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Section VI: EVALUATIONS IN THE PROGRAM
C.     Faculty establish a comprehensive, integrated plan of program evaluation, indicating how the mission, objectives, and student learning outcomes are met.  Program evaluations must be ongoing, with formal evaluation occurring as follows:

The following chart represents the CACREP comprehensive plan of program evaluation for the Counseling doctoral program (Figure 1). The mission statement and program objectives are evaluated using advisory boards, employer and site supervisor surveys, graduate surveys/focus groups, and faculty retreats. Program objectives are also evaluated with a review of course syllabi and the College of Education course outline review. Learning outcomes are evaluated using assignments in core courses, general/specialty comprehensive exams, annual advanced practice review, non-course requirements review and doctoral dissertation evaluation process. In 2007, the Counseling faculty identified the need to move the doctoral Ed.D. program to a Ph.D. program and began the development of a university proposal to make that change (Appendix I). As part of this proposal, the university has required the Counseling faculty to revisit the mission, objectives, and learning outcomes of the doctoral program to defend this transition. Much of the evaluation data collected by this comprehensive program plan has been used to develop a Ph.D. proposal. As a result, information about the Ph.D. proposal and the transition process is found throughout this report. The following is a summary of the Counseling program’s comprehensive evaluation plan timeline for the doctoral program. 

Comprehensive Evaluation Timeline Summary: 


Many elements of the master’s evaluation plan are the same as the doctoral evaluation plan. In this case, the timeline is the same. Feedback from the advisory board is used to evaluate the mission statement and program objectives for the doctoral program. Advisory board meetings are held once a year, in the fall, as part of the Annual Site Supervisors Workshop. Minutes of these meetings are kept and shared with the faculty during the spring retreat. Feedback from graduates, employers and site supervisors has been very difficult to obtain and additional efforts have been made to seek feedback from them. In 2007-2008, both supervisors and employers were surveyed together and survey return rates were very low. This data will be reported in section VI.C.4. Currently, those two surveys are being separated.  Employers will be surveyed again in 2009-2010. Site supervisors will be surveyed as part of the Annual Site Supervisor Workshop held once a year in the fall. Another attempt to gather data from doctoral program graduates will be attempted in spring 2009. At this point, the master’s program and the doctoral program will be on the same timeline. The NIU graduate survey is conducted every year of the previous year’s graduates. The NIU graduate survey response rates have also been very low. This data will be reported in section VI.C. 3. Feedback from these surveys (graduates, site supervisors, and employers) is shared with the faculty during faculty retreats. Faculty retreats are held every year in the fall and spring to evaluate feedback, make and implement program plans.  Typically fall retreats are focused on the master’s program and spring retreats are focused on the doctoral program. 


There are several additional evaluation elements that are also part of the evaluation timeline. Review of the course syllabi occurs annually. The last review was in spring 2008 and the next review will be in spring 2009.  The College of Education course outline review is conducted once every three years.  This review was conducted in 2007-2008 and the next review is in 2010-2011. Faculty review of assignments in the core doctoral courses is conducted once a year at spring faculty retreats. General and specialty comprehensive examinations, non-course requirement reviews and the doctoral dissertation evaluation process are conducted every semester. The advanced practice review is conducted annually at a faculty meeting.  Trends from these elements are shared with the faculty during faculty retreats. Faculty retreats are held every year in the spring to evaluated feedback, make and implement program plans.  Each comprehensive program evaluation aspect described in the chart is also addressed in the following text. Please note that under the column labeled “timeframe” where appropriate the next date for the completion of that method is indicated. 

Figure 1
	Counselor Education Ed.D. Program Evaluation Plan

	 Target Element
	Assessment Practice
	CACREP Standard

	
	Method(s)
	Time Frame
	Who
	Data Form
	

	Mission  Statement

The mission of the doctoral program in counseling is to prepare leaders in all areas of counseling and human development services in both academic and clinical settings. 
The counseling program produces counselors at the doctoral level who will enter leadership roles in counselor education, supervision, and advanced counseling practice, and research.

	Advisory Board 

	Annual 

	Advisory Council: Program graduates & area field leaders


	Minutes of Proceedings


	VI. A Program Mission, Program Objective, and Student Learning Outcomes

	
	Employer Survey 

	Every 3rd year (2009-2010)
	Employers


	Electronic & Mail Survey responses

Phone interview responses
	

	
	Site Supervisor Survey
	Annual

	Site Supervisors


	Electronic & Mail Survey responses

Paper Survey responses gathered at Annual Site Supervisor Workshop
	

	
	Graduates:

Exit Interview Focus Groups

	Annual

(Spring 2009)
	Graduates
	Themes from Focus Group Interviews 
	

	Program Objectives

A list of the objectives can be found in Appendix H
	Advisory  Board
	Annual
	Advisory Council
	Minutes of Proceedings
	VI.A

	
	Employer Survey


	Every 3rd year (2009-2010)
	Employers
	Electronic & Mail Survey responses Phone interview responses
	VI.A

