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MEMORANDUM

Date:
April 10, 2007

To:
Graduate Deans
From:
Christine Hanson[image: image2.png]The California State University
OFFICE OF THE CHANCELLOR

MEMORANDUM





Subject:
Ed.D. Proposal Development Guidance
All seven of the first-wave Ed.D. programs have now submitted their proposals, and we would like to make available to remaining CSU campuses some general feedback that is intended to guide the development of subsequent Ed.D. program proposals.  The feedback we have received from the reviews conducted by WASC, CPEC, external reviewers, and Chancellor’s Office staff are summarized in the attached guide.  We are indebted to all of the reviewers who have dedicated their time to conducting careful analyses and to offering their supportive advice.  The WASC feedback falls into the following categories and is detailed in the attached summary:

· Program Outline

· Course Sequencing

· Academic Rigor and Course Syllabi

· Faculty Qualifications and Workload

· Program Review

· Assessment

· Joint Ed.D. and Independent Ed.D. Missions

· Doctoral Culture

· Societal Need

· Student Demand

· Enrollment Projections

· Financial Stability

· Academic Performance

Ed.D. Proposal Development Feedback

CSU Office of the Chancellor
January 2007

As campuses prepare program proposals and revisions, the following elements should be well developed and supported by appropriate specific data. 

CPEC Review Criteria

CPEC has asked that campuses clearly label where in the proposal the following CPEC review criteria are presented: 

· Student demand
This can be demonstrated with surveys of student intention to enroll in the program.  Include current and projected enrollments of existing programs.
· Societal Needs

Include workforce demand projections and data from public school and community college partners.

· Appropriateness to Institutional and Segmental Mission

Describe how the proposed degree meets the requirements of California Education Code Sections 66040-66040.7, and identify the fit between the missions of the university, college, and program.

· Number of Existing and Proposed Programs in the Field
Demonstrate how the proposed program differs from or is similar to existing programs in the state.  Identify the particular ways in which the proposed program responds to the stated needs of local public school and community college partners.
· Total Costs for the Program
Include consideration of the number of new faculty required and the student/faculty ratios, as well as costs associated with equipment, library resources, and facilities necessary to deliver the programs.  Identify the source of the funds required to support the program, both initially and in the long run.
· Maintenance and Improvement of Quality

Submit formal assessment plans that include provisions for measuring the positive effects that graduates of the program have on elementary and secondary schools and community college reform efforts and on student achievement (See California Education Code Section 66040.7(d) http://www.calstate.edu/app/EdD/documents/edcode66040.pdf ).  

· Advancement of Knowledge 

Describe how the program will contribute to the growth and development of intellectual scholarship and will address the problems identified by public school and community college partners.
CPEC Program Review Principles and Guidelines

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2006reports/06-12.pdf
WASC Review Feedback

Program Outline

Campuses have been asked to address fully and separately both the educational leadership core and the P-12 (or K-12) and community college (post-secondary education) specializations, indicating the distinctiveness of the two specializations and addressing the issues of breadth, depth, and coherence planned for the proposed educational leadership Ed.D. program.  For each of the two areas, all proposal criteria should be provided, including the effects that graduates of the programs are prepared to achieve on reform efforts and student achievement in elementary and secondary schools and community colleges.  Reviewers find it instructive when proposals include graphic depictions of how student-learning outcomes are related to core concepts and courses in the core and two specializations.

A teach-out plan should be included for both the proposed doctoral program and for an existing joint Ed.D. program, if one will be discontinued.
Academic Rigor and Course Syllabi

Reviewers have asked for the academic attributes of the doctoral program to be distinguished from the master’s program.  

Reviewers are expecting that syllabi will model best practice for educational practice: 

· Ed.D. syllabi should be designed to align course objectives, content, assignments, texts, and exams with learning outcomes at both the program and course levels. 
· Greater rigor will be represented for doctoral courses than in syllabi at the master’s level.

