course? A B C D F 

 
 
Evidence 3.1.6.1.b   Course Evaluations: MAT and Other Graduate Programs 
The table below displays student-feedback means for all graduate courses and MAT courses 
(Summer 2013 - Summer 2014).      

  

Summer 
2013 

Fall  
2013 

Spring  
2014 

Summer  
2014 

GR MAT GR MAT GR MAT GR MAT 
AvgOfQ1_TookThisCourse 3.99 4.00 3.90 4.00 3.82 4.00 4.00 4.00 
AvgOfQ2_RepeatCourse 3.00   2.99 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 
AvgOfQ3_CourseKnowledge 1.82   1.73 1.78 1.60 1.80 1.73 1.49 
AvgOfQ4_TimeOutOfClass 2.62   2.06 2.25 2.24 2.64 2.61 1.70 
AvgOfQ5_SyllabusAccurate 3.65 3.85 3.67 3.72 3.65 3.77 3.80 3.88 
AvgOfQ6_InstrFeedback 3.76 3.00 3.53 3.72 3.43 3.73 3.80 3.59 
AvgOfQ7_ReadingMaterial 3.76 3.81 3.55 3.57 3.54 3.61 3.76 3.82 
AvgOfQ8_OfficeHours 3.72 3.92 3.68 3.79 3.61 3.77 3.87 3.87 
AvgOfQ9_InstrResponse 3.82 3.92 3.66 3.80 3.63 3.75 3.91 3.93 
AvgOfQ10_StudInteraction 3.86 3.96 3.72 3.82 3.67 3.79 3.96 3.92 
AvgOfQ11_InstrPreparation 3.88 3.00 3.56 3.82 3.58 3.78 3.85 3.81 
AvgOfQ12_InstrExplanation 3.84 3.88 3.63 3.78 3.62 3.79 3.79 3.88 
AvgOfQ13_InstrGrading 3.81 3.00 3.65 3.81 3.57 3.75 3.85 3.67 
AvgOfQ14_FacilitatedLearning 3.81 3.92 3.62 3.79 3.59 3.75 3.77 3.81 
AvgOfQ15_CourseDifficulty 2.38 2.50 2.62 2.22 2.56 2.29 2.36 2.24 
AvgOfQ16_MissedClass 4.00 3.96 3.96 4.00 3.96 4.00 3.93 4.00 
AvgOfQ17_ExpectedGrade 3.78 3.96 3.68 3.94 3.71 3.96 3.83 3.85 
AvgOfQ18_EvalInstr 3.90 3.96 3.71 3.92 3.64 3.88 3.84 3.99 
AvgOfQ19_EvalCourse 3.89 3.92 3.66 3.89 3.64 3.84 3.79 3.94 

         
Sources: UHH Course Evaluations Response Files; IRO_SOCAD (Census)     
Prepared by UH Hilo Office of Institutional Research       
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At UH Hilo, Question 18 Evaluation of the Instructor and Question 19 Evaluation of Course are 
emphasized in the faculty review process for contract renewal, tenure, and promotion in all 
programs.   
 
Question 18 Evaluation of Instructor is displayed in Evidence 3.1.6.1.b below.  Data indicate 
that every semester since its inception, the MAT Evaluation of Instructor means are above the 
average of all other graduate programs. Similarly, Question 19 Evaluation of Course is displayed 
in Evidence 3.1.6.1.c below.  Data indicate that every semester since its inception, the MAT 
Evaluation of Course means are above the average of all other graduate programs.  
 
 
Evidence 3.1.6.1.b   Evaluation of Instructor: MAT and Other Graduate Programs  
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Evidence 3.1.6.1.c   Evaluation of Course: MAT and Other Graduate Programs 

 
 
 
Evidence 3.1.6.2   Student Feedback: Number of Complaints 
At this point in time, the institution, as a whole, has no established process for tracking all 
student complaints.  (According to the Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs, UH Hilo plans to 
address oversight.)    
However, the institution has the following protocols and procedures in place: 

• Student complaints related to discrimination and sexual harassment are addressed by the 
EEO officer in Human Resources.  Discrimination complaint procedures may be viewed 
at the following URL:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/eeoaa/documents/a9920.pdf.   

• Sexual harassment procedures may be viewed at the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/sexual-harassment-and-sexual-assault.html.  

• Student complaints related to other students or violations of the Student Conduct Code 
are addressed by the Dean of Students.  The Student Conduct Code, including rules and 
regulations, may be viewed at the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/studentaffairs/conduct/student_conduct.php.   
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http://hilo.hawaii.edu/eeoaa/documents/a9920.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/sexual-harassment-and-sexual-assault.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/studentaffairs/conduct/student_conduct.php
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• There is also a UH system-wide Student Conduct Code.  It may be viewed at the 
following URL:  
http://www.hawaii.edu/policy/?action=viewPolicy&&policySection=ep&policyChapter=
7&policyNumber=208.  

• Student complaints related to academics are typically handled by individual faculty 
members first.  Complaints that are not resolved at that level are elevated to the chair of 
the department, program, or school.  Complaints that are not resolved at that level are 
elevated to the College Dean or Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs.  At this point, 
students must file their complaints in writing.  Typically, committees are formed to 
review the complaints.  Based upon our recent WASC visit, it appears that complaint 
records are not retained and tracked across UH Hilo.   
The Academic Complaint Policy may be viewed at the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/policies/documents/AcademicComplaintPolicy.pdf.  
 
However, the Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences, Dr. Randy Hirokawa, reportedly 
keeps a file of all formal (written) student complaints that have risen to his level.  Since 
January 2012, he has received 12 formal (written) student complaints; however, none are 
against the School of Education in general, or the Master of Arts in Teaching program in 
particular.   
 
Also, in all of the Master of Arts in Teaching course syllabi, we provide the following 
initial Academic Complaint guidelines: 
 
Academic Complaints The student should first attempt to resolve a 

complaint on an informal basis with the faculty 
member.  Should the complaint not be resolved at 
this level, the student should discuss it with the 
department chair.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

http://www.hawaii.edu/policy/?action=viewPolicy&&policySection=ep&policyChapter=7&policyNumber=208
http://www.hawaii.edu/policy/?action=viewPolicy&&policySection=ep&policyChapter=7&policyNumber=208
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/policies/documents/AcademicComplaintPolicy.pdf
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Table B.2   References to Institutional Documents for Each Requirement 
 
(3.2) TEAC Requirements for 
Quality Control of Capacity  

Program’s Reference to Documentation for Each 
Requirement 

3.2.1 Curriculum 
Document showing credit hours 
required in subject matter are 
tantamount to an academic 
major. 

Not applicable.  There is no academic major and no 
academic minor in the Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) 
degree.   
 
See Evidence 3.2.1.1 to compare the MAT program with 
other master-level programs at UH Hilo. 
 

Document showing credit hours 
required in pedagogical subjects 
are tantamount to an academic 
minor. 
3.2.2 Faculty 
Majority of faculty have a 
terminal degree (major or minor) 
in the areas of course subjects 
they teach. 

See Appendix C. 

3.2.3 Facilities 
Documents showing appropriate 
and adequate resources. 

See the UH Hilo Facilities Planning Reports and Statistics at 
the following URL:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/planning/, as 
well as the Facilities Planning and Construction webpage at 
the following URL:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/planning/.   

3.2.4 Fiscal and Administrative 
Documents attesting to the 
financial health of the institution. 

The documents that present the fiscal health of the university 
may be found at the following URLs: 

• FY2011-2012 
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-
2012HiloSI_000.pdf 

• FY2013-2013 
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-
30-2013SI.pdf  

Document showing program 
administrators are qualified for 
their positions. 

See Evidence 3.2.4.1 Administrator Qualifications, Evidence  

Documents showing resources 
are adequate to administer the 
program. 

See Evidence 3.1.4.1.a – 3.1.4.1.c  Administrative and 
Financial Support within Social Sciences Division (presented 
earlier in this section). 

3.2.5 Student Support 
Documents showing adequate 
student support services. 

Links to academic resources, support services, financial 
services, and health and wellness services are available at the 
following ULR:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/currentstudents/.  

Documents showing the drop-out 
and program completion rates. 

See Evidence 3.2.5.1 Program Admission and Retention 
Rates. 
 
 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/planning/
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/uhh/planning/
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-2012HiloSI_000.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UH6-30-2012HiloSI_000.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-30-2013SI.pdf
http://vcadmin.uhh.hawaii.edu/documents/UHHilo06-30-2013SI.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/currentstudents/
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(3.2) TEAC Requirements for 
Quality Control of Capacity  

Program’s Reference to Documentation for Each 
Requirement 

3.2.6 Policies 
Documents showing an academic 
calendar is published. 

The UH Hilo Academic Calendar is available at the 
following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/registrar/currentterm.php. 

Documents showing a grading 
policy is published and accurate. 

The UH Hilo Credits, Grades, and Examinations policies are 
available at the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/credits-grades-and-
examinations.html.   Further, the School of Education 
grading policy and scale is published in every course 
syllabus within the MAT program. 
 

Grade Range 
(Percent) 

Comments 

A 96-100 Exceeds the requirements.  
Demonstrated performance is far 
above average.  Excellent. 

A- 93-95.99  
B+ 89-92.99  
B 84-88.99 Exceeds the requirements.  

Demonstrated performance is 
above average.  Good. 

B- 80-83.99  
Grades below are not acceptable in graduate classes. 
C+ 78-79.99 Does not meet the requirements.  

Unsatisfactory. 
C 75-77.99  
C- 70-74.99  
D+ 67-69.99  
D 63-66.99  
D- 60-62.99  
F 0-59.55  

 

Documents showing there is a 
procedure for students’ 
complaints to be evaluated. 

The UH Hilo Academic Complaints policy is available at the 
following URL:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/academic-
complaints.html.  

Documents showing that the 
transfer of credit policy is 
published and is accurate. 

The UH Hilo Transfer Credits policy is available at the 
following URL:  http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/transfer-
credits.html.  

If appropriate, documents 
showing that the program has the 
capacity to ensure the timely 
delivery of distance education 
and support services and to 
accommodate current student 

Select MAT classes are delivered online.  The UH Hilo 
Faculty Resources for Distance Learning site is available at 
the following URL:  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/academics/dl/helpforfaculty.php. 
 
 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/credits-grades-and-examinations.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/credits-grades-and-examinations.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/academic-complaints.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/academic-complaints.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/transfer-credits.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/transfer-credits.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/academics/dl/helpforfaculty.php
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(3.2) TEAC Requirements for 
Quality Control of Capacity  

Program’s Reference to Documentation for Each 
Requirement 

numbers and expected near-term 
growth in enrollment documents 
and enrollment documents 
showing that a process to verify 
the identifying of students taking 
distance courses is used by 
faculty teaching the distance 
education courses. 

Evidence 3.2.1.1   Curriculum: Number of Credit Hours  

As can be seen in the table below, the number of credit hours for the Master of Arts in Teaching 
program is in alignment with the average number of credit hours in other master-level programs 
at the institution.  
 

Master-Level 
Programs at 

UH Hilo 
Degrees Actual 

Credits 

Credits 
Used for 

Calculation 
Purposes 

Program URLs 

China-US 
Relations Master of Arts 30 30 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_chus.html  

Clinical 
Psychopharmacol
ogy 

Master of 
Science 33 33 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ms-clinincal-

psychopharmacology.html  

Counseling 
Psychology Master of Arts 60 60 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_psy.html  

Education Master of 
Education 30 30 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-

education.html  

Hawaiian 
Language and 
Literature 

Master of Arts 36 36 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_hll.html  

Indigenous 
Language and 
Culture 
Education 

Master of Arts 31 31 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_ilce.html   

Tropical 
Conservation, 
Biology and 
Environmental 
Sciences 

Master of 
Science 30 or 36 33 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ms_tcbes.html  

    Average 36.14   

Teaching Master of Arts 36  36 http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-teaching-
mat.html  

 
  

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_chus.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ms-clinincal-psychopharmacology.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ms-clinincal-psychopharmacology.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_psy.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-education.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-education.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_hll.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ma_ilce.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/ms_tcbes.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-teaching-mat.html
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/catalog/master-of-teaching-mat.html
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Evidence 3.2.4.1  Administrator Qualifications 
Two faculty members serve as administrators for the School of Education.  Dr. Michele Ebersole 
serves as Chair and Dr. Avis Masuda serves as Co-Chair.  Both of their qualifications are on file 
in the School of Education office, available during the site visit. 
 
Evidence 3.2.5.1.a  Program Admission and Retention Rates 
As displayed below, the Master of Arts in Teaching program has a 70.7 % acceptance rate and a 
100 % yield rate (the number of accepted students who actually enroll in the program). There is a 
slight discrepancy in the data reported, particularly in the yield rate, because the Office of 
Institutional Research does not track those MAT applicants who were accepted but chose not to 
enroll. Such data are available from the SOE Advisor/Data Manager. Because this IBP has 
focused on program completers, these figures are not included; however, for purposes of full 
disclosure, one applicant who was accepted to the first MAT cohort (2013-2014) chose to enroll 
in a different program. 

 
Evidence 3.2.5.1.b   

 
Evidence 3.2.5.1.a  (data) Applications Processed       Fall 2008 - Fall 2013 
Classified Degree-Seeking Graduate Students 

Graduate 
Division Semester Applied Accepted Enrolled 

Acceptance 
Rate 

Yield 
Rate 

M.A.T. Program FA13 41 29 29 70.7% 100.0% 

Excld. 
Pharm.D. 

FA08 209 167 102 79.9% 61.1% 
FA09 218 165 104 75.7% 63.0% 
FA10 239 173 113 72.4% 65.3% 
FA11 197 132 90 67.0% 68.2% 
FA12 209 136 106 65.1% 77.9% 
FA13 207 143 110 69.1% 76.9% 

Incld. 
Pharm.D. 

FA08 791 388 193 49.1% 49.7% 
FA09 839 347 194 41.4% 55.9% 
FA10 1022 354 204 34.6% 57.6% 
FA11 1063 345 180 32.5% 52.2% 
FA12 894 343 196 38.4% 57.1% 
FA13 783 311 191 39.7% 61.4% 

       
Source: System IRAO Website, Applications Processed Data Extract   
Prepared by UH Hilo Office of Institutional Research    
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The MAT has ushered in two cohorts thus far. As can be seen in the table below, 
the program currently enrolls 48 students. This number represents those students 
completing the MAT degree in Phase II of the 2013-2014 cohort, and those students 
currently enrolled in Phase I of the 2014-2015 cohort. Also, the Fall 2013 data below 
indicates 29 students; however, three students did not complete the program. 
 
Evidence 3.2.5.1.b (data)   Distribution of Majors Fall 2008 - Fall 2014 
Classified Degree-Seeking Graduate Students    

 

Degree Major 
Fall 
2008 

Fall 
2009 

Fall 
2010 

Fall 
2011 

Fall 
2012 

Fall 
2013 

Fall 
2014 

MA Teaching           29 48 
DNP Nursing Practice         10 22 27 
MA China-U.S. Relations 10 13 9 6 3 2 2 

MA 
Hawaiian Language 
& Literature 15 12 21 16 16 12 10 

MA 

Indigenous 
Language & Culture 
Education 10 9 4 3 5 6 9 

MA 
Counseling 
Psychology 23 25 30 36 37 34 22 

MEd Education 29 22 29 24 22 20 1 

MS 

Trop Conservation 
Biology & Environ 
Science 52 57 63 64 64 55 56 

MS 
Clinical 
Psychopharmacology         10 6 5 

PHD 

Hawaiian & 
Indigenous 
Language & Culture 
Revitalization 4 4 4 3 2 5 5 

PHD 
Pharmaceutical 
Sciences       7 11 13 9 

Classified Graduate Student 
Enrollment Count 
(excluding PharmD) 143 142 160 159 180 204 194 
PHARMD Pharmacy 178 265 351 353 352 344 341 
Classified Graduate Student 
Enrollment Count 
(Including PharmD) 321 407 511 512 532 548 535 

         
Source: IRO_BASE (Census)        
        
        
        

Evidence 3.2.5.1.c    Retention and Graduation Data 
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Since the Master of Arts in Teaching program is new, no graduation data are available; however, 
retention data—from year one to year two—is available and displayed below.  The MAT 
program began with 29 students1.  During the first year of the program, three students withdrew 
prior to the Spring student teaching semester, revealing an 89.3 % retention and thus, completion 
rate.  Between the first and second year of the program, after the licensure benchmark, another 
three students delayed their completion (Phase II) of the graduate degree, revealing an overall 
program retention rate of 78.6 % for the MAT degree (completion of both Phase I and Phase II).   
 