	· 
	Site Supervisor Survey
	Annual

	Site Supervisors
	Electronic & Mail Survey responses Phone interview responses

Paper Survey responses gathered at Annual Site Supervisor Workshop
	VI. C. 4

	· 
	NIU Graduate/Alumni Survey

Graduates:

Exit Interview Focus Groups

	Each Year for the past calendar year

Annual
(Spring 2009)
	Graduates 
	Mail Survey Response

Themes from Focus Group Interviews 
	VI. C. 3

	· 
	Faculty 

Retreats
	Spring Retreat


	Counseling Faculty
	Faculty Retreat minutes
	VI.C.1

	· 
	Review 

Of Course Syllabi
College of Education course outline review


	Annual

(Spring 2009)
Every 3rd year (2010-2011)

	Independent Review Team (graduate students)
Counseling faculty, COE Curriculum Committee
	Team Report

Course outlines
	VI.C. 1



	Learning 

Outcomes
Students will demonstrate knowledge of common core areas in Counseling.

Students will demonstrate knowledge in a specialized area of study of their choosing related to the counseling and/or human development services field.

Students will demonstrate advanced counseling skills that conceptually link counselor practice to teaching and supervision.

Students will demonstrate skills in the areas of research, professional writing, professional presentations, service to the profession, and technical competence.

Students will demonstrate ability to conduct independent scholarly research.
	Assignments in Core Courses

General & Specialty Comprehensive Exams

Advance Practice Review

Non-course requirements 

Doctoral Dissertation 
	Annual
Each Semester

Annual 

Each Semester

Each Semester
	Counseling faculty

Counseling faculty

Counseling faculty

Student’s Program Chair

Dissertation Chair and External Reviews
	Faculty meeting reports
Report from Comprehensive Exam Coordinator
Report from Program Coordinator
Non-academic criteria form

Reports from Program Review & Dean’s Designee letters

	VI.A

	Official Reports to Stakeholders
	Department Web Page

Email to List-serves

Assessment Updates
Distributed at Advisory Board
	Annual
	Program

Coordinator
	Mid-Cycle Program Review (NIU)

Annual Assessment Updates (NIU)

CACREP Report

Mid-Cycle CACREP Report

Program Review (NIU)


	VI.D


VI.C.1.     an annual evaluation that documents how, where, and the extent to which program objectives are addressed in course syllabi;

Program Objectives: 

Assessment of the “goodness of fit” between program objectives, CACREP standards and course syllabi involves three components: 1.) a systematic review of all course syllabi by two trained coders (review team), 2.) a review of the findings of the review team at the spring faculty retreat and 3.) a review of the course outlines every 3rd year. This course outline review was conducted in the 2007-2008 academic year and will be conducted again in 2010-2011. The doctoral syllabi review will be conducted again in spring of 2009 along with the master’s syllabi review. This will bring all program objectives (master’s and doctoral) on the same annual review schedule. (Doctoral program objectives are found in Appendix H).  


1) To accomplish this standard, all course syllabi were photocopied and objectives on the syllabi were cross-checked against the doctoral program objectives. In 2008, this process was completed by a faculty member and reviewed by a team of two additional faculty members. The results of the cross-check between doctoral program objectives and objectives on the syllabi are found in Appendix H. Starting in 2009, in order to better assure that this cross-checking was done in an impartial manner, two graduate assistants from the Counseling, Adult and Higher Education Department (syllabi review team) will be selected to do this review. Consistent with the review procedures used in the master’s objectives, they will be given a brief training in how to cross-check objectives appearing on the syllabi with the stated program objectives. This cross-check process helps to ensure that courses taught by adjuncts reflect the program objectives. 

2) Faculty reviews the evaluation data at the annual spring retreat. The most recent retreat was in January 2008. Analysis of that data revealed that all program objectives had been addressed and also reflected CACREP course content standards. At this retreat, the need was identified to revisit the mission statement, program objectives and student learning outcomes to ensure that they were appropriate to Ph.D. program in Counseling. The mission statement, program objectives and student learning outcomes were re-evaluated during faculty meetings in the spring 2008 semester. Some changes were made to emphasize counselor education identity, cognitive complexity for case conceptualization, and evidence-informed practice. The final mission statement, program objectives and student learning outcomes were approved in March, 2008 and are reflected in Figure 1 and Appendix H of this report.  


3) A final example of the assessment procedures for course offerings is the 3-year review of course outlines. This review is a mandate from the College of Education curriculum committee. This course outline review is a highly rigorous procedure that involves faculty teams from the total College of Education. The Counseling faculty also uses this review to ensure that course assignments lead to the program’s learning outcomes. Course outlines are developed for each course. These outlines consist of the course title and description from the Graduate catalog, the course objectives, the subject matter content, illustrative course activities, assessments, and resources. On the course outline, each objective for the course is linked to a CACREP standard and to the College of Education’s conceptual framework in terms of whether the objective represents knowledge, reflection or practice. Each subject matter content area is linked to an objective. Each course must have formal assessments. The resource section details current books and other publications in the content area for the course. While syllabi document how the course will be taught by each instructor, course outlines document the general content that each course must cover. Every three years, the faculty must update these course outlines and this updating process is reviewed by the overall curriculum committee for the College of Education. This process also allows the Counseling faculty to review and agree on the content of each course, its connection to the CACREP standards and its assessments as well as mandating an examination of the current literature for each course. This review allows the faculty to remove outdated courses from the catalog and revise the title, course description and content of current courses. A sample copy of a course outline for the doctoral program can be found in Appendix D, Exhibit 2.  