· The number and intellectual rigor of required readings and student assignments will be appropriate for doctoral study. 
Curriculum matrices that map where program objectives are introduced, reinforced and practiced in courses should demonstrate that students are exposed sufficiently to doctoral-level learning opportunities, to the advanced level.  
Faculty Qualifications and Workload

WASC has requested that Substantive Change Proposals include only curriculum vitae that have been abbreviated to 3-5 pages in length.  Campuses are asked to demonstrate that there are sufficient faculty members, by year, to support the projected number of courses, research seminars, and dissertation supervisions in both specializations.  In addition, reviewers would like to see explicit evidence that faculty have sufficient relevant research publications, professional achievements, and experience in thesis and dissertation advising as is expected for a doctoral program.  Faculty preparation should be well represented for both specializations, and the difference between doctoral, master’s and baccalaureate faculty workload should be specified.  WASC has requested that proposals address the expected increased faculty workload that will be associated with increasing numbers of participating cohorts and with students who do not complete their degree requirements within the three-year time frame.  
Program Goals Tied to Curriculum

Reflecting the legislative authorization and mandated accountability reporting for the degree, proposals should place a curricular emphasis on improving academic performance in public institutions of learning.  Related to this, the curricula should reflect any claims made that programs will prepare leaders who can improve academic performance in P-12 and postsecondary environments.

Proposals will need to indicate the ways in which the curriculum has been designed in response to California Education Code California Education Code Section 66040.3, which authorized the CSU to offer the Doctor of Education degree as specified in that law.  The proposal should explain the processes in place that will allow the program to report these performance criteria, as required by California Education Code Section 66040.7(d):

· How graduates of the programs have affected elementary and secondary school and community college reform efforts

· How CSU Ed.D. graduates have positively affected student achievement in elementary and secondary school and community college settings.  
Assessment

Programs will need to develop formal assessment plans and should not rely on regular 5-year program review cycles or NCATE accreditation to provide insight about how well students are learning or how well the program meets its objectives.  While program goals and student-learning outcomes goals should both be assessed, it is recommended that a clear distinction be drawn between the two.  Program goals should drive program assessment, and core concepts should drive the curriculum and its assessment.  Both should be related, so that the curriculum carries out the program goals.  Dissertation goals should be included among student learning goals, with outcomes assessed using a dissertation-evaluation rubric.  Embedded assessment, conducted in courses, can reveal how well students are achieving the stated learning outcomes, and are a valuable tool for improving curriculum and pedagogy.  Regularly planned analysis of assessments will allow faculty to adjust the program, as appropriate, to support learning effectiveness.  It is recommended that proposals report the provisions in place for students who academically struggle and for those who fall behind their cohort.

It is recommended that campuses develop a formal assessment plan that:

1. presents an assessment schedule and identifies the student population(s) whose learning will be assessed;

2. identifies the program mission;

3. states broad, goals for overarching student-learning outcomes, and similar program-oriented goals, that are related to the program mission;

4. lists more specific “objectives” or “student indicators” that further define the broader goals;

5. specifies the assessment methods and types of information to be collected to measure each indicator or objective;

6. indicates how the results of the assessment will be used to achieve program improvement (the assessment “feedback loop”); and that

7. specifies the schedule for review of assessment reports by the Faculty Group, Executive Committee, and Advisory Board.
Joint Ed.D. and Independent Ed.D. Missions

Campuses involved in joint Ed.D. programs should explain the difference between the missions or goals of the joint program and the proposed independent Ed.D.  WASC is interested in knowing what the campus learned from participation in the joint Ed.D. and how that knowledge has informed the development of the new program.