Evidence 3.2.5.1.c (data)   1-Year Retention and Graduation Data 
First-Time Graduate Students Fall 2013 Cohort       *Unofficial Data*  
 

Excluding Pharm.D. Cohort 

Enr 
1st SP 

Grad 
1 Yr 

Enr 
2nd FA 

n % n % n % 
Overall Graduate Division 78 72 92.3% 1 1.3% 66 85.7% 
FT 61 55 90.2% 1 1.6% 50 83.3% 

MA Teaching 28 25 89.3%     22 78.6% 
DNP Nursing Practice 12 12 100.0%     11 91.7% 
MA Counseling Psychology 14 14 100.0% 1 7.1% 13 100.0% 
MS Clinical Psychopharmacology 2             
MS Trop Conserv Bio & Environ Sci 2 2 100.0%     2 100.0% 
PHD Hawn&Indigenous Lang&Cult 

Rev 1 1 100.0%     1 100.0% 
PHD Pharmaceutical Sciences 2 1 50.0%     1 50.0% 

PT 17 17 100.0%     16 94.1% 
MA Hawaiian Language & 

Literature 4 4 100.0%     4 100.0% 
MS Trop Conserv Bio & Environ Sci 10 10 100.0%     9 90.0% 
PHD Hawn&Indigenous Lang&Cult 

Rev 3 3 100.0%     3 100.0% 
        

Including Pharm.D. Cohort 

Enr 
1st SP 

Grad 
1 Yr 

Enr 
2nd FA 

n % n % n % 
Overall Graduate Division 158 149 94.3% 1 0.6% 143 91.1% 
FT 141 132 93.6% 1 0.7% 127 90.7% 

MA Teaching 28 25 89.3%     22 78.6% 
DNP Nursing Practice 12 12 100.0%     11 91.7% 
MA Counseling Psychology 14 14 100.0% 1 7.1% 13 100.0% 
MS Clinical Psychopharmacology 2             
MS Trop Conserv Bio & Environ Sci 2 2 100.0%     2 100.0% 
PHARMD Pharmacy 80 77 96.3%     77 96.3% 

 
1 The table only displays 25 students, rather than 26, because one student was enrolled from another island and not 
counted.   



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 76 

PHD Hawn & Indigenous Lang &    
Cult Rev 1 1 100.0%     1 100.0% 

PHD Pharmaceutical Sciences 2 1 50.0%     1 50.0% 
PT 17 17 100.0%     16 94.1% 

MA Hawaiian Language & 
Literature 4 4 100.0%     4 100.0% 

MS Trop Conserv Bio & Environ Sci 10 10 100.0%     9 90.0% 
PHD Hawn&Indigenous Lang&Cult 

Rev 3 3 100.0%     3 100.0% 
         

Notes:         
1. First-time graduate students are first-time classified, degree 
seeking students.    
2. Full-time attendance status is defined as graduate students taking 8 or more semester 
hours.  Part-time attendance status is defined as graduate students taking less than 8 semester 
hours.  A student's status is based on the first fall semester status at the campus. 
3. Graduation counts are cumulative.        
4. For first-time graduate students, once students are counted as graduated, subsequent   

enrollments are no longer counted. 
        

Sources: IRO_BASE (CENSUS) and 
IRO_DEGREE (EOS)       
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Appendix C:  FACULTY QUALIFICATIONS 
 
Currently, there are six full-time faculty who teach in the MAT program, four of whom also 
teach MAT prerequisite courses in content areas for elementary applicants. In addition to School 
of Education faculty, full-time staff support candidate admission and completion, and part-time 
lecturers provide clinical supervision during fall and spring field and experiences. Each full-time 
faculty member’s qualifications are provided below. It might be noted that anticipated retirement 
(Zulich) and reassignment (Ray), and intended new hires should result in a slightly different 
roster of faculty at the time of the accreditation site visit in November 2015.  
 
While expertise varies with experience, all SOE faculty have taught classes online, and some 
have taught web-based courses for several years. Some faculty have published in the area of 
distance learning, and have provided campus-based workshops to help UH Hilo faculty develop 
and refine innovative distance-delivery pedagogy.  Also, all SOE faculty are fully engaged in 
campus committees, programs, and various forms of professional service, including national 
grants and state initiatives. Each faculty member’s qualifications are listed below, with a brief 
personal statement on unique contributions to the program.  
 
 
Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Diane Barrett, Ph.D. 
 

2004, Claremont Graduate 
University 

Mathematics Education 

Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

2010 Professor • ED 343 – Math for Elementary School Teachers 
• ED 653 – Elementary Math/Science Pedagogy 
• ED 654 – Technology for Instruction & Assessment 
• ED 657 – Secondary Math/Science Pedagogy 

barrett9@hawaii.edu 
Office: UCB 319 
(808) 932-7103 
With my strong mathematical and assessment background, I have focused my research on Math, 
Science & Technology Education and their relationship with Pedagogical Content Knowledge. 
These align very closely with my involvement in the MAT. 
 
 
Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Michele Ebersole, Ph.D. 
 

2000, University of 
Arizona 

Language, Reading, and 
Culture 

Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

2002 Associate 
Professor 

• ED 341 – Literacy in the Elementary School 
• ED 650 – Planning for Instruction 
• ED 651 – Elementary Instructional Practice 
• ED 652 – Elementary ELA/SocStudies Pedagogy 
• ED 659 – Instructional Professional Practice 

mebersol@hawaii.edu 
Office: UCB 324 
(808) 932-7108 
(Newly Appointed Chair) Nine years of elementary teaching, 12 years of SOE teaching, 
and research on culturally responsive literacy practices for pre-service and in-service 
teachers influence my collaboration with colleagues to enhance Language Arts/Social 
Studies methods. 

mailto:barrett9@hawaii.edu
mailto:mebersol@hawaii.edu
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Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Avis Masuda, Ph.D. 2008, The University of 

Queensland, Australia 
Education 

Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

2006 Associate 
Professor 

• ED 341 – Literacy in the Elementary School 
• ED 650 – Planning for Instruction 
• ED 655 – Secondary Instructional Practice 
• ED 656/7 – Secondary LA/SS, Math/Sci Pedagogy 
• ED658 – Secondary Content Literacy 
• ED 659 – Instructional Professional Practice 

ammasuda@hawaii.edu 
Office: UCB 320 
(808) 932-7104 

(Newly Appointed Vice Chair) My experience working with teachers at varying career stages 
lends itself well to working with secondary teacher candidates and in-service teachers. As 
methods instructor, I am able to provide seamless and coherent content preparation for 
secondary candidates as well as maintain my professional connection to the K-12 teachers on the 
Big Island and across the state. 
 
 
 
Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Colby McNaughton, M.S. 2008, University of Hawaii 

Hilo 
Tropical Conservation 
Biology and Environmental 
Studies 

Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

2009 Instructor • ED 347 – Integrated Science/SocStudies Elementary 
• ED 660 – Professional Responsibility I 
• ED 661 – Professional Responsibility II 
• ED 662 - Seminar 
• ED 670 – Field Experience I 
• ED 671 – Field Experience II 
• ED 672 – Field Experience III 

ckearns@hawaii.edu 
Office: UCB 326 
(808) 932-7110 

(Field Experience Coordinator) My experience in coordinating the NSF-funded PRISM program 
helps me ensure the success of MAT field experiences by building positive relationships with and 
working alongside our local school community including administrators, teachers and other 
school staff to adequately prepare our future teachers. Also, I take great pride in recruiting 
former undergraduate students and supporting their goals of becoming licensed teachers working 
toward graduate degrees. 
 
  

mailto:ammasuda@hawaii.edu
mailto:ckearns@hawaii.edu
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Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Janet Ray, Ed.D. 1996, United States 

International University 
Technology and Learning 

Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

2010 Associate 
Professor 

• ED 640 – Learner Development 
• ED 641 – Learning Differences I 
• ED 642 – Learning Differences II 
• ED 644 – Learner Environments II 
• ED 654 – Technology for Instruction & Assessment 

janetray@hawaii.edu  
Office: UCB 321 
(808) 932-7105 
My areas of expertise include distance learning and instructional technologies, including 
integrating technology into instruction in an educationally-sound manner and using technology 
to input and analyze data in order to make sound educational decisions.   
 
 
 
Faculty, Highest Degree  Year, University Degree  Degree Focus 
Jan Zulich, Ph.D. 1984, Indiana University  Curriculum and Instruction 
Year Hired Current Rank Relevant MAT Courses 

1984 Professor • ED 643 – Learning Environments I 
• ED 644 – Learning Environments II 
• ED 645 – Learning Environments III 

 

jzulich@hawaii.edu 
Office: UCB 322 
(808) 932-7106 
(Former Chair and IBP Primary Author) Thirty years of leadership roles, including development 
and administration of various campus-based and SOE programs, characterize my contribution to 
MAT design, approval, and accountability. Additionally, as past president of the AERA Special 
Interest Group on Classroom Management, my focus is supporting future teachers in the 
development of collaborative classroom cultures and positive, safe learning environments. 
 
 
  

mailto:janetray@hawaii.edu
mailto:ckearns@hawaii.edu
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Appendix D:  PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS   
 
Admission requirements.  Admission to the MAT is competitive and based on the following 
elements.  
• Baccalaureate degree. Each applicant must hold a baccalaureate degree or graduate degree 

from a regionally accredited U.S. college or university, or its equivalent from a recognized 
non-U.S. institution of higher learning. The standards of the degree in question must be 
equivalent in scholarship requirements to those maintained in the undergraduate program at 
UH Hilo. Secondary applicants must have a degree in the content area for which they seek 
licensure. 

• Grade point average. The applicant must have a minimum GPA of 3.0 or the equivalent 
from the last 60 semester credits in the undergraduate degree completed, or must hold a 
graduate degree with a minimum GPA of 3.0. Under special circumstances, a GPA of at least 
2.75 will be considered based on the applicant’s other qualifications, consistent with the 
Graduate Admissions appeal process (See Classification of Students section in the UH Hilo 
Graduate Student Handbook. 
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-
2103.pdf 

• Praxis II subject assessment: Each applicant must submit a passing score, set by the Hawaii 
Teacher Standards Board, on the relevant Praxis II Subject Assessment, as noted earlier in 
Section 3, Table 3.2. http://www.htsb.org/licensing-permits/licensure-tests/ 

• Prerequisite coursework for Elementary Education applicants. Those seeking elementary 
licensure must complete the following prerequisite courses, each passed with a grade of C or 
better, and in combination passed with a minimum GPA of 2.75:  

o ED 341 Literacy in the Elementary School,  
o ED 343 Math for Elementary School Teachers, and  
o ED 347 Integrated Science/Social Studies for Elementary School 

• Supplemental coursework for Secondary Social Studies applicants. Those seeking 
secondary licensure in the Social Studies must complete the following: 

o World History (6 credits) 
o American History (3 credits) 
o Hawaiian History (3 credits) 

• Personal statements. The applicant must provide two statements, one explaining interest in 
the teaching profession and one describing beliefs about student learning.  

• Experience in Working with Children or Young People.  Each applicant must have at 
least 40 hours of previous experience in classroom settings, aligned to appropriate grade level 
or content area. 

• Three recommendations. Each applicant must submit recommendation forms aligned to 
specific professional dispositions and observation of applicant performance in teaching 
situations. 
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/education/documents/MATRecommendationForm-2015_000.pdf 

• Passing Professional Attributes Scores. Each applicant receives PAS scores from three 
recommenders, submitted as part of the application. Additionally, some applicants receive 
scores from education faculty based on undergraduate content preparation and elective 
courses. As such, most elementary and some secondary applicants receive faculty PAS scores 
based on coursework completed prior to their program application.  

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
http://www.htsb.org/licensing-permits/licensure-tests/
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/education/documents/MATRecommendationForm-2015_000.pdf
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• Passing scores indicate a minimum score of 1 (on a 3-point scale) for each PAS item, as 
described in Section 3.  

Interview if needed. An interview is conducted with two faculty members if the applicant meets 
either of the following conditions based on PAS scores: 1) the applicant did not complete nine 
credits of Education coursework taught by two different faculty, or 2) the applicant’s PAS scores 
by recommenders or faculty include at least one score of 1, indicating concern as reflected in the 
application rubric presented in Appendix A. The interview forms address two critical aspects of 
professionalism: Part A) candidate questions, with scoring for content and style of answers, and 
Part B) candidate behavior reflecting the beliefs and standards characterizing the MAT program. 
The interview forms regarding questions and behavior are included as Figures D.2.A and D.2.B 
respectively, at the end of this appendix. 
 
Transfer credits. Consistent with UH Hilo graduate policies, students matriculated in advanced 
degree programs must petition to have previously earned graduate credits from other institutions 
transferred toward their MAT degree within the first (Summer) semester. A maximum of six 
credits may apply to Phase I required courses only. Credits petitioned for transfer must be 
relevant to the MAT degree, must have been earned at a regionally accredited university, must 
not have been used to satisfy the requirements of another degree, and must have been earned in 
graduate courses for which the student earned at least a B. Students may not take graduate 
coursework elsewhere for transfer credit during their tenure at UH Hilo. Credits earned through 
correspondence courses or through courses or experiences offered under the auspices of 
proprietary schools, business or other training programs are not considered for transfer. 
Additionally, courses taken more than five years prior to matriculation in the MAT program are 
not considered for transfer. See Transfer of Graduate Credit Section, UH Hilo Graduate Student 
Handbook.  
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-
2103.pdf. 

Course requirements and standards.  The MAT curriculum is designed to foster the requisite 
content knowledge, pedagogical performances, and professional dispositions for high quality 
teaching. The overarching curriculum structure centers on the ten InTASC standards, adopted by 
the Hawaii Teacher Standards Board (HTSB). The MAT curriculum is categorized in four areas: 
(1) Learner and Learning, (2) Content Knowledge and Application, (3) Instructional Practice, 
and (4) Professional Responsibility. Table D.1 below displays the complex schedule and 
thematic curriculum characterizing the MAT program. From this curriculum perspective, it is 
important to note that claims refer to candidates rather than program completers to indicate 
continued enrollment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
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                    Table D.1    MAT Course Sequence by Claim, Theme, and Semester 
 THEMATIC BLOCK 
AND PROGRAM 
CLAIM 

 Summer  (6 credits)  Fall  (15 credits) Spring  (9 credits) 
Phase I Coursework and Field Experiences 

Initial Teacher Licensure and Employment Eligibility 

Learner and 
Learning 

Program completers create 
supportive environments based 
on their knowledge of learner 
development and learning 
differences. 

ED 640 2cr 
Learner Development  
ED 641 1cr 
Learning Differences I 

(001) EL ED 642 2cr  
Learning Differences II 

(001) EL   

(002) 
SEC 

(002) SEC 

ED 643 1cr 
Learning 
Environments I 

(001) EL ED 644 1cr  
Learning Environments II  

(001) EL ED 645 2cr 
Learning 
Environments II  

(001) EL 

(002) 
SEC 

(002) SEC (002) SEC 

Content Knowledge 
and Application 

Program completers demonstrate 
subject matter knowledge and 
apply this knowledge to engage 
students in learning content.  

   

ED 652 2cr 
Elem Lang.Art/Soc.St. Pedagogy  

(001) EL ED 659 3cr 
Professional 
Practice 
  

 
  (001) EL 

ED 653 2cr 
Elem Math/Science Pedagogy 

(001) EL 
  (002) SEC 

ED 656/657 2cr 
Sec Lang.Art/Soc.St. & Sec 
Math/Science Pedagogy 

(001) SEC 

 
ED 658 2 cr 
Sec Content Literacy 

(001) SEC 

Instructional Practice 
 
Program completers plan 
instruction that supports student 
learning through the use of 
multiple instructional and 
assessment strategies including 
technology. 

 
  ED 650 1cr 

Planning for Instruction 
(001) EL 
 
(002) SEC 

  

ED 651 2cr 
Elem Instructional Practice 
ED 655 2cr 
Sec Instructional Practice 

(001) EL 
 
(001) SEC 

ED 654 2cr 
Technology for  
Instruction and Assessment   

(001) EL 
 
(002) SEC 

Professional 
Responsibility 

Program completers demonstrate 
professional attributes, engage in 
critical reflection and collaborate 
to ensure learner growth. 