VI.C.2.
a review by program faculty of programs, curricular offerings, and characteristics of program applicants;
Programs and Curricular Offering: 


The Counseling faculty is responsible for reviewing the doctoral program and courses at several points in the comprehensive program evaluation plan. Faculty reviewed the program objectives during the annual spring faculty retreat in 2007 and will continue to review program objectives each spring.  In addition, during many faculty meetings throughout the year, ongoing assessment of the program and courses takes place. The connection between learning outcomes and curricular offerings is assessed at several points, including retreats and faculty meetings. The connection between assignments in core courses, learning outcomes and program objectives is evaluated annually at the spring faculty retreat. There are many points in the program in which students are evaluated to determine whether or not they have achieved the doctoral program learning outcomes. As indicated on the comprehensive program plan, these points include assignments in core courses, the advanced practice review, comprehensive exams, non-course requirements and the doctoral dissertation.
Assignments in core courses: Specific core course assignments have been selected by the Counseling faculty to assess student knowledge of core areas as well as identify writing strengths and weaknesses. Students are given feedback from these individual assignments in the course itself. During a faculty meeting, overall patterns from the student’s performance are discussed. These discussions have pinpointed student’s difficulties around writing skills, information synthesis, and APA style. The chair of the student’s program committee shares feedback regarding the achievement of learning outcomes with the student.


Additionally, aggregated data from these assignments are used to make program modifications. The analysis of these trends has resulted in program changes. Faculty agreed that core assignments should be moved from the end of the semester, so faculty would have more time to evaluate writing assignments and offered feedback to students. It was agreed that some core assignments needed to be changed and additional feedback from these assignments needed to be given to students (other than the advanced practice review letter) to better prepare them for comprehensive exams.  

Advanced practice review: Every spring, the program coordinator prepares an advance practice review report on each doctoral student and this report is reviewed at a faculty meeting. This report indicates whether each student is making satisfactory progress in their coursework and developing appropriate advanced clinical skills in practicum and internship. Each year, doctoral students are sent progress evaluation letters. These letters are placed in the student’s file and reviewed with them with their program chair. There are three types of letters. Students who are making satisfactory progress are sent a letter indicating this. Students who are identified as having difficulty in achievement of any learning outcomes are sent a “concerned” letter indicating they should arrange to meet with their program chair. Students who have not followed through on their “concerned” letter or who have stopped working on their dissertations are sent a “danger” letter. A sample of the progress letter can be found in Appendix J, Exhibit 1. This review is used to drop doctoral students from the program, especially at the dissertation stage, when they are inactive for multiple semesters. If there is no response after the “danger” letter, the Graduate School drops the student from the program. 

This process has been working very effectively. To indicate this effectiveness, data from 2005 will be contrasted to 2008. In March of 2005, there were 43 students enrolled in the doctoral program. Thirty five students were making satisfactory progress (81%), 5 students received “danger” letters (indicating they were at risk to be dropped from the program), 3 students received “concerned” letters (indicating that they were not making satisfactory progress), and 6 students were dropped from the program. In October of 2008, there were 44 students enrolled in the doctoral program.  Thirty eight were making satisfactory progress (86%) 5 students were given “concerned” letters, one student was given a “danger” letter and no students were dropped.  

General/specialty comprehensive exams: Additionally, each semester students are evaluated on general and specialty comprehensive exam performance. At the completion of their counseling core classes, students take general and specialty comprehensive examinations. The general comprehensive exam is designed to reflect knowledge of the CACREP core doctoral content areas. General comprehensive exam questions are written by the faculty. Each exam has one or two comprehensive questions that reflect the integration of several core areas and two-four questions that reflect a single core area. Exams are offered in fall, spring and summer semesters. All faculty members review general comprehensive exam responses. After students have passed their general comprehensive exams, they complete their specialty exams. The questions on this exam are developed by the student with the input and approval of the student’s program committee. The questions address knowledge in the students’ area of specialization and often reflect a literature review from which they will develop their dissertation research. For the specialty comps, after students submit their written responses, an oral defense of their question is conducted. Specialty exams are offered in the fall, spring, and summer semesters. Counseling faculty members who are part of the student’s program committee evaluate the specialty comprehensive written response and oral defense.  