Doctoral Culture

Reviewers recommend that proposals explain where support for doctoral students and faculty currently exists and how the campus will enhance a sense of graduate community and an environment supportive of doctoral-level study.  Plans may be addressed from the faculty perspective, as well as from the student’s viewpoint and might include such topics as:

· Requirements to conduct library research as appropriate for a doctoral-level program

· Faculty and peer support and feedback for dissertation research and related scholarship

· A system for regular communication of required information among and between faculty and students

· Lecture series

· Graduate student forum for presentation of research

· Web site or other efforts to announce research opportunities for students and faculty from multiple CSU campuses

· The positive effects that the Ed.D. program, students, and resulting research will have on the related master's program and other degree programs on campus

· Faculty development, including how the campus will support faculty research and scholarship
· Support for faculty and student travel to professional meetings
· Existing and planned campus research centers that can support Ed.D.-related research and scholarship
· Faculty engagement (explore the strategy of a “teaching commons”)

· Impact on faculty scholarship
· Contributions to doctoral culture by the faculty development center, library, research and sponsored programs, and student services 
· Lists of faculty and student publications and presentations at professional organizations 
Advising and mentoring can be shown to contribute to a doctoral culture.  Toward this end, proposals should differentiate the two roles and should specify the arrangements that have been made to identify students who struggle to complete satisfactorily their degree requirements and to assist their academic improvement.

Societal Need

Need for the program can be demonstrated by including current labor market projections and reports from partners in the community colleges and public schools that identify the numbers of Ed.D.-trained administrators that are expected to be hired over the future years.  It is helpful to include letters from the community college and public school leadership, indicating the intention to hire graduates of the proposed Ed.D. program.

Strong proposals will provide a description of local, specific needs that have been identified by P-12 and community college partners (who are also identified).  Needs might, for example, include areas that have been targeted as needing reform, or it might include problematic areas in student achievement that P-12 and community college institutions hope to improve as a consequence of additional strong leadership.  
Student Demand

Campuses are asked to include verifiable data, such as survey results or other indications of the magnitude and nature of student demand for each specialization offered.  Forecasts should extend beyond the first few years of the program.  The case for student demand can be made stronger by summarizing the enrollments in related community college certificate programs, and related master’s programs on the campus or in the service area.  
Enrollment Projections

Careful planning can be revealed through enrollment projections that tell a long-term story, extending a few years beyond the first three cohorts.  Planning should provide for the continuing participation of students who do not complete their degree requirements within three years.  Strong proposals will demonstrate with specific numbers that as the program admits new cohorts, there will be enough faculty headcount to undertake dissertation supervisions, examination committee responsibilities, and teaching assignments.  Please include formal campus commitments to faculty expansion, based on careful planning.
Financial Stability

During the December 2006 meeting of the CSU Executive Council, fiscal issues related to the Ed.D. programs were addressed, and it is expected that proposals will reflect the system’s recommended guidelines for fiscal planning, which were presented in that meeting.  WASC has asked that the financial structuring of the programs address the specific issue of the cost associated with students who lag in completing the dissertation.  The proposal should explain the financing impact and arrangement (including dissertation advisement costs) for students who do not complete dissertations within the three-year period.  Where the campus plans to expand faculty resources, reviewers have asked for documentation of the campus commitment to and specific budgetary resources for acquiring additional faculty with the appropriate experience.  

Academic Performance

The program goals, curriculum, syllabi, and assessment plan should reflect the definition of the CSU Ed.D. as authorized by California Education Code Section 66040.3.  Strong proposals will indicate that processes are in place to meet the requirements of Ed Code Section 66040.7, which requires that by January 1, 2011 the CSU and Department of Finance shall submit to the Governor an accountability report that analyzes performance in six specified areas.  Section 66040.7(b) requires reporting of “[a]ny available evidence on the effects that the graduates of the programs are having on elementary and secondary school and community college reform efforts and on student achievement.  

Planning Resources

California Education Code 66040 http://www.calstate.edu/app/EdD/documents/edcode66040.pdf 
Ed.D. Planning (CSU Academic Program Planning Site)

http://www.calstate.edu/app/EdD/ 

Workforce Data

http://www.calstate.edu/APP/workforce_data.shtml 

CPEC Program Review Principles and Guidelines

http://www.cpec.ca.gov/completereports/2006reports/06-12.pdf 

WASC Substantive Change Manual

http://www.wascsenior.org/wasc/Doc_Lib/2005SCManual.pdf 
Academic Program Planning
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