ED 660 1cr 
Professional 
Responsibility I 

(001) EL ED 661 1cr 
Professional Responsibility II  

(001) EL ED 662 1cr 
Professional 
Responsibility III 

(001) EL 

(002) 
SEC 

(002) SEC (002) SEC 

ED 670 1cr 

Field Experience I 

(001) EL  
ED 671 2cr  
Field Experience II  

(001) EL  
ED 672 3cr  
Clinical Practicum 

(001) EL 
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Course titles and descriptions. All MAT courses are required; there are no electives. The 
required elementary (grades K-6) and secondary (grades 6-12) courses are listed with catalog 
descriptions below. The majority of courses are the same for elementary and secondary 
candidates; additional courses required specifically for elementary or secondary candidates are 
provided also.  
 
MAT Required Courses and Descriptions: Elementary and Secondary 
 
• ED 640 Learner Development (2 cr.)  Introduction to theories of learner development, 

including cognitive, linguistic, emotional, personality, and moral/prosocial development of 
students (grades K-12).  Exploration of developmentally appropriate and challenging 
learning experiences.  

• ED 641 Learning Differences I (2 cr.)  Introduction to legislation for students with 
disabilities. Overview of areas of exceptionality, basic principles and practices of inclusive 
instruction and approaches for accommodating special need of diverse learners.  

• ED 642 Learning Differences II (1 cr.)  Application of inclusive instruction that 
acknowledges the influence of individual experiences, talents and prior learning, as well as 
language, culture, family and community values on student learning. 

• ED 643 Learning Environments I (1 cr.)  Introduction to theory and practice of classroom 
management at the elementary and secondary school levels.  Exploration of student 
motivation and effective communication techniques as related to the establishment of a 
positive and caring learning environment. 

• ED 644 Learning Environments II (1 cr.)  Introduction to principles of effective and caring 
classroom management, including state guidelines for positive school environments.  
Exploration of personal and professional values related to instructional settings. 

• ED 645 Learning Environments III (2 cr.)  Exploration of student behavior and related 
interventions to promote caring and effective classroom environments.  Application of 
responsible management of student learning 

• ED 650 Planning for Instruction (1 cr.)  Introduction to instructional practice, including 
effective planning, content knowledge, and assessment of student learning experiences.  
Exploration of K-12 content and performance standards as the basis for professional 
planning. 

• ED 654 Technology for Instruction /Assessment (2 cr.)  Introduction to the application of 
educational multimedia technology in 21st century teaching and learning.  Development of 
relevant learning experiences and authentic assessments incorporating contemporary tools 
and resources to maximize content learning in varied contexts. 

• ED 659 Professional Practice (3 cr.)  Demonstration of ongoing use of evidence for 
continual evaluation of practice, particularly as related to impact on student learning.  
Document of acquired dispositions and skills of critical reflection that supports life-long 
professional learning. 

• ED 660 Professional Responsibility I (1 cr.)  Overview of professional licensure standards 
and professional attributes.  Professional development through field experiences in local 
schools. 

• ED 661 Professional Responsibility II (1 cr.)  Professional development through field 
experiences in local schools.  Critical reflection on classroom instruction and student 
engagement. 
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• ED 662 Professional Responsibility III (1 cr.)  Professional development through field 
experiences in local schools. Preparation to meet licensure and employment requirements. 

• ED 670 Field Experience I (1 cr.)  Practical application of theories and teaching methods 
and strategies in local schools.  Supervised observation and teaching with emphasis on 
lessons and unit planning and instruction.   

• ED 671 Field Experience II (2 cr.)  Practical application of theories and teaching methods 
and strategies in local schools.  Supervised observation and teaching with emphasis on 
lessons and unit planning and instruction.   

• ED 672 Clinical Practicum  (3 cr.)  Supervised student teaching and professional 
development experiences in local schools.  Supervised observation and teaching with an 
emphasis on advanced unit and lesson planning and instruction. 

 
Additional Required Courses: Elementary 
 
• ED 651 Elementary Instructional Practice (2 cr.)  Introduction to a variety of instructional 

strategies to support and expand student learning outcomes.  Exploration of instructional 
planning based on knowledge of content areas, cross-disciplinary skills, learners, the 
community and pedagogy toward elementary student attainment of rigorous learning goals. 

• ED 652 Elementary Language Arts / Social Studies Pedagogy  (2 cr.)   Exploration of the 
central concepts, tools of inquiry, and multicultural perspectives related to the study of 
Language Arts and Social Studies.  Development of learning experiences that promote 
learner access and understanding of these disciplines in the elementary classroom. 

• ED 653 Elementary Math / Science Pedagogy (2 cr.)  Exploration of the central concepts, 
tools of inquiry, and differing perspectives related to the study of Math and Science. 
Development of learning experiences that promote learner access and understanding of these 
disciplines in the elementary classroom.   

 
Additional Required Courses: Secondary 

 
• ED 655 Secondary Instructional Practice (2 cr.)  Introduction to a variety of instructional 

strategies to support and expand student learning outcomes.  Exploration of instructional 
planning based on knowledge of content areas, cross-disciplinary skills, learners, the 
community and pedagogy toward secondary student attainment of rigorous learning goals. 

• ED 656 Secondary Language Arts / Social Studies Pedagogy (2 cr.) Exploration of the 
central concepts, tools of inquiry, and multicultural perspectives related to the study of 
Language Arts and Social Studies.  Development of learning experiences that promote 
learner access and understanding of these disciplines in the secondary classroom. (OR) 

• ED 657 Secondary Math / Science Pedagogy (2 cr.)  Exploration of the central concepts, 
tools of inquiry, and differing perspectives related to the study of Math and Science. 
Development of learning experiences that promote learner access and understanding of these 
disciplines in the secondary classroom. 

• ED 658 Secondary Content Literacy (2 cr.)  Exploration of the study of literacy processes 
and strategies for use with K-12 students within multiple content areas. 
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Each course syllabus is based on a template created collaboratively by all faculty; all syllabi are 
available in the SOE office and a sample syllabus (ED656/7) is presented as Figure D.1 at the 
end of this appendix. 
 
Continuation Requirements: Coursework and Field Experiences.  MAT candidates must 
maintain continuous enrollment (Summer, Fall, Spring semesters); however, under special 
circumstances and with faculty approval, candidates may interrupt enrollment, with an approved 
Leave of Absence, as provided for in the UH Hilo Graduate Student Handbook (see Continuous 
Enrollment and Leave of Absence Sections) 
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-
2103.pdf. Program continuation is based on candidate performance in both academic coursework 
and field experience. MAT coursework is monitored continuously by faculty and resulting in 
course grades and PAS assessments and at the end of each semester (Summer, Fall, Spring). 
Candidates must maintain at least a 3.0 GPA in each semester, with a minimum grade of B- in 
each course; failure to do so will result in probation and/or dismissal. The field experience 
component of the MAT program comprises the same three semesters, with oversight of candidate 
performance distributed among cooperating teachers, university supervisors, and the Field 
Experience Coordinator. Supervisors complete Classroom Observation Summaries based on the 
ten Teacher Performance Standards, twice in Fall and four times in Spring, to provide formative 
evaluation and written feedback to candidates; these summaries are reviewed also by cooperating 
teachers and the Field Experience coordinator. 
 
If at any time during field experience a candidate demonstrates specific behaviors and/or 
attitudes that are not consistent with the Professional Attribute Scale (PAS), the Teacher 
Performance Standards (TPS), and/or are impeding successful performance field experience or 
coursework, a remediation plan is implemented. The field experience component also allows for 
immediate dismissal from a school placement, based on the principal’s request. All field 
experience requirements are detailed in the MAT Field Experience Handbook is distributed to all 
teacher candidates, cooperating teachers and university supervisors.  The Handbook is available 
in the School of Education Office to the site visit team. 

Assessment Checkpoints. The MAT features myriad evaluations conducted by recommenders, 
faculty, cooperating teachers, and field supervisors, reviewed at various assessment checkpoints 
to determine admission, continuation, and completion as identified in Table D.2 below.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
http://hilo.hawaii.edu/depts/nursing/dnp/documents/UHHiloGraduateStudenthandbook2012-2103.pdf
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Table D.2   MAT Program Overview and Assessment Checkpoints 
ADMISSION 
 

SEMESTER I 
SUMMER (6 cr) 

SEMESTER II 
FALL (15 cr) 

SEMESTER III 
SPRING (6 cr) 

REVIEW PROCESS COURSES/FIELD COURSES/FIELD COURSES/FIELD 

Each application checked by staff for 
completion  
 
Candidate interview determined if 
needed 
 
Each application reviewed by 2 faculty 
using rubric 
 
Completed application rubrics reviewed 
by entire faculty 

ELEM and SEC ELEM 
 

SEC ELEM and  SEC 

 
ED640 
ED642 
ED643 
ED660 
ED670 

 
ED641 
ED644 
ED650 
ED651 
ED652 
ED653 
ED654 
ED661 
ED671 

 
ED641 
ED644 
ED650 
ED654 
ED655 
ED656/7 
ED658 
ED661 
ED671 

 
ED645 
ED659 
ED662 
ED672 
 
 
 
 

CHECKPOINT #1 
CRITERIA 

CHECKPOINT #2 
CRITERIA 

CHECKPOINT #3 
CRITERIA 

CHECKPOINT #4 
CRITERIA 

Baccalaureate degree 
 
Elementary Content Preparation 
Coursework 
(ED341, ED343, ED347) 
Minimum 2.75 GPA; Course grades of C 
or higher 
 
Secondary Supplemental Coursework 
(Social Studies) 
 
3.0 GPA in last 60 credits 
 
Passing Praxis II score 
 
3 Recommendations 
 
2 Personal statements 
 
Experience with students 
  
Passing PAS scores or  
passing interview score 
 
Passing application rubric 
score 

Passing PAS scores by 
faculty and 
cooperating teacher 
 
3.0 GPA; 
Course grades of 
B- or higher 
 
Faculty 
recommendation 

Passing PAS scores by faculty 
and cooperating teacher 
 
Passing TPS score by 
cooperating teacher 
 
3.0 GPA; 
Course grades of 
B- or higher 
 
Faculty  
recommendation 

Passing PAS 
scores by faculty 
 
Passing PAS 
scores by 
cooperating 
teacher 
 
Passing TPS 
scores by 
cooperating 
teacher 
 
Satisfactory 
evaluations by 
supervisors 
 
3.0 GPA, with 
course grades of 
B- or higher 
 
Faculty  
recommendation 
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Readmission Process.  If a teacher candidate withdraws or is “stopped out” for unacceptable 
field performance, for example, readmission requires the following steps: 

1. Student submits requested evidence of materials and/or performance (experiences, letters 
of recommendation, etc.), 

2. Faculty reviews submitted evidence, previous PAS and TPS evaluations, and remediation 
plan (if applicable),   

3. Faculty votes,  
4. If affirmative majority vote is received, student reapplies to the university and submits 

payment for “continuous enrollment” fees incurred.   
5. Via documented conference, student is informed that: 

a.  field placement is subject to availability,  
b.  field placement is conducted entirely by the School of Education in partnership with       

HIDOE, public charter, and/or private schools. 
c.  if required coursework is not offered during the semester of readmission, student must 

have SOE faculty approval, based on availability, to complete remaining courses as 
directed studies.  

Completion requirements.  Candidates must complete all course and field experience 
requirements, including satisfactory performance in course grades, number of field hours, and 
cooperating teacher evaluations including TPS and PAS. As noted earlier, MAT program 
completers who seek the master’s degree may continue their academic pursuit via Phase II of the 
program. A summary of program requirements is provided in Table D.3 below.     
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          Table. D.3   MAT PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS THAT ADDRESS QP 1: ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY 

 

TEAC QUALITY 
PRINCIPLE 1 
COMPONENTS 

InTASC / HTSB 
STANDARD TO MEET 
STATE LICENSURE 

ADMISSIONS 
REQUIREMENTS  

REQUIRED 
COURSES: 
ELEMENTARY 

REQUIRED 
COURSES: 
SECONDARY 

FIELD WORK 
REQUIREMENTS 

COMPLETION 
REQUIREMENTS 

1.1 Subject matter 
knowledge 

#4 Content Knowledge * Praxis II 
*Degree/Transcript  

ED341, 343, 347 
ED652, 653  

*Pre-requisite 
courses for Social 
Studies and 
ED656/7, 658 

ED670, 671, 672 
* Evaluations by 
cooperating 
teacher and 
supervisor 

Successful 
completion of 
all courses 
 

1.2 Pedagogical 
knowledge 

#5 Application of Content 
#6 Assessment 
#7 Planning for 
Instruction 
#8 Instructional 
Strategies 

* Interview if 
needed 

ED650, 651, 652, 
653, 654, 659 

ED650, 654, 655, 
656/7, 658, 659 

ED670, 671, 672 
* Evaluations by 
cooperating 
teacher and 
supervisor 

Successful 
completion of 
all field 
experiences 

1.3 Caring and 
effective teaching 
skill 

#1 Learner Development 
#2 Learning Differences 
#3 Learning 
Environments 

* PAS 
* Personal 
Statements 
* Interview if 
needed  

ED640, 641, 642 
ED643, 644, 645 

ED640, 641, 642 
ED643, 644, 645 

ED670, 671, 672 
*PAS by 
cooperating teacher 

Passing scores 
on all PAS 

1.4.1 Cross- 
cutting theme: 
Learning how to 
learn 

#9 Professional Learning  
and Ethical Practice 

#10 Leadership and 
Collaboration 

* Interview if 
needed 

ED650, 651, 652, 
653, 654 660, 
661, 662 

ED650, 654, 655, 
656/7, 658, 660, 
661, 662 

ED670, 671, 672 Successful 
completion of 
all courses and 
field 
experiences 

1.4.2 Cross-cutting 
theme: 
Multicultural 
perspectives 

#2 Learning Differences * Interview if 
needed 

ED641, 642, 643,  ED641, 642, 643 ED670, 671, 672 
Evaluations by 
cooperating teacher 
and supervisor 

Successful 
completion of 
all courses and 
field 
experiences 

1.4.3 Cross-cutting 
theme: Technology 

#6 Assessment *Interview if 
needed 

ED654 ED654 ED670, 671, 672 
Evaluation by 
cooperating teacher 

Successful 
completion of 
all courses 
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Requirements and standards for the state’s professional license. The School of Education 
recommends all program completers to HTSB for the state license. This recommendation is 
predicated on the admission, continuation, and completion requirements described above. 
Beginning 2016-2017, all Educator Preparation Programs in the state of Hawai`i must 
incorporate a national performance assessment as verification of program completion. To that 
end, the School of Education has selected edTPA to fulfill this state requirement, and has 
invested resources to support faculty professional development in this area. Also, faculty have 
begun piloting some aspects of this rigorous culminating assessment, perhaps most notably by 
implementing rubrics patterned after those developed for edTPA. At present, the HTSB state 
licensure requirements include: a completed application, verification of completion of a State 
Approved Teacher Education Program (SATEP) submitted by the institution, verification of 
basic skills and content knowledge, for which the MAT requires a baccalaureate degree and 
passing Praxis II Subject Assessment scores respectively. Additionally, accreditation of Educator 
preparation programs includes evidence of addressing national organization standards, as shown 
in Tables D.4 and D.5 below. 
 