An analysis of patterns and trends in general comprehensive performance for 2005-2007 indicated that students were having difficulties with the knowledge integration and writing skills necessary to successfully complete their comprehensive exams. In 2005, three students passed their general comprehensives. In 2006, two students passed their general comprehensives and in 2007, four students passed their general comprehensives. While all students passed, often students do not pass all the questions on their general comps the first time they take the exam and must rewrite the questions. At least 50% of students each semester the general comprehensive examination was offered had to rewrite at least one question. A formal analysis of the trends in specialty comprehensive performance has not taken place, but the students tend to experience similar problems on their specialty exams. Most students have not experienced difficulties in the oral defensive of their specialty comps. Difficulties seem to focus around APA style, writing structure and clarity; and synthesis of information. 
Non-course requirements: Throughout their programs, doctoral students are expected to engage in a number of activities to enhance their professional development. These activities include the development of computer/technology competence, professional association involvement, research team involvement, submitting an article for publication, and presenting at a professional conference. These activities must be completed prior to the approval of their dissertation proposal and are documented on the non-course requirements for Ed.D. in Counselor Education and Supervision form (Appendix J, Exhibit 2). Additionally, these activities help students receive external feedback on their performance from journal editors and presentation participants. An informal review of students’ completion rates for these activities was conducted for the spring 2008 faculty retreat. This review suggested that all students are able systematically to achieve and document computer/technology competence, professional association involvement, and presentations during their program. As a result of this review, research team involvement was made a required experience as part of the doctoral research course to facilitate achievement of this activity. Helping students submit papers for publications was identified as a growth area. It was noted that the Counseling faculty have consistently included doctoral students in their own presentations, publications and professional association leadership activities. 

Dissertation review process: Data from dissertation completion and graduation rates for the Counseling program suggest that these rates continue to remain consistent. From 2005-2007, four students each year successfully defended their dissertations and graduated. The Dean of the Graduate School places a Dean Designee in each dissertation defense to evaluate the written dissertation and the defense process. The Designee is chosen for their area of expertise and usually are selected from outside the College of Education. Dean Designee evaluations have remained consistent as well with 90% of all dissertations being given an evaluation agree to strongly agree on knowledge contribution, rigor and fairness of defense. The remaining 10% of disagree evaluations were in the rigor area. This feedback suggested that doctoral students may need to take additional courses in research methods.  


Results from these findings (assignments in core courses, comprehensive exams, advance practice reviews, non-course requirement documentation, and doctoral dissertation feedback) are shared with the faculty in aggregate form during faculty retreats and are used to make program changes. These program changes will be reviewed in VI-C.5. Appendix K includes a copy of the Mid-Cycle program review report for 2006 submitted to NIU which details the program’s assessment plan, course offerings and program modifications to this date.      
Characteristics of Program Applicants:  


Applicants to the doctoral program complete an application to the Graduate School and a specific application to the Counseling program. This application process involve the submission of a research writing sample, GRE scores, letters of recommendation and an essay indicating relevant advanced practice, supervision and counselor education career goals. These application materials are screened by the doctoral admission coordinator. Students who pass this initial screening process are invited for an individual interview. These interviews are conducted by a subcommittee of Counseling faculty (doctoral admission committee).


Other than diversity data, data on characteristics of program applications is antidotal in nature. In 2007, thirty four percent (15 out of 44) doctoral students were from racial/ethnic diverse backgrounds.  In 2006, the Siemens Scholars program was implemented to increase the number of diverse students within the Counseling doctoral program. The Counseling faculty created a partnership with the Siemens Corporation in order to recruit and support minority students. Based on this program, there was a notable increase (approximately 20%) since the CACREP report (2003) in the number of African-American students enrolled.  


While the Ed.D. program in Counseling has a consistent number of students enrolled, this number is lower than the faculty would wish. Additionally, the program applicants come from the surrounding community, so the program is not attracting students nationally. Many of the students admitted into the doctoral program are interested in becoming advanced practitioners in clinical setting. A smaller percentage is interested in becoming counselor educators. The mission of the doctoral program and its objectives emphasize the preparation of counselor educators. As a result, the proposal to transition to a Ph.D. program was developed in the hope of attracting more applicants nationally who are interested in becoming counselor educators. 

VI.C.3.
at least once every three years, program faculty conduct and document findings of formal follow-up studies of program graduates to assess graduate perceptions and evaluations of major aspects of the program;
Graduate survey: As indicated in the comprehensive program evaluation plan (Figure 1), formal follow-up studies of program graduates are conducted about the program mission statement, program objectives, as well as overall satisfaction with the program. Annually, the NIU Office of Assessment Services conducts an Alumni Survey of the previous year’s graduates. This survey assesses graduates job titles, salary levels, satisfaction with current job, preparation for current job and future graduate education needs. It must be noted that the doctoral program in Counseling is very small. There have been 24 graduates from 2000-2007 and 10 graduates from 2004-2006.


The NIU Assessment Office completed surveys of the past year of graduates of the Counseling doctoral program for 2004-2006. There were no respondents for 2004 & 2006. There were only two respondents for 2005. For these 2005 graduates, all indicated they had a job in the field of counseling, half indicated they were satisfied with this job and half indicated that they thought the degree had prepared them well for their job. The NIU graduate survey for master’s and doctoral graduates is the same. A copy of this survey can be found in Appendix F, Exhibit 1. The complete results of the graduate survey can be found at: http://www.niu.edu/assessment/SurveyData/DateYearSelection.htm.

Exit interviews/focus group:  While preparing this report, the Counseling faculty made one additional attempt to gather data from doctoral program graduates. In May of 2008, three requests were made to gather this data. An e-mail request (and follow-up request) was sent to 18 graduates from 2000-2007. They were asked to participate in an on-line discussion group. Subsequently, a set of survey questions were individually e-mailed to these graduates. No graduates responded to this request for feedback. The survey/discussion group questions can be found in Appendix L.

The Counseling faculty has spent a significant amount of time problem-solving about how to increase the amount of feedback from doctoral program graduates. It is clear that mailings and e-mail requests for feedback have very low return rates. Because the doctoral program is small, there are a limited number of graduates to be contacted. As a result, the Counseling faculty has agreed to implement an intensive individual attempt to gather feedback from program graduates. Each graduate will be individually contacted via e-mail and/or phone and feedback regarding the program’s mission statement and program objectives, as well as other aspects of the program will be gathered. Discussion will also continue around ways of conducting an exit interview as part of the final dissertation completion stage of the student’s program. Full implementation of a plan to systematically gather feedback from doctoral program graduates will be implemented in spring, 2009. The Department of Counseling, Adult and Higher Education in which the Counseling program is housed has another doctoral program in Adult and Higher Education. It is also experiencing difficulties obtaining feedback from doctoral program graduates. As a result, the department has plans to implement a graduate survey of its own in fall, 2008. This may generate additional feedback. 
 

VI.C.4. at least once every three years, program faculty conduct and document findings of formal follow-up studies of clinical site supervisors and program graduate employers to assess their perceptions and evaluations of major aspects of the program; and


As indicated in the comprehensive program evaluation plan, formal follow-up studies of clinical site supervisors and program graduate employers are conducted about the program mission statement and program objectives for the doctoral program. One survey was used to obtain information from employers and site supervisors of graduates and students in the doctoral program (Appendix M).
Site supervisors: Because many of the doctoral students are admitted into the program with a significant amount of clinical counseling experience, their internships often involve conducting research with faculty members, team-teaching with faculty and/or supervising master’s students in counseling practicum. As a result, many of the doctoral site supervisors are faculty members in the Counseling program. During fall, 2007, pilot evaluation surveys were distributed to the on-site internship supervisors of doctoral students. The intent was to collect preliminary data on the major components of the program and to determine if the survey was appropriate for our formal follow-up evaluation was planned to be conducted every three years. Fifteen current clinical supervisors were sent the survey to complete. Completed surveys were received from 5 doctoral supervisors. 

Preliminary results reveal that the site supervisors would quickly hire doctoral interns if a doctoral level position was available. Interns received “outstanding” ratings for their advanced counseling knowledge and skills. Competencies assessed in this area included supervision, counseling theory/ethics and practice, teaching, ability to work with diverse clientele, personality assessment and consultation. Supervisor ratings of doctoral interns’ research skills were between “high average” and “outstanding” (M=3.5). These skills included program evaluation, as well as design, implementation and presentation of research.

Only one of the five site supervisors provided recommendations/suggestions for the doctoral program. This respondent focused on teaching skills by indicating that “talented” interns would be better prepared if they had sole responsibility for course development, experience assessing their clinical/ teaching effectiveness and more opportunities to work with difficult students.
Employers: Identifying employers of NIU Counseling program graduates is challenging in a post-graduate market as diverse and widespread as the northern Illinois area. There were three attempts to contact doctoral student employers. In December of 2007, the survey was mailed directly to employers. A graduate student wrote to the doctoral graduates to obtain these addresses. In January 2008, two additional attempts were made to e-mail graduates and ask them to have employers complete the survey. The survey was attached to the e-mail. Only one employer responded to the employer survey. The one employer survey response indicated “outstanding” ratings in all areas.

While the Counseling program does not have a great deal of feedback from employers, the program does have some basic information about where doctoral graduates are employed. From 2000-2007, 24 students graduated from the Counseling doctoral program. Nine graduates are either full-time or part-time counselor educators in counseling or related educational programs (37.5%); 7 graduates are in private practice (29%); 5 are administrators in community agencies (20%); two are administrators in community college settings and one is a school counselor. There are more graduates working in advanced practice settings (62%) than in counselor education setting (37.5%). 


The number of doctoral students who engage in professional presentations and publications can be used as another measure of external feedback. Doctoral students are encouraged to present at professional conferences and submit a paper for publication with faculty. Presentation and publication activities are documented with the Non-Course Requirements for Ed.D. in Counseling form found in Exhibit 2, Appendix J. These activities could also be used for learning outcome achievement feedback.  The following chart (Figure 2) indicates the number of professional publications and presentations conducted by doctoral students/graduates for the years 2004-2007.
Figure 2
	Research Method
	External Benchmarks

	
	Faculty Student Presentations
	Faculty Student Publications
	Faculty Graduate Publications
	Graduate Publications

	Data compiled from Faculty Service Reports 2004-2007.