Table D.4    ELEMENTARY REQUIREMENTS THAT ADDRESS QP 1 AND SPA STANDARDS 
 

REQUIRED 
COURSES: 

ELEMENTARY 

TEAC QUALITY PRINCIPLE 1 
COMPONENTS 

Elementary 
ACEI 

Standards 
ED341, 343, 347 
ED652, 653  

1.1 Subject matter knowledge 2.1 – 2.7 
 

ED650, 651, 652, 
653, 654, 659 

1.2 Pedagogical knowledge 3.1 – 3.5, 4.0 

ED640, 641, 642 
ED643, 644, 645 

1.3 Caring and effective teaching skill 1.0, 3.4, 3.5, 5.2 

ED650, 651, 652, 
653, 654 660, 
661, 662 

1.4.1 Learning how to learn 5.1 

ED641, 642, 643,  1.4.2 Multicultural perspectives 2.4, 3.2 
ED654 1.4.3 Technology 3.1, 4.0 
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Table D.5    SECONDARY REQUIREMENTS THAT ADDRESS QP 1 AND SPA STANDARDS 
REQUIRED 
COURSES:  
SECONDARY 

TEAC 
QUALITY 
PRINCIPLE 1 
COMPONENTS 

Math 
NCTM 
Standards 

Science 
NSTA 
Standards 

English  
NCTE  
Standards/ 
Elements 

Phys Ed 
NASPE 
Standards 

Art 
NAEA 
Standards 

Social 
Studies 
NCSS 
Thematic 
and 
Disciplinar
y Standards 

Prerequisites* 
ED656/7, 658 

1.1 Subject 
matter knowledge 

1, 2 1 Std 1/ El 1, 2 
Std 2 /El 1, 2, 
3 

1, 2 1, 2 Theme st 
1-10,  
Disc st 1-5 

ED650, 654, 
655, 656/7, 
658, 659 

1.2 Pedagogical 
knowledge 

3, 5, 7 2, 5 Std 3/El 1-5 
Std 4/ El 1-4 
Std 5/ El 1-4 

3, 4, 5 2, 3, 4 Theme st 
1-10,  
Disc st 1-5 

ED640, 641, 
642 
ED643, 644, 
645 

1.3 Caring and 
effective teaching 
skill 

4 3, 4 Std 5/ El 1, 2 
Std 6/ El 1 

4 2 Theme st 1, 
4 

ED650, 654, 
655, 656/7, 
658, 660, 661, 
662 

1.4.1 Learning 
how to learn 

6 6 Std 7/ El 1, 2 
 

6 6 Disc st  
1-10 

ED641, 642, 
643 

1.4.2 
Multicultural 
perspectives 

4 6 Std 5/ El 1, 2 
Std 6/ El 2 

3 7 Theme st 
1,3,4 

ED654 1.4.3 Technology 3 1, 2, 3 Std 5/ El 4 
 

3 5 Theme st 8 

*World History (6 credits), American History (6 credits), Hawaiian History (3 credits) required for 
Secondary Social Studies. 
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Appendix E: INVENTORY OF EVIDENCE 
 
Table E.1   MAT Inventory: Status of Evidence from Measures and Indicators for TEAC Quality Principle 1 
 

Type of Evidence Available and in the Brief Not Available and Not in the Brief 
Items Relied On 

REASONS 
Location  
in Brief 

 

Not Relied On 
REASONS 

For Future Use 
REASONS 

    Not for Future Use 
          REASONS 

Grades 
1. Student grades and grade 
point averages 

3.0 GPA required at each assessment 
checkpoint, admission through  
completion  

Section1,  
App B 

   

Scores on Standardized Tests 
2. Student scores on 
standardized license or board 
examinations 

   Performance assessment (edTPA)  
will be required by HTSB for  
licensure in 2016-2017 

 

3. Student scores on 
undergraduate and/or  
graduate admission  
tests of subject matter 
knowledge 

Praxis II Subject Assessment required  
for admission 

Section 4    

4. Standardized scores and 
gains of the program  
graduates’ own pupils  

   Not available yet; HIDOE will  
provide data from Educator Effectiveness 
System (EES) 

 

Ratings 
5. Ratings of portfolios  
of academic and clinical 
accomplishments 

   SOE is creating a comprehensive 
assessment (in ED659 course) 
aligned to all MAT claims, InTASC 
standards and edTPA  

 

6. Third-party rating  
of program’s students 

   edTPA, 2016-2017   

7. Ratings by cooperating 
teachers 

Two assessments on professional 
dispositions and teaching performance 
across the program:  
a.) PAS (5 times) and  
b.) InTASC TPS standards (3 times)  

Section 4    

8. Ratings by university 
supervisors 

 Section 6 Classroom Observation 
Summaries are available but 
incomplete, at present they 
represent “snapshots,” we plan  
to develop training and  
calibration so all TPS are rated 
consistently by supervisors 
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9. Rates of completion of 
courses and program 

cohort model notwithstanding, data may 
indicate program effectiveness  

Section 4   
 
 

 

10. Graduates’ career  
retention rates 

   An alumni survey (teachers) is current  
being developed by the Sociology 
Department 

 

11. Graduates’ job placement 
rates 

   HIDOE Annual Report, and Alumni 
survey being developed 

 

12. Rates of graduates’ 
professional advanced study 

   Alumni survey being developed  

13. Rates of graduates; 
leadership roles 

   Alumni survey being developed  

14. Rates of graduates’ 
professional service activities 

    Information difficult 
 to track 

Case Studies and Alumni 
Performance 
15. Evaluations of graduates  
by their own students 

   EES will include such data  

16. Alumni self-assessment  
of their accomplishments 

   Alumni survey being developed  

17. Third-party professional 
recognition of graduates 
(NBPTS) 

   Rates of national board certified 
graduates indicate desire for advanced 
effectiveness, may be determined via 
HTSB website 

 

18. Employers’ evaluations  
of the programs’ graduates 

   EES data will include principal  
ratings 

 

19. Graduates’ authoring of 
textbooks, curriculum 
materials, etc. 

    Information difficult 
 to track 

20. Case studies of graduates’ 
own pupils’ learning and 
accomplishment 

    Information difficult 
 to track 
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Appendix F:  LOCAL ASSESSMENTS 
 
The following local assessments are provided: 

1. Professional Attribute Scale  
2. Assessment Sampler 
3. Data Analysis 
4. Lesson Plan Sequence (Secondary examples to show different disciplines) 
5. Planning Commentary (Secondary examples to show different disciplines) 

 
Assessment 1:  PROFESSIONAL ATTRIBUTES SCALE (PAS) 
 
As described earlier, the PAS is administered by multiple raters across the program. Presented 
below are: 1.a) descriptors and 1.b) assessment. Full guidelines for completing the PAS are 
found in the MAT Field Experience Handbook, available during the site visit. 

1.a)  Professional Attributes Scale Descriptors. The Professional Attributes Scale (PAS) 
provides the Teacher Candidate and the UHH Education Department with specific information 
regarding the Teacher Candidate’s progress. The intent of each of the 14 hierarchical items is 
described below, followed by the actual PAS assessment.  
1) Attendance:  TC participates daily and appropriately notifying the CT if illness prevents 

attendance.  Teachers who agree to mentor Teacher Candidates assume the Teacher 
Candidates are as dedicated to the teaching profession as they are. Daily attendance 
demonstrates a commitment to a successful student teaching experience. Teacher Candidate 
demonstrates responsibility and dependability by participating daily and appropriately 
notifying the Cooperating Teacher if illness prevents attendance.  

2) Punctuality:  TC arrives at or before designated starting time.  Schools function by the 
clock. Effective teachers value timeliness and are responsive to the time- efficient demands 
of teaching. Teacher Candidate arrives at or before designated starting time.\ 

3) Oral Expression:  TC Communicates effectively and models grammatically correct English. 
 One aspect of the multi-faceted teaching challenge is effective oral communication. 
Communicating articulately and concisely with pupils conveys the importance of acquiring 
appropriate oral language skills. Teacher Candidate communicates effectively and models 
grammatically correct English for students. In addition, the “art” of teaching is greatly 
facilitated when the teacher is expressive and animated.  

4) Written Communication:  TC models effective writing in a clear, organized manner. 
 Increased emphasis is being placed on the writing process in schools. If pre-service 
teachers are to encourage their students to write, then they must demonstrate ease and 
comfort with written expression. Moreover, the teaching profession generates abundant 
opportunities for teachers to communicate effectively in writing. Teacher Candidate models 
effective writing for students and writes to parents and colleagues in a clear, organized 
manner.  

5) Tact, Judgment:  TC demonstrates diplomacy, sensitivity, and professional courtesy when 
faced with difficult situations. Teaching is a decision making process. Social decisions are as 
important as appropriate instructional decisions. Teacher Candidate demonstrates diplomacy, 
sensitivity, and professional courtesy when faced with difficult situations. 
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6) Reliability/Dependability:  TC anticipates and completes assigned tasks and duties. 

Understanding the scope of teaching is one purpose of the student teaching experience. 
Teachers assume inordinate responsibility for their students’ academic, emotional, and 
physical well-being. Teacher Candidates should strive to anticipate the needs of both their 
students and their Cooperating Teachers and respond appropriately. Completing assigned 
tasks, gathering all appropriate instructional materials prior to a lesson, attending school and 
district meetings on time, grading students’ daily work, and preparing lesson plans are 
examples of behaviors that convey reliability and dependability.  

7) Self-Initiative/Independence:  TC demonstrates creativity, resourcefulness, and self-
initiative when assuming or completing instructional responsibilities.  A teacher who 
agrees to mentor a Teacher Candidate is often enthusiastic about having a teammate who has 
a fresh perspective and is willing to share his or her recently acquired university training. 
Teacher Candidates should not hesitate to appropriately offer their constructive thoughts 
about lessons, materials, delivery strategies, or content. Effective mentors will allow Teacher 
Candidates to take risks with lesson planning and delivery and will appreciate their 
resourcefulness. Teacher Candidates and Cooperating Teachers should plan for time each day 
when they can share ideas and support each other`s efforts.  

8) Collegiality:   TC develops supportive relationships by affirming peers, sharing ideas and 
resources, listening empathically, and offering assistance to colleagues.  Teachers are 
frequently frustrated with the isolation of the profession. The student teaching experience is 
an ideal time to take advantage of working with and learning from another professional. 
Developing warm, collegial and supportive relationships with teaching peers reduces those 
feelings of loneliness while building professional strengths. Complimenting peers, sharing 
ideas and materials, listening to others’ views, offering to help colleagues, or assuming a 
teammate’s ground duty are ways of demonstrating a desire to become a part of the 
professional team.  

9) Interaction with Students:  TC establishes positive rapport by demonstrating respect and 
sensitivity to students’ diverse academic, cultural, and personal needs.  For the most part, 
students at any grade level initially perceive Teacher Candidates as adults in authority. 
Therefore, Teacher Candidates have every opportunity at the outset of the student teaching 
experience to develop a rapport with students that will assist them with classroom 
management and student discipline throughout the semester. Teacher Candidates must 
demonstrate that they respect their students and are sensitive to their diverse academic, 
cultural, and personal needs. This is best accomplished by consistently monitoring students 
during learning, by being accessible to students if they need additional help, by being fair and 
consistent in applying rules and consequences, and by demonstrating a warm, caring 
demeanor when interacting with students. 

10) Response to Feedback:  TC responds to suggestions for improvement and adjusts 
performance accordingly.  Teachers who wish to grow professionally frequently seek 
advice on how to improve their teaching strategies; trying to implement suggestions is the 
best way to know whether they are helpful or workable. It is important to respond to the 
Cooperating Teacher’s feedback much as an athlete responds to a coach. Consider how the 
suggestion might improve performance; implement the suggestion; reflect on the benefits of 
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the new technique, and practice it again so that the newly acquired strategy can become a 
part of the teaching repertoire.  

 
11) Desire to Improve Teaching Performance:   TC reflects on practice and seeks 

suggestions for improvement.  Teaching is a dynamic process. Veteran teachers frequently 
suggest that when they no longer seek professional growth, it will be time to retire. Teacher 
Candidates must recognize that they are beginning a career and that all novices in any career 
choice will improve as they gain experience. Seeking suggestions for improvement, 
questioning Cooperating Teachers as to why they did what they did, and soliciting new 
opportunities for responsibility demonstrate that Teacher Candidates are willing to improve 
their teaching performance.  

12) Commitment to Student Learning:   TC demonstrates a belief that all students can learn 
by adjusting instruction to meet multiple learning modalities.  Students in today’s public 
school classroom have had vastly disparate experiences. Recognizing that all students can 
learn at varying paces and providing opportunities for all students to be successful are 
paramount challenges for Teacher Candidates. Teacher Candidates can assist all students 
with their learning by varying their strategies and activities, providing immediate feedback to 
students, accounting for individual learning styles, and praising students’ efforts as well as 
learning outcomes.  

13) Professional Ethics:   TC demonstrates ethical behavior, maintaining student privacy and 
confidentiality.  Teachers are placed in responsible positions and often have knowledge of 
sensitive information. To be considered trustworthy, it is critical for the pre-service teacher to 
be discreet with their knowledge of sensitive information. It is also important for 
professionals to act and dress in a manner that inspires the public’s trust.  

14) Professional Demeanor:  TC behaves in a professional manner, respecting and abiding 
school policy, and contributing to positive school and community relations. Teachers are 
placed in respected positions and often play important roles within the community. To be 
considered professional, it is critical for the pre-service teacher to abide by school policy and 
contribute to the school and community in a positive manner. 
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1.b)  PROFESSIONAL ATTRIBUTES SCALE (PAS) 

□   Mid-Term Semester II                        □   Final Semester II                       □   Mid-Term Semester III 

University of Hawai‘i at Hilo 
School of Education 

MAT Program 
 
____________________________________ ______________________________           
________________________ 
Teacher Candidate   Social Security Number                  School 
 
____________________________  __________________________
 ____________________________________    ________________  Principal       
Total Days Absent              University Supervisor                Grade(s) taught 
 
_______________________________________          Subjects taught____________________________  
Cooperating Teacher      
 
Area of Licensure______________________   Number of Classes Taught ________   Total # of Students________ 
 
 
(3) Exemplary      (2) Proficient            (1) Functional   (0) Unacceptable  
Exceeds proficiency             Meets proficiency        Demonstrates minimal proficiency    Does not demonstrate proficiency     

         
The PROFESSIONAL ATTRIBUTES SCALE consists of 14 hierarchical items.  For each attribute, mark the adjective or 
statement that describes the behavior the Teacher Candidate typically displays.  Please elaborate further in the comment section 
when additional feedback will help the Teacher Candidate continue to improve. 
1) Attendance 
        TC participates daily and appropriately notifying the  
        CT if illness prevents attendance. 
 
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (NO) Not Observed 
 
        Comments: 
 
 
 

2) Punctuality 
TC arrives at or before designated starting time. 

 
       
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
 
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 97 

3) Oral Expression 
TC communicates effectively and models grammatically 
correct English. 
 

      □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
 
        Comments: 
 
 

4) Written Communication 
        TC models effective writing in a clear, organized  
        manner. 
         
      □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
 
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 

 
5) Tact, Judgment 
        TC demonstrates diplomacy, sensitivity, and  
        professional courtesy when faced with difficult  
        situations. 
 
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 

6) Reliability/Dependability 
        TC anticipates and completes assigned tasks and  
        duties.  
 
 
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 

7)    Self-Initiative/Independence        
       TC demonstrates creativity, resourcefulness, and self- 
        initiative when assuming or completing       
        responsibilities. 
 
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
     
 
 
 

8)     Collegiality 
        TC develops supportive relationships by affirming  
        peers, sharing ideas and resources, listening  
        empathically, and offering assistance to colleagues. 
 
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
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11) Desire to Improve Teaching Performance 
        TC reflects on practice and seeks suggestions for  
         improvement. 
 
   
      □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
 
 

12) Commitment to Student Learning 
          TC demonstrates a belief that all students can learn by  
adjusting instruction to meet multiple learning  
       modalities. 
       
       □ (3) Consistently             
       □ (2) Generally    
         □ (1) Sometimes                   
         □ (0) Rarely 
         □ (N0) Not Observed 
          
         Comments: 
         
 
 

13) Professional Ethics 
        TC demonstrates ethical behavior, maintaining  
        appropriate privacy and confidentiality.  
 
      □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
      □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 

14) Professional Demeanor 
         TC behaves in a professional manner, respecting  
         and abiding by school policy, and contributing to  
         positive school and community relations.  

 
       □ (3) Consistently             
       □ (2) Generally    
         □ (1) Sometimes                   
         □ (0) Rarely 
         □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
         Comments: 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

9) Interaction with Students 
        TC establishes positive rapport by demonstrating  
        respect and sensitivity to students’ diverse academic,  
        cultural, and personal needs. 
 
      □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
 
 
 
 

10)    Response to Feedback  
         TC responds to suggestions for improvement and  
         adjusts performance accordingly. 
         
         
        □ (3) Consistently             
      □ (2) Generally    
        □ (1) Sometimes                   
        □ (0) Rarely 
        □ (N0) Not Observed 
         
        Comments: 
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Potential as a Teacher    (Please add comments) 
□ Highly recommend continuation in teaching                   □ Recommend continuation in teaching profession:    

             profession:  Outstanding Candidate.                                     Strong candidate.      
 
             Comments:                                                                            Comments: 
 
 
 
 

□ Recommend continuation in teaching profession:            □ Recommend review of career options and  
             Candidate is making satisfactory progress.                            consideration of profession other than teaching. 
       
             Comments:                                                                             Comments: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Teacher Candidate’s Signature______________________________________       Date_________________ 
 
Cooperating Teacher’s Signature______________________________________ Date_________________ 
 
UHH Supervisor’s Signature_________________________________________ Date_________________ 
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Assessment 2:  ASSESSMENT SAMPLER 
 

Included are: 2.a) assessment and 2.b) rubric.  
 
2.a) Assessment:  Compile an Assessment Sampler, which includes the following artifacts along 
with a narrative that discusses each of these.  The grading criteria are given on the following 
page.   
 

 Two formative assessments. 

 One summative assessment (e.g., could be at end of lesson, culminating activity). 

 Taxonomy Table with all assessments identified in their correct location. 

 Learning targets (Knowledge, Reasoning, Skills, Product, Dispositions) are used to 

determine best form of assessment. 

 Each assessment is shown on the Taxonomy Table along with justification for its 

placement using noun and verb from learning objective that it is assessing 

 Discuss what measures were taken to control for bias. 

 Include examples of student work for three (3) diverse students. You need to show how 

you can assist diverse learners, so all 3 students can not be at the same level (e.g., 

meeting proficiency, approaching or SPED/ELL/GT). Please be sure not to use students’ 

real names.  

 Discussion includes how you assisted them to do well on the assessments and how 

your decisions are supported by the literature.  

 Provide examples of how you work with these three students to help them meet or 

exceed expectations on an assessment. 

 Explain what feedback was given and how it was used to support learning. 

 Discuss how students were allowed to use feedback to improve further learning. 

 Use the literature to support your argument. 

 Includes an excel spreadsheet demonstrating an analysis of one of the assignment. 

 Analysis should include measures of central tendency and a chart that demonstrates 

levels of understanding. 

 Discussion includes what the analysis infers about student learning.  
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2.b)  Rubric for Assessment Sampler 
 Criteria to be Included Points 

Possible 

In
st

ru
ct

io
na

l P
ra

ct
ic

e 

 Includes examples of two distinct formative assessments for learning and 
one summative assessment that align to the intended learning target. 

 Discussion includes how assessment and targets (Knowledge, 
Reasoning, Skills, Product, Dispositions) match and measures that were 
taken to control for bias. 

15 

 Assessments are dispersed across Taxonomy Table. 
 Table is included and label where each assessment fits along with 

justification based upon noun & verb from learning objective that it is 
designed to assess.   

 Control for bias is discussed in narrative. 

10 

 Three student samples of student work are included for one of the included 
assessments.  

 Discussion is included on diverse learners and explains how they were 
supported toward achievement on a summative assessment.   

 Discussion is supported by literature. 

10 

 Three samples of student work include feedback that was given to students.   
 Discussion of type of feedback candidate gives to students should be 

included in discussion.   
 Was quantity and quality of feedback consistent for all students?   
 Did feedback focus just on what was right or wrong or did it also 

provide guidance for students to improve learning?  
 How were students able to use feedback to guide further learning? 

20 

Te
ch

no
lo

gy
 

 Includes an excel spreadsheet demonstrating an analysis of one of the 
assignment. 

 Analysis includes average score and a chart indicating grade 
breakdowns.  

 Discussion includes what the analysis infers about student learning. 

25 

 Sampler is well organized and neatly presented in an electronic format. 
 Assessments are written using the appropriate technology so as to look 

professional. 
 Assessment table is completed electronically and looks professional. 

20 

 Total 100 
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Assessment 3:  DATA ANALYSIS 
 
Included are: 3.a) assessment and 3.b) rubric. 
 
3.a) Assessment:  Using the Sample Student Data Set on the next page you are to create an 
Excel data sheet and analyze these data. The following explains what is to be included in your 
data analysis.  You will be submitting your MS Excel spread sheet along with a MS Word  
 

• Create Excel Data Sheet using Sample Student Data Set. 
• Compute Percentage Scores for each student on both the Pre and Post Test 
• Calculate the Mean, Median and Mode for both the Pre and Post Test Raw scores and 

Percentage Scores. 
 

• Create a Marked Line Chart showing the individual improvement for each student based 
upon his or her Raw Score. Marked Line Chart needs to include the following: 
 Chart title 
 Horizontal axis title 
 Vertical axis title 
  Legend 
  Appropriate units 

 
• Using the following criteria for grades, determine a letter grade for the Post-test score. 

A 90 - 100% 
B 80 - 89.9% 
C 70 - 79.9% 
D 65 - 69.9% 
F Less than 65% 

 
• Create a Student Grade pie chart of the class and explain what it infers about student 

performance. Pie Chart needs to include the following: 
 Chart title 
 Percentages for each Pie Section 
 Legend  

 
• Interpret these data.  Explain, as a teacher, how you would interpret these data.   

 Discuss the average increase, the greatest increase and the smallest increase for 
individual students and justify your claims with data. 

 Discuss the aggregated class data and what that might infer with regarding to 
student learning. 
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Student  
Number 

Correct on 
Pre-test 

Number 
Correct on 
Post-test 

Student 1 16 25 

Student 2 15 29 

Student 3 8 19 

Student 4 16 30 

Student 5 12 17 

Student 6 8 24 

Student 7 15 25 

Student 8 14 22 

Student 9 11 28 

Student 10 12 26 

Student 11 11 23 

Student 12 14 25 

Student 13 13 27 

Student 14 15 19 

Student 15 9 16 

Student 16 12 23 

Student 17 14 30 

Student 18 17 29 

Student 19 16 26 

Student 20 15 28 

Total Number 
of Questions 30 30 
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3.b)  Student Data Outcome Analysis Scoring Rubric 

 

CATEGORY 
10  

Exemplary 
7  

Proficient 
4  

Functional 
1 

Unsatisfactory 
 
Mechanics 

Report is free of 
grammar, 
spelling, 
punctuation, 
capitalization, or 
other mechanical 
errors.  
AND  
Excel spreadsheet 
is attached. 

There is one 
grammar, 
spelling, 
punctuation, 
capitalization, or 
other 
mechanical 
errors. 
AND  
Excel 
spreadsheet is 
attached. 

There are two 
grammar, 
spelling, 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
or other 
mechanical 
errors. 
AND  
Excel 
spreadsheet is 
attached. 

There are three 
or more 
grammar, 
spelling, 
punctuation, 
capitalization, or 
other mechanical 
errors. 
OR  
Excel 
spreadsheet is 
NOT attached. 

 
Student 
Performance 
Line Chart  

Line chart 
includes: chart 
title, horizontal 
axis title, vertical 
axis title, legend, 
and appropriate 
units. 

Only one of the 
requirements 
for the chart is 
missing 

Two of the 
requirements 
for the chart 
are missing 

Three of the 
requirements for 
the chart are 
missing 

 
Student Grade 
Pie Chart  

Pie chart includes: 
chart title, 
Percentages for 
each section, and 
legend. 

Only one of the 
requirements 
for the chart is 
missing 

Two of the 
requirements 
for the chart 
are missing 

Three of the 
requirements for 
the chart are 
missing 

 
Interpretation 

Interpretation 
includes 
explanation of 
difference scores 
including 
individual 
(average increase, 
greatest increase 
and smallest 
increase) as well 
as aggregated 

One of the 
required 
explanations is 
missing. 

Two of the 
required 
explanations 
are missing. 

Three of the 
required 
explanations are 
missing. 
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CATEGORY 
10  

Exemplary 
7  

Proficient 
4  

Functional 
1 

Unsatisfactory 
data. 
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Assessment 4:  LESSON PLAN SEQUENCE   
 
The Lesson Plan Sequence comprises three elementary or five secondary consecutive lessons. 
Provided below are: 4.a) secondary lesson plan template, 4.b) secondary lesson plan rubric, and 
4.c) Lesson Plan Sequence summary assessment. 
 
4.a)   Secondary Lesson Plan Template 
NAME 
 
LENGTH OF TIME 
 
GRADE 
 
CENTRAL FOCUS 
Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in the learning segment. When 
identifying the central focus you should consider conceptual understandings as well as the skills/ facts/ procedures that 
students will learn and apply. 
 
 
 
STANDARD(S) 
List (write out) the standard(s) for this particular lesson.  
 
 
 
LEARNING OBJECTIVES(S) 
Objectives are measurable       
 
 
 
PRIOR ACADEMIC KNOWLEDGE AND CONCEPTIONS 
What knowledge, skills, and concepts must students already know to be successful with this lesson?  
 
ACADEMIC LANGUAGE 
What is the key language demand? What academic language will you teach or develop? What are the key vocabulary? 
How will students practice content language/vocabulary and develop fluency? 
 
Key vocabulary: 
 
(Explain how they are supported in the lesson)  Eg. Discussed during lesson, written on white board. 
 
Key language function:  
 
(Explanation) 
 
ASSESSMENT / EVALUATION 
Formative:  How will students demonstrate understanding of the lesson objective? How will you monitor or provide 
feedback? How will feedback promote student understanding? 
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Summative:  What evidence will you collect and how will it document student learning of the objectives? 
Attach a copy of the assessment and the evaluation criteria/rubric. 
INSTRUCTION 
TIME: 
 

PROCEDURES:   BEGINNING 
How do you engage students in the content of the lesson?  Make use of 
students’ academic, social, and cultural characteristics 

Materials: 
What do you need for this 
lesson? Specify instructional 
technologies you will use. 
 

TIME: 
 

PROCEDURES:   MIDDLE (LEARNING ACTIVITIES):  
Provide details of lesson content and delivery based on students’ prior 
knowledge, strengths, and weaknesses. 
 
Bold/Highlight Questions that promote higher level thinking. 
 
Bold/Highlight Academic Language. 
 
 
 

Materials: 
 
 

TIME: 
 

PROCEDURES: END (CLOSURE):  
Verbalize or demonstrate learning or skill one more time.  May state 
future learning. 
 
 

Materials: 
 

MODIFICATION FOR DIVERSE LEARNERS 
How will you adapt instruction and assessment to meet the needs of individual students? Include accommodations for 
students with IEPs, ELL 504s and gifted learners. 
     

Students with Specific Learning Needs 
IEP/504/ELL/GT                              Number 

of 
Students 

Supports, Accommodations, Modifications 

   
   
   

 
 
MANAGEMENT OR SAFETY ISSUES 
Are there any major management and/or safety issues that need to be considered for this lesson? 
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4.b)   Fall 2014 MAT Rubric – Individual Lesson Plan 
COMPONENTS 5 Points (Exemplary) 4 Points (Proficient) 2 Points (Functional) 0 Points (Unacceptable) 

Central Focus Accurately describes the important 
understandings and core concepts within the 
learning segment. Goes beyond a list of facts 
and procedures. Aligns with content standards 
and learning objectives. Addresses the subject-
specific components in the learning segment.  

Concepts identified and defined.  
Clearly states the terms, ideas, 
concepts and shows the relationships 
between the different 
concepts…NOT THE 
PROCEDURE OUTLINE. Age 
appropriate. 

Some important concepts missing or 
concepts loosely connected to 
learning Objectives.  
Concepts not age appropriate. 
Concepts either inaccurately defined 
or not specific enough. 

Procedures listed rather than concepts 
to be taught. 
Conceptual questions only.  Concepts 
don’t build or connect to Learning 
Objectives 

 5 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Points 
Standards 

 
Components accurately identified and 
connected to the intended Learning Objectives.  

Components accurately identified 
and connected to the intended 
Learning Objectives.  

Standards written out but loosely 
related to the intended Learning 
Objectives.  

Standards missing OR not fully written 
out.  Little relevance to Learning 
Objectives and student learning.  

 5 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Points 
Learning 
Objectives 

Aligns with the standard and includes a 
measurable and specific learning outcome. 
Objectives linked with assessments. 

Clearly stated and focused on 
learning outcomes.  Measurable 
student expectations included. 
Objectives linked with 
assessments. 

Focused on learning outcomes but 
not clearly stated and may not be 
measurable. 

Does not focus on learning 
outcomes. 

 5 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Points 
Prior Academic 
Knowledge and 
Conceptions 

Accurate list of knowledge, skills, and concepts 
students need to know to be successful with this 
lesson. 

List of knowledge, skills, and 
concepts students need to know 
present, but some concepts missing.  

Minimal attempt to identify 
knowledge, skills, and concepts. 

Prior knowledge concepts missing. 

 10 Points 8 Points 5 Points 0 Points 
Academic 
Language  
(Includes 
vocabulary, 
language 
functions, syntax 
and discourse) 

Clear identification and incorporation of 
academic language Teacher models use of 
academic language and supports student use 
throughout the lesson. Academic language 
demands should be underlined throughout the 
procedures.   

Clear identification and 
incorporation of academic. Teacher 
models use of academic language 
and supports limited student use 
throughout the lesson. Academic 
language demands should be 
underlined throughout the 
procedures.   

Identification and incorporation of 
academic language. Teacher models 
use of academic language but support 
for student use in not apparent 
throughout the lesson. Academic 
language demands should be 
underlined throughout the procedures. 

Academic language not identified or 
missing 

 15 points 12 points 8 points 0 points 
Assessment(s) 
and/or 
Evaluation 

Formal and/or informal assessment strategies 
included in the procedures.  A variety of 
assessment measures used during and at 
conclusion of lesson. Clearly communicates 
criteria for performance or product.  
Age appropriate, rubrics or criteria & 
techniques for end of lesson assessment 
included.  Assessment is clearly and 
appropriately linked to Learning Objectives.  

A variety of assessment measures 
used during and at conclusion of 
lesson.  
Age appropriate, rubrics or criteria 
& techniques for end of lesson 
assessment included. Assessment is 
clearly and appropriately linked to 
Learning Objectives. 
 

Assessment strategies do not clearly 
assess student learning.  Assessment 
criteria loosely connected to Learning 
Objectives. 

One type of formative assessment type 
used through lesson rather than 
diversifying. Assessment and 
evaluation strategies are missing and 
criteria do not connect with Learning 
Objectives. Doesn’t include rubrics or 
checklists. 
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 5 Points 4 Points 2 Points 0 Points 
Materials 
Resources 

All materials and resources needed to 
implement lesson are listed. 
Both teacher supplies and the student supplies 
listed. 
All materials that need to be prepared for both 
teacher and students are included (worksheets, 
handouts etc). 

All materials and resources needed 
to implement lesson are listed. 
Both teacher supplies and the 
student supplies listed. 
Some materials that need to be 
prepared are included. 

Some materials missing.  Does not 
list materials for teacher including 
prep. 

Materials and resources not listed. 

 10 points 8 points 5 points 0 points 
Procedures 
Beginning 

High interest and engaging Introduction 
included and meaningfully connected to 
lessons’ Learning Objectives. 
Clear sequential directions provided.  
Time approximation clearly identified and 
reasonably accurate.  
Uses specific knowledge of your students, 
including prior academic learning and/or 
personal/cultural and community assets, to 
make lesson relevant. 

High interest Introduction included 
and connected to lessons’ Learning 
Objectives. 
Clear sequential directions provided,  
Time approximation clearly 
identified and reasonably accurate. 
Uses generic knowledge of students, 
including prior academic learning 
and/or personal/cultural and 
community assets, to make lesson 
relevant. 

Introduction superficially connected 
to the Learning Objectives. 
Directions not sequential. 
Timing is inaccurate. 
Superficially uses knowledge of 
students, including prior academic 
learning and/or personal/cultural and 
community assets, to make lesson 
relevant. 

Introduction missing OR does not 
connect to the Learning Objectives. 
Directions missing 
No time approximations provided. 
No evidence that knowledge of 
students was used to make lesson 
relevant. 
 

 15 points 12 points 8 points 0 points 
Procedures 
Middle-  
 

Logical sequenced instruction provided. 
Learning experiences and instructional 
materials developmentally appropriate. 
Learning experiences connected to standards 
and Learning Objectives.  
Application and practice included. 
Strategies used to develop critical thinking to 
enhance engagement learning. 
Uses questioning to promote critical thinking. 
Questions should be in bold type throughout the 
procedures.  
Formative assessment used throughout 
procedures. 
Attention to time throughout lesson. 
All major management and safety concerns 
have been met. 