Google Scholar Search

Copernic Search
	20
	7
	3
	2 


In 2007, of the Counseling doctoral students (Linda Letch Alford) received the 2007 Association for Counselor Education and Supervision Outstanding Dissertation award.  The Counseling faculty has indicated that that they wish to increase the number of doctoral students’ publications and the publication of completed dissertations. 
Advisory board: The Counseling faculty meets once a year with the Advisory Board to seek input about into the program’s mission, objectives, program changes, and changing professional needs. The faculty specifically uses feedback from the Advisory Board to consider curricular improvements. Advisory Board membership consists of site supervisors, employers, program graduates and local professional leaders in the counseling community. In 2006, the Advisory Board made the following recommendations. The Advisory Board recommended that more faculty members should attend board meetings.  Additionally, the Advisory Board strongly supported the recommendation that the Ed.D. in Counseling be changed to a Ph.D. The board also recommended that the Counseling faculty reconsider the new procedures for doctoral comprehensives which currently allow students to rewrite questions until they can write an acceptable response. The Board questioned if the procedure was too lenient and balanced more toward mastery than excellence. The faculty agreed to continue to monitor the procedure. 

In 2007, the Advisory Board reviewed and approved the mission statement for the doctoral program. Little feedback regarding changes to the mission statement was offered. There was some discussion regarding the definition of “advanced practice” for doctoral students. Ideas regarding the definition of advanced practice included advanced understanding of theory and the application to practice, advanced group counseling, working in a different internship setting than the one a doctoral student might currently work in, and co-teaching with faculty. Other issues and recommendations by the Advisory Board regarding the doctoral program included: on-line teaching of counseling classes, increasing the emphasis on administration and management skill development and increasing the emphasis on professional identity and ethics. 


The Advisory Board was asked to brainstorm ideas regarding ways to increase survey return rates to the employer survey. Their suggestions included, offering employers a free lunch and a CE program and collect data at the program, offering on-line CEs and making data collection a part of that, obtaining a grant to create more resources to facilitate data collection, and involving doctoral students taking the research class in the process. 

The Counseling faculty is also working on ways to increase return rates for doctoral program site supervisors and employers surveys. The return rates for the master’s program site supervisors were significantly increased when feedback was gathered during the Site Supervisor Workshop. Traditionally, this workshop has been developed for site supervisors working with the master’s students.  In the future, doctoral program site supervisors will also be invited to the workshop so that feedback can be gathered from them as well. Additionally, the Counseling faculty has agreed that the same intensive process that will be implemented to gather feedback from doctoral graduate will be used to gather feedback from employers. When graduates are contacted, they will be asked about current employment and employer contact information. Then, employers will be contacted individually either via e-mail or phone. Full implementation of a plan to systematically gather feedback from doctoral program employers will be implemented in spring 2009-2010.
VI.C.5.
at least once every three years, program faculty document use of findings from VI. C.1, 2, 3, and 4 above in program modifications.
  
During the annual spring retreat, the evaluation data that has been recently collected is discussed and implications for changes to the curriculum are proposed. The evaluation data discussed in this report spans a four-year period from 2004-2007. During this time, the Counseling program has experienced several significant external evaluation processes including a Mid-Cycle program review and the implementation of LiveText as part of the preparation for NCATE accreditation. Both of these processes in addition to the Counseling program evaluation plan as a part of the CACREP accreditation have resulted in significant data collection, analysis and program modifications. These program modifications have been documented in several sources including the NIU Mid-Cycle program review report (Appendix C), NCATE reports and Advisory Board Meeting minutes. The following discussion summarizes the program modifications resulting from the findings in VI.C. 1-4 discussed above.

Program Objectives in Syllabi: 

The results of the three program objective reviews contributed to the need to revisit the doctoral mission statement, doctoral program objectives and student learning outcomes to ensure that they reflected a Ph.D. in Counseling. The program objectives and student learning outcomes were re-evaluated during a faculty meeting in the spring 2008 semester. Some changes were made to emphasize counselor education identity, cognitive complexity for case conceptualization, and evidence-informed practice.  These changes have been targeted to emphasize the Ed.D.- Ph.D. program transition. The first step conducted to ensure that the mission statement reflected a Counseling Ph.D. was to review similar degree programs in groupings (BHE/MAC/Carnegie) to which NIU belongs and “national practice” (e.g. the preponderance of the Ph.D. as the terminal degree in the area of study). Appendix I includes information on the mission statements of nine counselor education Ph.D. programs to which the Counseling faculty wished to benchmark the doctoral program against. This information was used to compare the doctoral program mission statement to these programs. This comparison along with the positive feedback from the Advisory Board resulted in no changes to the mission statement of the doctoral program. However, a more in depth comparison of the nature of these programs, input from the Advisory Board and the Counseling faculty, significantly modified the program objectives to emphasize counselor identity, research and writing skills, critical analysis skills in terms of theory to practice integration, and advanced practice with an emphasis on multicultural and supervision skill development.