Sequenced instruction provided. 
Learning experiences and 
instructional materials 
developmentally appropriate. 
Learning experiences connected to 
standards and Learning Objectives. 
Application and practice included. 
Learning strategies to develop 
students' thinking included. 
Questions should be in bold type 
throughout the procedures. 
Formative assessment used 
throughout procedures. 
Attention to time throughout lesson. 
All major management and safety 
concerns have been met. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Some steps are missing. 
The content of the procedures are 
loosely connected to the Learning 
Objectives. 
Active learning strategies are loosely 
applied and unclear. 
No flow. 
Formative assessment is scarce and 
non-informative. 
Timing is inaccurate. 
Some major management and safety 
concerns are missing. 
 

Major gaps in procedures, content, 
learning Objectives, connections, and 
active learning strategies. 
No directions 
No timing 
No formative assessment  
Management and safety concerns have 
not been considered. 
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 10 points 8 points 5 points 0 points 
Procedures 
End 

Relevance or connection to Learning Objectives 
reinforced. Clear sequential directions, if 
needed given for closure.  
Timing:  attention to time throughout, time 
approximations seem appropriate.   

Connection to Learning Objectives 
reinforced. Sequential directions, if 
needed given for closure.  
Timing:  attention to time 
throughout, time approximations 
seem appropriate. 

Closure does not effectively 
summarize the learning and Learning 
Objectives. 

No summary or closure included. 
 

 5 points 3 points 2 points 0 points 
Diverse 
Learners 

Accommodations and modifications for the 
range of exceptional learners (SPED, GT, ELL, 
etc) provided. Instruction and assessment 
adapted to students' differences in development, 
learning styles, strengths and needs.   

Some accommodations and 
modifications for exceptional learners 
(SPED, GT, ELL, etc) provided. 

One accommodation for 
modifications provided.  
Modifications only included for 
one type of diverse learners. 
 

Modifications not included.   

 10 points 8 points 5 points 0 points 
Writing  
Easy to read, 
edited, 
information is 
clear 
 

Careful attention to grammar, punctuation, 
word usage evident.  Error-free.  Fonts, spacing, 
and organization consistent.  Coherent and well 
articulated. 

Attention to grammar, punctuation, 
word usage evident.  Error-free. 
Organization consistent and coherent. 

Few glaring grammatical and 
spelling errors.  Information 
somewhat disorganized. 

Excessive grammatical and spelling 
errors.  Inconsistency in fonts and 
spacing.  Writing incoherent. 
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4.c)  Fall 2014 MAT SECONDARY Lesson Plan Sequence Summary Assessment 
 

COMPONENTS/ 
Possible Points 

Lesson Plan 1 Lesson Plan 2 Lesson Plan 3 Lesson Plan 4 Lesson Plan 5 AVERAGE 
SCORE 

Central Focus 
5 

      

Standards 
5 
 

      

Learning 
Objectives 

5 

      

Prior Academic 
Knowledge and 

Conceptions 
5 

      

Academic 
Language   

10 

      

Assessment(s) 
and/or Evaluation 

15 

      

Materials 
Resources 

5 

      

Procedures 
Beginning 

10 

      

Procedures  
Middle 

15 
 

      

Procedures 
End 
10 

      

Diverse Learners 
5 

      

Writing 
10 

 

      

LESSON PLAN 
TOTAL SCORE 

     AVERAGE 
LESSON PLAN 
TOTAL 
SCORE: 
 
 

 
Minimum Passing AVERAGE LESSON PLAN TOTAL SCORE = 80 
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Assessment 5:  PLANNING COMMENTARY 
 
This assessment is tailored to different secondary disciplines. Presented below are:  
5.a.1 through 5.a.5) discipline-specific assessments and 5.b.1 through 5.b.5) relevant rubrics. 
 
5.a.1)   ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS PLANNING COMMENTARY ASSESSMENT 

1. Central Focus 

a. Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in this learning 
segment. 

b. Provide the title, author (or, if a film, the director), and a short description (about a 
paragraph in length) of salient features of the text(s) that a reviewer of your evidence, who is 
unfamiliar with the text(s), needs to know in order to understand your instruction. If there is 
more than one text, indicate the lesson(s) where each text will be the focus. 

Consider including the following in your description: genre, text structure, theme, plot, imagery, 
or linguistic features, depending on the central focus of your learning segment. 

c. Given the central focus, describe how the standards and learning objectives within your 
learning segment address students’ abilities to 

 construct meaning from, and interpret complex text  

 create a written product interpreting or responding to complex features of a text  

d. Explain how your plans build on each other to help students make connections between 
textual references, constructions of meaning, interpretations, and responses to a text to 
deepen their learning of English Language Arts. 

2. Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching 

 For each of the prompts below (2a–b), describe what you know about your students with 
respect to the central focus of the learning segment.  

 Consider the variety of learners in your class who may require different strategies/support 
(e.g., students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students). 

a. Prior academic learning and prerequisite skills related to the central focus—Cite evidence of 
what students know, what they can do, and what they are still learning to do.  

b. Personal/cultural/community assets related to the central focus—What do you know about 
your students’ everyday experiences, cultural backgrounds and practices, and interests? 

3. Supporting Students’ English Language Arts Learning 

Respond to prompts 3a–c below. To support your justifications, refer to the instructional 
materials and lesson plans you have included as part of Task 1. In addition, use principles from 
research and/or theory to support your explanations. 

a.  Justify how your understanding of your students’ prior academic learning and 
personal/cultural/community assets (from prompts 2a–b above) guided your choice or 
adaptation of learning tasks and materials. Be explicit about the connections between the 
learning tasks and students’ prior academic learning, assets, and research/theory. 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 113 

b. Describe and justify why your instructional strategies and planned supports are appropriate 
for the whole class, individuals, and/or groups of students with specific learning needs. 

 

Consider students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students. 

c. Describe common student errors or misunderstandings within your central focus and how you 
will address them. 

4. Supporting English Language Arts Development Through Language 

a. Language Function. Identify one language function essential for students within your 
central focus. Listed below are some sample language functions. You may choose one of 
these or another more appropriate for your learning segment. 

Analyze Argue Describe Evaluate 

Explain Interpret Justify Synthesize 

b. Identify a key learning task from your plans that provides students with opportunities to 
practice using the language function identified above. Identify the lesson in which the 
learning task occurs. (Give lesson day/number.)  

c. Additional Language Demands. Given the language function and learning task identified 
above, describe the following associated language demands (written or oral) students need to 
understand and/or use: 

 Vocabulary  

Plus at least one of the following: 

 Syntax 

 Discourse  

Consider the range of students’ understandings of the language function and other language 
demands—what do students already know, what are they struggling with, and/or what is new 
to them?  

d. Language Supports. Refer to your lesson plans and instructional materials as needed in your 
response to the prompt.  

 Describe the instructional supports (during and/or prior to the learning task) that help students 
understand and successfully use the language function and additional language demands 
identified in prompts 4a–c. 

5. Monitoring Student Learning  

In response to the prompts below, refer to the assessments you will submit as part of the materials 
for Task 1. 

a. Describe how your planned formal and informal assessments will provide direct evidence of 
students’ abilities to construct meaning from, interpret, AND/OR respond to a complex text 
throughout the learning segment.  
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b. Explain how the design or adaptation of your planned assessments allows students with 
specific needs to demonstrate their learning. 

Consider all students, including students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, 
struggling readers, underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or 
gifted students. 
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5.b.1)   ENGLISH LANGUAGE ARTS PLANNING COMMENTARY RUBRIC 
 
COMPONENT 1:  Planning for ELA Understandings: How do your plans build students’ build students’ abilities to comprehend, construct meaning 
from, interpret, AND/OR respond to complex text? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
learning of meanings of complex 
text with clear and consistent 
connections between textual 
references AND 
• constructions of meaning from, 
• interpretation of, OR  
• responses to a complex text. 
 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
learning of meanings of complex 
text with clear connections between 
textual references AND 
• constructions of meaning from, 
• interpretation of, OR  
• responses to a complex text. 
 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
support student learning of facts 
and procedures with vague 
connections between textual 
references AND 
• constructions of meaning from, 
• interpretation of, OR  
• responses to a complex text. 

Candidate’s plans for 
instruction focus 
solely on literal 
comprehension of text 
with little or no 
connection to 
1) constructions of 

meaning from,  
2) interpretation of, 

OR  
3) responses to 

complex  text. 
 There are 
significant content 
inaccuracies that 
will lead to student 
misunderstandings. 
 OR   
Standards, 
objectives, and 
learning tasks and 
materials are not 
aligned with each 
other.  
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COMPONENT 2:  Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs:  How did you use knowledge of your students to target support for students to 
comprehend, construct meaning from, interpret, AND/OR respond to complex text??  

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus. Supports address the needs 
of specific individuals or groups 
with similar needs. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus with attention to the 
characteristics of the class as a 
whole. AND Candidate attends to 
requirements in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are loosely tied to 
learning objectives or the central 
focus of the learning segment. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

There is little or no 
evidence of planned 
supports. OR 
Candidate does NOT 
attend to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 
plans. 

 
 

COMPONENT 3:  Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning: How did you use knowledge of your students to justify instructional 
plans? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate justifies why 
learning tasks (or their 
adaptations) are appropriate 
using  examples of students’ 
prior academic learning  
examples of personal/cultural/ 
community assets Candidate 
makes connections to 
research and/or theory. 

Candidate justifies why 
learning tasks (or their 
adaptations) are appropriate 
using  examples of students’ 
prior academic learning OR  
examples of 
personal/cultural/community 
assets Candidate makes 
superficial connections to 
research and/or theory. 

Candidate justifies learning 
tasks with limited attention to 
students’ prior academic 
learning OR 
personal/cultural/community 
assets. 

Candidate’s justification of 
learning tasks is either missing 
OR represents a deficit view 
of students and their 
backgrounds 
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Component 4:  Identifying and Supporting Language Demands: How did you identify and support language demands associated with a key English 
Language Arts learning task? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated 
with the language function. 
Plans include targeted support 
for use of vocabulary and/or 
symbols as well as additional 
language demand(s). 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated 
with the language function. 
Plans include general support 
for use of vocabulary and/or 
symbols as well as additional 
language demand(s). 

Candidate identifies 
vocabulary and/or symbols as 
the major language demand 
associated with the language 
function. Attention to 
additional language demands 
is superficial. Language 
supports primarily address 
definitions of vocabulary 
and/or symbols. 

Language demands identified 
by the candidate are not 
consistent with the selected 
language function OR task. 
OR Language supports are 
missing or are not aligned 
with the language demand(s) 
for the learning task. 

 
COMPONENT 5:  Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning: How are the informal and formal assessments selected or designed to 
monitor students’ progress toward the standards/objectives? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
    

The assessments provide multiple 
forms of evidence to monitor 
students’ progress toward 
developing 
• constructions of meaning from, 
• interpretations of, AND 
• responses to the text throughout 
the learning segment. 
 

The assessments provide specific 
evidence to monitor students’ 
abilities to 
• construct meaning from, 
• interpret, AND/OR  
• respond to the text during the 
learning segment. 
 

The assessments provide limited 
evidence to monitor students’ 
abilities to 
• construct meaning from,  
• interpret, AND/OR  
• respond to the text  during the 
learning segment. 
 

The assessments only 
provide evidence of 
students' literal 
comprehension of 
text. 
OR 
Candidate does not 
attend to ANY 
ASSESSMENT 
requirements in 
IEPs and 504 plans. 
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5.a.2)   MATHEMATICS  PLANNING COMMENTARY ASSESSMENT 

1. Central Focus 

a. Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in the learning segment. 

b. Given the central focus, describe how the standards and learning objectives within your learning 
segment address  

 conceptual understanding, 

 procedural fluency, AND 

 mathematical reasoning and/or problem-solving skills. 

c. Explain how your plans build on each other to help students make connections between facts, 
concepts, and procedures, and to develop their mathematical reasoning and/or problem-solving 
skills to deepen their learning of mathematics. 

2. Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching 

For each of the prompts below (2a–c), describe what you know about your students with respect to 
the central focus of the learning segment.  

Consider the variety of learners in your class who may require different strategies/support (e.g., 
students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, underperforming 
students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students). 

a. Prior academic learning and prerequisite skills related to the central focus—Cite evidence of what 
students know, what they can do, and what they are still learning to do. 

b. Personal/cultural/community assets related to the central focus—What do you know about your 
students’ everyday experiences, cultural backgrounds and practices, and interests? 

c. Mathematical dispositions—What do you know about the extent to which your students 

 perceive mathematics as “sensible, useful, and worthwhile”2  

 persist in applying mathematics to solve problems 

 believe in their own ability to learn mathematics 

3. Supporting Students’ Mathematics Learning 

Respond to prompts below (3a–c). To support your justifications, refer to the instructional materials 
and lesson plans you have included as part of Task 1. In addition, use principles from research 
and/or theory to support your explanations.  

a. Justify how your understanding of your students’ prior academic learning, 
personal/cultural/community assets, and mathematical dispositions (from prompts 2a–c above) 
guided your choice or adaptation of learning tasks and materials. Be explicit about the 
connections between the learning tasks and students’ prior academic learning, assets, 
mathematical dispositions, and research/theory. 

b. Describe and justify why your instructional strategies and planned supports are appropriate for 
the whole class, individuals, and/or groups of students with specific learning needs. 

 
2 From The Common Core State Standards for Mathematics 
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Consider students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students. 

c.  Describe common mathematical preconceptions, errors, or misunderstandings within your central 
focus and how you will address them. 

4. Supporting Mathematics Development Through Language 

a. Language Function. Identify one language function essential for students to learn the 
mathematics within your central focus. Listed below are some sample language functions. You 
may choose one of these or another more appropriate for your learning segment. 

Compare/contrast Conjecture Describe Explain Prove 

b. Identify a key learning task from your plans that provides students with opportunities to practice 
using the language function identified above. Identify the lesson in which the learning task 
occurs. (Give lesson day/number.)  

c. Additional Language Demands. Given the language function and learning task identified above, 
describe the following associated language demands (written or oral) students need to understand 
and/or use:  

 Vocabulary and/or symbols  

 Mathematical precision3 (e.g., using clear definitions, labeling axes, specifying units of 
measure, stating meaning of symbols), appropriate to your students’ mathematical and 
language development  

 Plus at least one of the following: 

 Syntax 

 Discourse 

Consider the range of students’ understandings of the language function and other language 
demands—what do students already know, what are they struggling with, and/or what is new to 
them?  

d. Language Supports. Refer to your lesson plans and instructional materials as needed in your 
response to the prompt.  

 Describe the instructional supports (during and/or prior to the learning task) that help students 
understand and successfully use the language function and additional language demands 
identified in prompts 4a–c. 

5. Monitoring Student Learning  

In response to the prompts below, refer to the assessments you will submit as part of the materials for 
Task 1. 

a. Describe how your planned formal and informal assessments will provide direct evidence of 
students’ conceptual understanding, procedural fluency, AND mathematical reasoning and/or 
problem-solving skills throughout the learning segment.  

 
3 For an elaboration of “precision,” refer to the “Standards for Mathematical Practice” from The Common Core State Standards 
for Mathematics (June 2010), which can be found at http://www.corestandards.org/assets/CCSSI_Math%20Standards.pdf.  
 

http://www.corestandards.org/assets/CCSSI_Math%20Standards.pdf
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b. Explain how the design or adaptation of your planned assessments allows students with specific 
needs to demonstrate their learning. 

Consider all students, including students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, 
struggling readers, underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or 
gifted students. 
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5.b.2)   MATHEMATICS PLANNING COMMENTARY RUBRIC 
 
COMPONENT 1:  Planning for Mathematical Understandings: How do your plans build students’ conceptual understanding, procedural fluency, and 
mathematical reasoning/problem solving skills?  

4 - Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Plans for instruction build on each 
other to support learning of facts 
and procedures with clear and 
consistent connections to concepts 
AND reasoning/problem solving 
skills. 

Plans for instruction build on each 
other to support learning of facts 
and procedures with clear 
connections to concepts OR 
reasoning/problem solving skills. 