A second program modification has resulted from the program’s emphasis to prepare counselor educators. While the Counseling faculty still wishes to train advanced practitioners, the faculty wishes to shift the characteristics of program applicants so that the majority of doctoral students have counselor education as their career goal. Additionally, the Counseling faculty wishes to attach more students from a national rather than local geographic region. The change to a Ph.D. program would significantly support this emphasis.  This change is supported by the Counseling faculty and is consistent with CACREP-accredited doctoral programs in Counseling. It is being requested because the Ph.D. is a better representation of the training doctoral prepared counselors receives, it will increase the marketability of the doctoral degree for graduates, and it will align the Counseling program at NIU with other nationally accredited doctoral counseling programs within Colleges of Education.  Additionally, the Counseling faculty has begun to more effectively screen doctoral applicants based on counselor education career goals. 

Review of Program and Curricular Offering and Characteristics of Program Applicants: 


Analysis of trends in the achievement of doctoral student learning outcomes indicated the following program and curricular modifications should be made. As reflected in the student learning outcomes, doctoral students needed to develop better writing and research skills. Another result of the analysis of these trends was the awareness that assignments in core courses needed to be modified to reflect an increased emphasis on counselor education identity, cognitive complexity for case conceptualization, and evidence-informed practice, while encouraging the development of writing and research skills. Assignments in CAHC 665 (Multicultural Counseling), CAHC 690 (Research in Human Services), and CAHC 650 (Advanced Practicum) were changed to reflect this awareness. 


A research paper focused on socio-cultural/ethnic issues in counseling was developed as the core assignment for Multicultural Counseling was developed. This assignment included a critical analysis of a multicultural counseling issue with a review of current research literature. A rubric was developed to emphasize and evaluate critical analysis of current research and synthesis of information. Since the implementation of this core assignment (2006), rubric-based evaluations of the research papers have indicated the established criteria for knowledge pertaining to socio-cultural influences in counseling was met by all students. Major improvements continue to be needed in how doctoral students identify and respond to other components of the research papers. The research paper included a few questions that were not focused on socio-cultural issues in counseling, but would measure the student’s ability to engage in critical analysis and professional writing. About 50% of students didn’t address all the research questions in their papers. This issue is being address by making this assignment due earlier in the semester, so that constructive feedback can be given to the students so that they will be able to make paper modifications and enhance their performance on future research papers and comprehensive exams.

Additionally, in the annual review of doctoral student progression it was recognized that even strong students sometime struggle with the writing elements during comprehensive examinations and in construction of the dissertation proposal. Two courses CAHC 650: Practicum in Counseling and CAHC 690: Seminar in Human Services Research were targeted for instructional delivery changes to help students build writing and research skills. In CAHC 650: Practicum in Counseling, many of the doctoral students enter the Counseling doctoral program already certified or licensed in the counseling field.  As a result, their fundamental counseling skills set and the level of client case conceptualization provides them with a strong base. Building on this base, additional readings on the effectiveness of counseling/psychotherapy, as well as how such research is conducted were added to the practicum class. This was an attempt to integrate knowledge of evidence-informed practice to their advanced counseling skills. The final written assignment required incorporation of empirical literature into a case study and that the paper is written as if it would be submitted for publication in a journal. As a result, doctoral students’ advance practice skills are used to enhance critical thinking and writing skills.

In the second course, CAHC 690: Seminar in Human Services Research, several written assignments has been added to increase the doctoral students’ critical thinking and writing skills. As well, these assignments have been designed to prepare them for the dissertation process. A requirement of weekly written synopsis of the readings for class has been added. These synopses must be posted to Blackboard's Discussion Board 48 hours prior to class time. Then a written response to at least one classmate's postings is required. The developmental skill sought in the pre-class assessment is the capacity of the student to identify significant themes/constructs and concisely express what has been learned from the week's topic. After each class, they are asked to do an exit assessment, 3-2-1; three things that are the most important ideas, two areas for follow-up, and one lingering question about the topic. Additionally, students are asked to do a structural analysis (not content) of a dissertation that is similar to the topic they are interested in pursuing. Finally, students submit a structural map of how they would organize their dissertation proposal with a sample section from each chapter. 

Follow-up Studies of Graduates, Site Supervisors, and Employers: 

While there has been limited feedback from surveys of program graduates, site supervisors and doctoral program employers, two significant doctoral program modifications have been made based on input from these stakeholders. The first change has been to the general comprehensive exam procedures. An evaluation completed in between summer of 2005 and spring of 2006 revealed that 40% of the doctoral students at that time passed their entire general comprehensive exam on their first try. The remaining 60% failed at least one question. The policy at that time could result in a doctoral student being removed from the program for failing one question on the general comprehensive exam. Informal feedback from the advisory board, site supervisors, employers, and the Counseling faculty themselves suggested that the doctoral students had excellent counseling and supervision skills, but significantly lacked writing and critical analysis skills. Rather than “fail out” students with potential to significantly contribute the counseling field (especially when they had advanced practitioner career goals), the faculty decided to change general comprehensive exam procedures to increase the amount of mentorship students would receive when they failed questions, eliminate the possibility that students could fail the exam by allowing them to rewrite questions until mastery was achieved, and expose students earlier to “comprehensive like” questions in the core courses. Additionally, the Counseling faculty has instituted a general comprehensive exam workshop for doctoral students. The workshop helps students review for the exam and shares retired exam questions for them to practice with. As well, the faculty has adopted a general comprehensive grading protocol to clarify expectations and increase consistency of feedback. The policy change and grading protocol can be found in Appendix N, Exhibits 1 and 2. 