Plans for instruction support 
student learning of facts and 
procedures with vague 
connections to concepts OR 
reasoning/problem solving skills. 

Candidate’s plans 
focus solely on facts 
and/or procedures 
with no connections 
to concepts or 
reasoning/problem 
solving skills. There 
are significant 
content inaccuracies 
that will lead to 
student 
misunderstandings. 
OR Standards, 
objectives, and 
learning tasks and 
materials are not 
aligned with each 
other. 

 
COMPONENT 2:  Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs:  How did you use knowledge of your students to target support for students to 
develop conceptual understanding, procedural fluency, and mathematical reasoning/problem solving skills?  

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus. Supports address the needs 
of specific individuals or groups 
with similar needs. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus with attention to the 
characteristics of the class as a 
whole. AND Candidate attends to 
requirements in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are loosely tied to 
learning objectives or the central 
focus of the learning segment. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

There is little or no 
evidence of planned 
supports. OR 
Candidate does NOT 
attend to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 
plans. 
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COMPONENT 3:  Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning: How did you use knowledge of your students to justify instructional 
plans? 
 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
 examples of personal/cultural/ 
community assets Candidate 
makes connections to research 
and/or theory.  
 

Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
OR  examples of 
personal/cultural/community assets 
Candidate makes superficial 
connections to research and/or 
theory. 

Candidate justifies learning tasks 
with limited attention to students’ 
prior academic learning OR 
personal/cultural/community 
assets. 

Candidate’s 
justification of 
learning tasks is 
either missing OR 
represents a deficit 
view of students and 
their backgrounds. 

 
 
COMPONENT 4:  Identifying and Supporting Language Demands: How did you identify and support language demands associated with a key mathematics 
learning task? 

4- Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated 
with the language function. Plans 
include targeted support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as well 
as additional language demand(s). 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated with 
the language function. Plans include 
general support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as 
well as additional language 
demand(s).  
 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols as the major 
language demand associated with 
the language function. Attention to 
additional language demands is 
superficial. Language supports 
primarily address definitions of 
vocabulary and/or symbols. 

Language demands 
identified by the 
candidate are not 
consistent with the 
selected language 
function6 OR task. 
OR Language 
supports are missing 
or are not aligned 
with the language 
demand(s) for the 
learning task. 
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COMPONENT 5:  Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning: How are the informal and formal assessments selected or designed to 
monitor students’ conceptual understanding, procedural fluency, and reasoning/problem solving skills? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
    

The assessments provide multiple 
forms of evidence to monitor 
students’ progress toward 
developing conceptual 
understanding, procedural fluency, 
and reasoning/ problem solving 
skills throughout the learning 
segment. Assessment adaptations 
required by IEP or 504 plans are 
made. 

The assessments provide evidence 
to monitor students’ conceptual 
understanding, procedural fluency, 
AND reasoning/problem solving 
skills during the learning 
segment. Assessment adaptations 
required by IEP or 504 plans are 
made.  
 

The assessments provide limited 
evidence to monitor students’ 
conceptual understanding, 
procedural fluency, OR 
reasoning/problem solving skills 
during the learning segment. 
Assessment adaptations required 
by IEP or 504 plans are made. 

The assessments only 
provide evidence of 
students' procedural 
skills or factual 
knowledge. 
Assessment 
adaptations 
required by IEP or 
504 plans are NOT 
made. Assessments 
are NOT aligned with 
the central focus and 
standards/objectives 
for the learning 
segment. 
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5.a.3)   SCIENCE PLANNING COMMENTARY ASSESSMENT 

1. Central Focus 

a. Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in the learning segment. 

b. Given the central focus, describe how the standards and learning objectives within your learning 
segment address the use of science concepts and the ability to apply scientific practices through 
inquiry to develop evidence-based explanations for a real-world phenomenon. 

c. Explain how your plans build on each other to help students understand relationships between 
scientific concepts, scientific practices, and the phenomenon in the learning segment. 

2. Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching 

For each of the prompts below (2a–b), describe what you know about your students with respect to 
the central focus of the learning segment. 

Consider the variety of learners in your class who may require different strategies/support (e.g., 
students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, underperforming 
students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students). 

a. Prior learning, prerequisite skills, and understanding of the nature of science related to the central 
focus—Cite evidence of what students know, what they can do, and what they are still 
learning to do. 

b. Personal/cultural/community assets related to the central focus—What do you know about your 
students’ everyday experiences, cultural backgrounds and practices, and interests? 

3. Supporting Students’ Science Learning 

Respond to prompts 3a–c below. To support your justifications, refer to the instructional materials 
and lesson plans you have included as part of Task 1. In addition, use principles from research or 
theory to support your explanations. 

a. Justify how your understanding of your students’ prior learning and personal/cultural/community 
assets (from prompts 2a–b above) guided your choice or adaptation of learning tasks and 
materials. Be explicit about the connections between the learning tasks and students’ prior 
academic learning, assets, and research/theory. 

b. Describe and justify why your instructional strategies and planned supports are appropriate for 
the whole class, individuals, and groups of students with specific learning needs. 

Consider students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students 
needing greater support or challenge. 

c. Describe common preconceptions (based on prior learning and experiences) within your central 
focus and how you will identify and address them. 

4. Supporting Science Development through Language 

a. Language Function. From the list below, choose one language function essential for student 
learning within your central focus: 

Analyze Explain Interpret Justify with evidence 
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b. Identify a key learning task from your plans that provides students with opportunities to practice 
using the language function. Identify the lesson in which the learning task occurs. (Give the 
lesson/day and number.) 

c. Additional Language Demands. Given the language function and learning task identified above, 
describe the following associated language demands (written or oral) students need to understand 
and/or use:  

 Vocabulary and/or symbols  

 Plus at least one of the following:  

 Syntax  

 Discourse 

Consider the range of students’ understandings of the language function and other language 
demands—what do students already know, what are they struggling with, and/or what is new to 
them? 

d. Language Supports. Refer to your lesson plans and instructional materials as needed in your 
response to the prompt.  

 Describe the instructional supports (during and/or prior to the learning task) that help students 
understand and successfully use the language function and additional language demands 
identified in prompts 4a–c. 

5. Monitoring Student Learning 

In response to the prompts below, refer to the assessments you will submit as part of the materials for 
Task 1. 

a. Describe how your planned formal and informal assessments will provide direct evidence of 
students’ understanding of  

 science concepts, 

 the phenomenon, 

 the nature of science, AND 

 the application of scientific practices through inquiry throughout the learning segment. 

b. Explain how the design or adaptation of your planned assessments allows students with specific 
needs to demonstrate their learning. 

Consider all students, including students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, 
struggling readers, underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or 
gifted students. 

 
  



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 126 

5.b.3)    SCIENCE PLANNING COMMENTARY RUBRIC 
 
COMPONENT 1:  Planning for Science Understandings: How do your plans build students’ build students’ abilities to use science concepts and scientific 
practices during inquiry to explain a real-world phenomenon? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
students’ 
• learning of science concepts, 
• investigation of a phenomenon, 
AND 
• generation of evidence- based 
arguments. 
 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
students’ 
4) learning of science concepts,  
5) investigation of a phenomenon,  

AND  
6) generation of explanations 

through engagement in 
scientific practices through 
inquiry.  

 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
include opportunities for students 
to engage in scientific practices 
through inquiry. 
 

Candidate’s plans for 
instruction focus 
solely on 
memorization and 
following prescribed 
procedures for an 
“inquiry” with no 
opportunities for 
students to engage in 
scientific practices 
through inquiry. 
OR 
There are significant 
content inaccuracies 
that will lead to 
student 
misunderstandings. 
OR 
Standards, objectives, 
and learning tasks and 
materials are not 
aligned with each 
other. 
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COMPONENT 2:  Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs:  How did you use knowledge of your students to target support for students to use 
science concepts and scientific practices during inquiry to explain a real-world phenomenon?  

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus. Supports address the needs 
of specific individuals or groups 
with similar needs. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus with attention to the 
characteristics of the class as a 
whole. AND Candidate attends to 
requirements in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are loosely tied to 
learning objectives or the central 
focus of the learning segment. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

There is little or no 
evidence of planned 
supports. OR 
Candidate does NOT 
attend to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 
plans. 

 
COMPONENT 3: Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning: How did you use knowledge of your students to justify instructional plans? 
4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
 examples of personal/cultural/ 
community assets Candidate 
makes connections to research 
and/or theory.  
 

Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
OR  examples of 
personal/cultural/community assets 
Candidate makes superficial 
connections to research and/or 
theory 

Candidate justifies learning tasks 
with limited attention to students’ 
prior academic learning OR 
personal/cultural/community assets. 

Candidate’s 
justification of 
learning tasks is 
either missing OR 
represents a deficit 
view of students and 
their backgrounds. 
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COMPONENT 4: Identifying and Supporting Language Demands:  How did you identify and support language demands associated with a key Science 
learning task? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated 
with the language function. Plans 
include targeted support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as well 
as additional language demand(s). 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated with 
the language function. Plans include 
general support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as 
well as additional language 
demand(s).  
 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols as the major 
language demand associated with 
the language function. Attention to 
additional language demands is 
superficial. Language supports 
primarily address definitions of 
vocabulary and/or symbols. 

Language demands 
identified by the 
candidate are not 
consistent with the 
selected language 
function6 OR task. 
OR Language 
supports are missing 
or are not aligned 
with the language 
demand(s) for the 
learning task. 

 
COMPONENT 5:  Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning: How are the informal and formal assessments selected or designed to 
monitor students’ progress toward using science concepts and scientific practices during inquiry to explain a real-world phenomenon? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
The assessments provide multiple 
forms of evidence to monitor 
students’ progress toward 
developing understanding of 
• science concepts, 
• phenomena, AND 
• the application of scientific 
practices during scientific inquiry 
throughout the learning 
segment. 

The assessments provide evidence 
to monitor students’ understanding 
of 
• science concepts, 
• phenomena, AND 
• the application of scientific 
practices during scientific inquiry 
during the learning segment. 
 

The assessments provide limited 
evidence to monitor students’ 
understanding of 
• science concepts, 
• phenomena, AND 
• the application of scientific 
practices during scientific inquiry 
during the learning segment. 
 

The assessments only 
provide evidence of 
students' ability to 
memorize and follow 
prescribed 
procedures. 
OR 
Candidate does not 
attend to ANY 
ASSESSMENT 
requirement in IEPs 
and 504 plans. 
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5.a.4)    SOCIAL STUDIES PLANNING COMMENTARY ASSESSMENT 

1. Central Focus 

a. Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in the learning segment. 

b. Given the central focus, describe how the standards and learning objectives within your learning 
segment address 

 facts and concepts 

 interpretation or analysis skills 

 building and supporting arguments 

c. Explain how your plans build on each other to help students make connections between facts, 
concepts, and interpretations or analyses, to build and support arguments about historical events, 
a topic/theme or a social studies phenomenon. 

2. Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching 

For each of the prompts below (2a–b), describe what you know about your students with respect to 
the central focus of the learning segment.  

Consider the variety of learners in your class who may require different strategies/support (e.g., 
students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, underperforming 
students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students). 

a. Prior academic learning and prerequisite skills related to the central focus—Cite evidence of 
what students know, what they can do, and what they are still learning to do. 

b. Personal/cultural/community assets related to the central focus—What do you know about your 
students’ everyday experiences, cultural backgrounds and practices, and interests? 

3. Supporting Students’ History/Social Studies Learning 

Respond to prompts below (3a–c). To support your justifications, refer to the instructional materials 
and lesson plans you have included as part of Task 1. In addition, use principles from research 
and/or theory to support your explanations. 

a. Justify how your understanding of your students’ prior academic learning and 
personal/cultural/community assets (from prompts 2a–b above) guided your choice or adaptation 
of learning tasks and materials. Be explicit about the connections between the learning tasks and 
students’ prior academic learning, assets, and research/theory. 

b. Describe and justify why your instructional strategies and planned supports are appropriate for 
the whole class, individuals, and/or groups of students with specific learning needs. 

Consider students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students. 

c. Describe key misconceptions within your central focus and how you will address them.  

4. Supporting History/Social Studies Development Through Language 

a. Language Function. Identify one language function essential for students to learn the 
history/social studies content within your central focus. Listed below are some sample language 
functions. You may choose one of these or another more appropriate for your learning segment. 
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Analyze Compare/contrast Construct Describe Evaluate 

Examine Identify Interpret Justify Locate 

b. Identify a key learning task from your plans that provides students with opportunities to practice 
using the language function identified above. Identify the lesson in which the learning task 
occurs. (Give lesson day/number.)  

c. Additional Language Demands. Given the language function and learning task identified above, 
describe the following associated language demands (written or oral) students need to understand 
and/or use:  

 Vocabulary and key phrases  

 Plus at least one of the following: 

 Syntax  

 Discourse 

Consider the range of students’ understandings of the language function and other language 
demands—what do students already know, what are they struggling with, and/or what is new to 
them? 

d. Language Supports. Refer to your lesson plans and instructional materials as needed in your 
response to the prompt.  

 Describe the instructional supports (during and/or prior to the learning task) that help students 
understand and successfully use the language function and additional language demands 
identified in prompts 4a–c. 

5. Monitoring Student Learning  

In response to the prompts below, refer to the assessments you will submit as part of the materials for 
Task 1. 

a. Describe how the planned formal and informal assessments provide direct evidence of how 
students learn and use facts, concepts, and interpretations or analyses to build and support 
arguments about historical events, a topic/theme, or a social studies phenomenon throughout the 
learning segment.  

b. Explain how the design or adaptation of your planned assessments allows students with specific 
needs to demonstrate their learning. 

Consider all students, including students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, 
struggling readers, underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or 
gifted students. 
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5.b.4)  SOCIAL STUDIES PLANNING COMMENTARY RUBRIC 
 
COMPONENT 1:  Planning for Social Studies Understandings: How do your plans build students’ understandings of facts, concepts, and interpretations 
or analyses to build and support arguments about historical events, a topic/theme or social studies phenomenon? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
student learning of facts with clear 
and consistent connections to 
 • _concepts,  
• _interpretations or analyses, 
AND  
• _building and supporting 
arguments. 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
student learning of facts with clear 
connections to 
 • _concepts,  
• _interpretations or analyses, AND 
 • _building arguments. 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
support student learning of facts 
with vague connections to 
 • _concepts,  
• _interpretations or analyses, AND 
 • _building arguments. 
 

Candidate’s plans for 
instruction focus 
solely on facts or a 
singular 
interpretation of 
historical events, a 
topic/theme, or 
social studies 
phenomenon with 
little to no 
connections to 
 • _concepts,  
• _interpretations or 
analyses, AND 
 • _building 
arguments.  
 
There are significant 
content inaccuracies 
that will lead to 
student 
misunderstandings.  
OR Standards, 
objectives, learning 
tasks, and materials 
are not aligned with 
each other. 
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COMPONENT 2: Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs: How does the candidate use knowledge of his/her students to target support for 
students to develop understandings of facts, concepts, and interpretations or analyses to build arguments about historical events, a topic/theme or social studies 
phenomenon? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus. Supports address the 
needs of specific individuals or 
groups with similar needs. 

Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus with attention to the 
characteristics of the class as a 
whole. 

Planned supports are loosely tied to 
learning objectives or the central 
focus of the learning segment. 

There is no evidence 
of planned supports.  
 
OR Candidate does 
not attend to ANY 
INSTRUCTIONAL 
requirements in 
IEPs and 504 plans. 

 
COMPONENT 3: Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning: How did you use knowledge of your students to justify instructional 
plans? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using examples of 
students’  
• _prior academic learning AND 
 • _personal/cultural/ community 
assets.  
Candidate makes connections to 
research and/or theory. 

Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using examples of 
students’ 
 • _prior academic learning 
 OR 
 • _personal/cultural/ community 
assets.  
Candidate makes superficial 
connections to research and/or 
theory. 

Candidate justifies learning tasks 
with limited attention to students’ 
 • _prior academic learning  
OR  
• _personal/cultural/ community 
assets. 

Candidate’s 
justification of 
learning tasks is 
either missing  
 
OR  
represents a deficit 
view of students and 
their backgrounds. 
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COMPONENT 4: Identifying and Supporting Language Demands: How does the candidate identify and support language demands associated with a key 
history/social studies learning task? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Targeted language supports 
address use of 
 • _vocabulary,  
• _language function,  
 
AND 
 
 • _one or more additional 
language demand(s) (syntax, 
discourse). 