Informal feedback from program graduates currently employed in counselor education programs and comparisons to current counseling education Ph.D. programs has resulted in the addition of a research methods course to the research requirements of the doctoral program. Students are required to have one 3-credit course in general counseling research methods and design (CAHC 690: Research in Human Services), one 3-credit course in quantitative methods (ETR 521: Educational Statistics), one 3-credit course in qualitative methods (ETR 525: Qualitative Research in Education), and one additional 3-credit research course chosen with the approval of their program committee. This additional research course will encourage students to have additional coursework in the specific method they will use to complete their dissertations. 

VI.D.
An official report that documents outcomes of the comprehensive program evaluation shall be prepared and distributed on a systematic basis (at least once every three years) to students currently in the program, program faculty, institutional administrators, and personnel in cooperating agencies (e.g., employers, site supervisors). 

Beginning with 2003, aggregate feedback from doctoral students’ performance on general and specialty comprehensive examinations, the doctoral dissertation evaluation process and assignments in core courses is collected. Additionally, aggregate data from the annual evaluation of doctoral students’ progress (Advanced Practice Review) is collected. The Advisory Board has met annually and feedback from these meetings is collected. The university’s graduate survey has been sent out every year from 2004 with very low return rates. This feedback was reported in the 2003 CACREP report and the feedback from 2004-2007 can be found in this interim report.  In 2007-2008, additional feedback from graduates, employers and site supervisors was attempted to be gathered. Any useful data resulted from these attempts (because return rates were so low, the data was considered with caution) was also reported.  All available data from 2003-2005 was added to the Mid-Cycle Report as part of NIU’s program review (Appendix K).  All aggregate data was used to develop formal reports such as the CACREP report and the NIU Program Review report. When each report was finished, the report was posted on our website and a blast email was sent to our students, site supervisors, employers and graduates and a hardcopy was presented to the Department Chair, the College of Education Dean's office and the University Assessment Panel. Findings were also shared during the annual Advisory Board Meetings in 2004-2007. Data are reviewed during the faculty retreat each spring. As indicated in this report, the ongoing data collection process has resulted in several program modifications. As these modifications have been implemented, they have been conveyed to students, alumni, advisory board members, and other interested stakeholders using periodic blast e-mails. Additionally, reports are shared with the NIUCA (the Counseling program’s student group) and Chi Sig Iota (Counseling honors society). These groups have met with their faculty advisors and discussed the reports. Theses meetings have resulted in very helpful suggestions and program modifications. 

After posting the reports and sharing them with the various stakeholders (current students, faculty, alumni, advisory board members, site supervisors, employers, and university administrators) feedback on the comprehensive assessment plan itself was collected. This feedback integrated into the Academic Program Assessment and Improvement Committee (APAIC) guidelines for evaluating academic program improvement plans. The following chart (figure 3) summaries this feedback. 
Figure 3
	Elements of the Ed.D. Counseling Program Assessment Plan

	Assessment Plan Aspect
	Best Practice Elements Met
(Satisfies Well-Developed column plus adds the following elements)
	Well-Developed Elements Met

	Overall Plan
	· Holistic plan
· good overall design (multiple forms of data collection), 

· curricular intent (CACREP standards linked), 

· describes comprehensive assessment of learning outcomes (core assignments), 

· includes input from external sources (university review, advisory council, employers and site supervisors),

· demonstrate response to environmental change (addition of new courses, changing content to reflect practice trends, Ph.D. proposal)

· includes faculty participation (retreats, assessment review)

· identifies program strengths and weaknesses
	· Includes direct assessment (evaluation of student learning outcomes by faculty or external source beyond course instructor; e.g. dean’s designee review of dissertations, feedback from editors and presentation participants in non-course requirements)
· Includes indirect assessment (surveys, focus group interviews)



	Learning Outcomes
	· Outcome includes learning subcomponents that suggest rubric traits and provide faculty with data to inform instructional practices
· Includes methods for strengthening academic prep for students’ who perform below standards

· Reflects applied learning (skills needed in the workplace and counselor education)

· Supports development of diversity and multi-cultural awareness skills
	· Core assignment assessments include general learning outcomes (grammar, structure, clarity, critical thinking, research and integration)
· Core assignment related to program purpose (CACREP standards based)

· Assignment objectives are clearly written

	Program Improvements
	· Time line for implementation of changes
· Uses public forum to discuss changes (e.g. website, report to university assessment, advisory committee reports)

· Directs improvement to affect specific learning outcomes (instructional delivery changes in core course and changes in comprehensive exam procedures)

· Uses ongoing assessment methods to assess impact of changes in future cycles
	· Describes improvements desired by the faculty members that are driven by assessment data
· Indicates status of improvement (e.g. curriculum changes, teaching methods, alteration of assessment methods, better ways to collect data)




Using Criteria from the Academic Program Assessment and Improvement Committee (APAIC)  Guidelines for Evaluating Academic Program Improvement Plans (www.colostate.edu)