General language supports 
address use of 
 • _vocabulary  
 
AND 
 
 • _one or more additional 
language demand(s) (function, 
syntax, discourse). 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols as the major 
language demand associated with 
the language function. Attention to 
additional language demands is 
superficial. Language supports 
primarily address definitions of 
vocabulary and/or symbols. 

Language demands 
identified by the 
candidate are not 
consistent with the 
selected language 
function OR task.  
 
OR  
 
Language supports 
are missing or are 
not aligned with the 
language demand(s) 
for the learning task. 

 
COMPONENT 5: Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning: How are the informal and formal assessments selected or designed to 
monitor students’ progress toward the standards/objectives? 

4 – Exemplary 3 - Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
    

The assessments provide multiple 
forms of evidence to monitor 
students’ progress toward 
developing history/social studies 
understanding and use of 
 • _facts,  
• _concepts,  
AND  
• _interpretations or analyses to 
build and support arguments 
throughout the learning segment. 

The assessments provide evidence 
to monitor students’ progress 
toward developing history/social 
studies understanding and use of 
 • _facts,  
• _concepts,  
AND  
• _interpretations or analyses during 
the learning segment. 

The assessments provide limited 
evidence to monitor students’ 
progress toward developing 
history/social studies understanding 
and use of 
 • _facts, 
 • _concepts,  
AND  
• _interpretations or analyses 
during the learning segment. 

The assessments only 
provide evidence of 
students' recall of 
history/social studies 
facts.  
 
OR Candidate does 
not attend to ANY 
ASSESSMENT 
requirements in 
IEPs and 504plans. 
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5.a.5)  VISUAL ARTS PLANNING COMMENTARY ASSESSMENT 

1. Central Focus 

a. Describe the central focus and purpose for the content you will teach in the learning segment. 

b. Given the central focus, describe how the standards and learning objectives within your learning 
segment address developing students’ abilities to create and respond to visual art concepts 
incorporating 

 form and structure  

 production  

 art context  

 personal perspective  

c. Explain how your plans build on each other to help students create and/or respond to art and 
make connections between form and structure, production, art context, and personal perspective 
to deepen their learning of visual arts. 

2. Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching 

For each of the prompts below (2a–d), describe what you know about your students with respect to 
the central focus of the learning segment.  

Consider the variety of learners in your class who may require different strategies/support (e.g., 
students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, underperforming 
students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students). 

a. Prior academic learning and prerequisite skills related to the central focus—Cite evidence of 
what students know, what they can do, and what they are still learning to do. 

b. Personal/cultural/community assets related to the central focus—What do you know about your 
students’ everyday experiences, cultural backgrounds, practices, and interests? 

c. Physical development or conditions, if applicable for your learning segment—What do you know 
about students’ physical development (e.g., students’ fine- motor skills) or conditions (e.g., 
attention deficit, processing issues) that will affect instruction for the central focus? 

d. Visual art dispositions related to the central focus—What do you know about the extent to which 
your students 

 persist in their ability to apply visual arts concepts to create/respond to art  

and 

 believe in their ability to learn visual arts? 

3. Supporting Students’ Visual Arts Learning 

Respond to prompts below (3a–c). To support your justifications, refer to the instructional materials 
and lesson plans you have included as part of Task 1. In addition, use principles from research or 
theory to support your explanations. 

a. Justify how your understanding of your students’ prior academic learning, physical development 
or conditions (if applicable), and personal/cultural/community assets (from prompts 2a–c above) 
guided your choice or adaptation of learning tasks and materials. Be explicit about the 
connections between the learning tasks and students’ prior academic learning, assets, and 
research/theory. 
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b. Describe and justify why your instructional strategies and planned supports are appropriate for 
the whole class, individuals, and/or groups of students with specific learning needs.  

Consider students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, struggling readers, 
underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted students. 

c. Describe common errors or misunderstandings within your content focus and how you will 
address them. 

4. Supporting Visual Arts Development Through Language 

a. Language Function. Identify one language function essential for students to learn the visual arts 
within your central focus. Listed below are some sample language functions. You may choose 
one of these or another more appropriate for your learning segment. 

Analyze Compare/contrast Critique Describe Interpret Question 

b. Identify a key learning task from your plans that provides students with opportunities to practice 
using the language function identified above. Identify the lesson in which the learning task 
occurs. (Give lesson day/number.)  

c. Additional Language Demands. Given the language function and learning task identified above, 
describe the following associated language demands (written or oral) students need to understand 
and/or use.  

 Vocabulary and key phrases 

 Plus at least one of the following: 

 Syntax 

 Discourse 

Consider the range of students’ understandings of the language function and other demands—
what do students already know, what are they struggling with, and/or what is new to them?  

d. Language Supports. Refer to your lesson plans and instructional materials as needed in your 
response to the prompt. 

 Describe the instructional supports (during and/or prior to the learning task) that help students 
understand and successfully use the language function and additional language demands 
identified in prompts 4a–c. 

5. Monitoring Student Learning  

In response to the prompts below, refer to the assessments you will submit as part of the materials for 
Task 1. 

a. Describe how your planned formal and informal assessments will provide direct evidence of 
students’ abilities to create and respond to visual art concepts incorporating form and structure, 
production, art context, and personal perspective throughout the learning segment.  

b. Explain how the design or adaptation of your planned assessments allows students with specific 
needs to demonstrate their learning. 

Consider all students, including students with IEPs or 504 plans, English language learners, 
struggling readers, underperforming students or those with gaps in academic knowledge, and/or gifted 
students. 
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5.b.5)  VISUAL ARTS PLANNING COMMENTARY RUBRIC 
 
COMPONENT 1:  Planning for Visual Arts Understandings: How do your plans build students’ abilities to create/respond to visual art concepts 
incorporating form and structure, art production, art context, and personal perspective? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
students in creating/responding to 
visual art with clear and 
consistent connections to visual 
art concepts of 
• form/structure,  
• production,  
• art context, AND  
• personal perspective. 
 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
build on each other to support 
students in creating/responding to 
visual art with clear connections to 
visual art concepts of 
• form/structure,  
• production,  
• art context, OR  
• personal perspective. 
 

Candidate’s plans for instruction 
support student learning of facts 
or procedures with vague 
connections to visual art concepts 
of: 
• form/structure,  
• production,  OR  
• art context and 
• personal perspective. 
 

Candidate’s plans for 
instruction focus 
solely on facts or 
production with no 
connections to visual 
art concepts. 
OR 
There are significant 
content inaccuracies 
that will lead to 
student 
misunderstandings. 
OR 
Standards, objectives, 
and learning tasks and 
materials are not 
aligned with each 
other. 

 
COMPONENT 2:  Planning to Support Varied Student Learning Needs:  How did you use knowledge of your students to target support for students to 
create/respond to visual art concepts incorporating form and structure, art production, art context, and personal perspective?  

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus. Supports address the needs 
of specific individuals or groups 
with similar needs. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are tied to 
learning objectives and the central 
focus with attention to the 
characteristics of the class as a 
whole. AND Candidate attends to 
requirements in IEPs and 504 plans. 

Planned supports are loosely tied to 
learning objectives or the central 
focus of the learning segment. AND 
Candidate attends to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 plans. 

There is little or no 
evidence of planned 
supports. OR 
Candidate does NOT 
attend to requirements 
in IEPs and 504 
plans. 
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COMPONENT 3:  Using Knowledge of Students to Inform Teaching and Learning: How did you use knowledge of your students to justify instructional 
plans? 
4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
 examples of personal/cultural/ 
community assets Candidate 
makes connections to research 
and/or theory.  
 

Candidate justifies why learning 
tasks (or their adaptations) are 
appropriate using  examples of 
students’ prior academic learning 
OR  examples of 
personal/cultural/community assets 
Candidate makes superficial 
connections to research and/or 
theory 

Candidate justifies learning tasks 
with limited attention to students’ 
prior academic learning OR 
personal/cultural/community assets. 

Candidate’s 
justification of 
learning tasks is 
either missing OR 
represents a deficit 
view of students and 
their backgrounds. 

 
Component 4:  Identifying and Supporting Language Demands:  How did you identify and support language demands associated with a key Visual Arts 
learning task? 

4 – Exemplary 3 – Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated 
with the language function. Plans 
include targeted support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as well 
as additional language demand(s). 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols AND additional 
language demand(s) associated with 
the language function. Plans include 
general support for use of 
vocabulary and/or symbols as 
well as additional language 
demand(s).  
 

Candidate identifies vocabulary 
and/or symbols as the major 
language demand associated with 
the language function. Attention to 
additional language demands is 
superficial. Language supports 
primarily address definitions of 
vocabulary and/or symbols. 

Language demands 
identified by the 
candidate are not 
consistent with the 
selected language 
function OR task. 
OR Language 
supports are missing 
or are not aligned 
with the language 
demand(s) for the 
learning task. 
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COMPONENT 5:  Planning Assessments to Monitor and Support Student Learning: How are the informal and formal assessments selected or designed to 
monitor students’ progress toward creating/responding to visual art concepts incorporating form and structure, art production, art context, and personal 
perspective? 

4 – Exemplary 3 - Proficient 2 – Functional 1 - Unacceptable 
    

The assessments provide 
multiple forms of evidence to 
monitor students’ conceptual 
understanding and application of 
• form and structure,  
• production, 
7) art context, AND  
8) personal perspective   

throughout the learning 
segment.  

 

The assessments provide 
evidence to monitor students’ 
conceptual understanding/ 
application of 
• form/structure,  
• production,  
• art context, OR  
• personal perspective during the 
learning segment. 
 

The assessments provide limited 
evidence to monitor students’ 
conceptual 
understanding/application of 
• form/structure,  
• production,  
• art context, OR  
• personal perspective during the 
learning segment. 
 

The assessments 
provide no evidence of 
students' conceptual 
understanding/application 
of 
9)    form and structure, 
10) art production, 
11) art context, OR 
12) personal perspective. 

 OR 
  

13) Candidate does not 
attend to ANY 
ASSESSMENT 
requirements in IEPs 
and 504 plans. 
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Appendix G.  HAWAI`I SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS 
 

REQUIREMENT EVIDENCE  
 ADMISSION FALL SPRING 

PERFORMANCE 
STANDARDS 
 

  
 

Final Evaluation of 
Competencies 
[Scores for TPS 1-10] 

PROFESSIONAL AND 
ETHICAL DISPOSITIONS – 
HTSB CODE OF ETHICS 

  Final Evaluation of 
Competencies  
[Scores for PAS 1-14] 
 

STANDARDS FROM 
NATIONAL ORGANIZATION  
 

 
 

See Section D 
(Table D.4 , Table D.5) 

 

HAWAIIAN LANGUAGE,  
HISTORY, AND CULTURE 
 

 ED 652, ED 656/7  
Lesson Plan Sequence 
 

 

STANDARDS ADOPTED BY  
THE HIDOE COMMON CORE 
STATE STANDARDS  
OR HCPS III 

 ED 650, 651, 652, 653, 
655, 656, 657,658  
Lesson Plan Sequence 
 

ED 659 

TEACHING OF READING – 
STRUGGLING READERS 

ED 341 
 

ED 641, ED 658  

STUDENTS WITH  
DISABILITIES INCLUDING  
IEP TRAINING 

 ED 641, ED 642,  
ED 652, ED 656/7, 
Lesson Plan Sequence 

ED 659 

ENGLISH LANGUAGE  
LEARNERS 

 ED 641, ED 642, 
ED 652, ED 656/7, 
Lesson Plan Sequence 

ED 659 

GIFTED AND TALENTED  ED 641, ED642, 
ED 652, ED 656/7, 
Lesson Plan Sequence 

ED 659 

INTEGRATING  
TECHNOLOGY 

 ED 654 
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Appendix H:  TIMELINE FOR CONTINUED IMPROVEMENT 
 
Included are most of the tasks associated with completing this Inquiry Brief Proposal and 
responding to our Internal Audit.  
 
DATA COLLECTION 
June 2014: 
Cohort 1 collect 
completion data 

June 2015: 
Cohort 2 collect 
completion data 

June 2016: 
Cohort 3 collect 
completion data 

June 2017: 
Cohort 4 collect 
completion data 

June 2018: 
Cohort 5 collect 
completion data 

TEAC site visit November 15-17, 2015 
 

SEMESTER/TOPIC TASKS FOLLOW-UP 
Fall 2014 
Local assessment data • Begin collecting assessment data 

after final scores  
(data analysis, assessment 
sampler, lesson plan sequence, 
and planning commentary) 

Continue to collect through 
2016 (3 yrs) 
Analyze Spring 2017 

Field supervisor 
calibration (TPS/COS)  

• Create video, video analysis sheet, 
and calibration criteria 

December 17, 2014 
(supervisor meeting) 

 
Spring 2015 
Advising, application, 
admission 

o Supplemental application form 
include biographical data, 
whether advised about financial 
aid, whether waived advising 
(work with Admissions Office) 

o Redesign entire advising system, 
accountability  (determine roles, 
responsibilities, timelines) 

o Submit Social Studies list of 
required courses  
(C or better with cumulative 
2.75GPA) 

o Decide on criteria and qualifying 
scores for each element on 
application rubric 

o Add reviewer initials to rubric 
o Remove 40 hours now, in future 

determine if we want 40+ hours 
to earn more points, if so 
advertise adequately and ensure 
specific advising 

o Revise qualifications of 
structured experience  

Implement by Fall 2015 
 
 
Implement new advising 
by Summer, Fall  
2015 
Curriculum Central, 
include in all publications 
 
Implement application 
review beginning Spring 
2016 
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o Resolve discrepancy between 
PAS scores (elementary) and 
Interviews (secondary) 

o Resolve discrepancy regarding 
low PAS scores being averaged 
with interview 

o Determine norm- or criterion-
referenced cut score  

o Revise Interview questions? 
Interview process? 

Continuation/Completion 
Assessment checkpoints 

• Review process, keep minutes of 
each checkpoint 

• Add minimum # hours on 
Summary of Field Experiences 

Update TC files after each 
checkpoint  
Upload checkpoint data 
each year (server) 

Lesson plan sequence, 
planning commentary  

• Test inter-rater reliability, run 
correlations between 
scores/raters of first 
assessments in Fall 2014 

Recalibrate as needed 

PAS • Ensure EPFU descriptors include 
CGSR 

CM implement revised 
form Summer 2015 

CT calibration of TPS • Create calibration plan with 
different delivery options 
Video, analysis sheet, evaluation 
with ratings 

CM, ME, AM implement 
Fall 2015 

Licensure areas • Work with HTSB to remove areas 
no longer needed 

Make changes on all 
publications (catalog), 
verify changes on HTSB 
website 

Publications, websites • Include claims, ensure all 
requirements are clear, accurate 

Verify changes 

 
Fall 2015 
Retreat • Review aggregated, disaggregated data Make changes to program 

as needed 
Mini-audits of 
QCS 

• Conduct targeted IA of 
Advising/Admission 

• Plan targeted audits of other areas, 
every two years 

Next audit Fall 2017 
Make changes based on 
audits as needed 

Application • Implement supplemental application Maintain applicant data 
base 

 
Spring 2016 
Application rubric • Implement revised rubric Data entry (2016-2019) 
Lesson plan 
sequence, planning 

• Test inter-rater reliability, run 
correlations between scores/raters 

Recalibrate as needed 



UH HILO MAT IBP 
 

 142 

commentary 
 
Fall 2016 – Spring 2018 
Retreat • Review aggregated, disaggregated 

data 
Make changes to program as 
needed 

Assessments • Repeat data analysis for above 
areas 

Maintain server, continue to 
review toward program 
improvement 

 
 
Summer 2018 
Final PAS • Determine qualifying score after 

2014-2018 data analysis 
Implement for 2019-2020 
Cohort 

All PAS • Run correlations across assessment 
checkpoints 

Apply to application rubric 
and checkpoint protocol as 
needed 

Final TPS • Determine if qualifying score is 
necessary after 2014-2018 data 
analysis 

Prepare relevant advising, 
admission materials if needed 

Content knowledge • Run correlations between Praxis II 
and TPS 4 scores 

Determine if Praxis scores 
predict success 

Program plans • Prepare Summer 2013 – Spring 2018 
data  

Analyze, discuss data at Fall 
2018 retreat 
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