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APSU Teacher Unit 
Annual Program Review (APR) Report 

2014-2015 
 

Master of Arts in Teaching 
 

 
I. Master of Arts in Teaching 
 
II. List of Reviewers  

• Dr. Barbara Peterson, Associate Professor, Department of Teaching & Learning, Chair 
• Dr. Joe Jerles, Associate Professor, Department of Teaching & Learning. 
• Dr. Bobette Bouton, Assistant Professor, Department of Education Specialties 
• Five students in the MAT Program 

 
III. Program Description 
 

The Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) program provides opportunities for persons who hold 
baccalaureate degrees to complete initial teacher licensure requirements and a master’s degree 
concurrently. Concentrations are available in Secondary Education (7-12). (Students wishing to 
be licensed in Art and in Health & Human Performance also complete this concentration), 
Elementary Education (K-6) with additional specializations in Middle School (4-8) and Early 
Childhood (PreK-3), and Special Education (K-12). An academic major or the equivalent in the 
licensure field is required for admission. This degree program is not available to persons who 
already hold a professional teaching license. However, persons teaching on a transitional license 
may qualify for admission to the MAT degree program. Students must complete student 
teaching or complete alternative licensure requirements for this degree. Completion of a 
Capstone Project is required for program completion. 
 
Courses for all licensure areas are taught on main campus. A cohort of 30 credit hours 
necessary for licensure in secondary education is offered at Ft. Campbell beginning each fall. 
Candidates continue to be assessed through Praxis II licensure exams, Milestone requirements, 
key assessments for each course. A Capstone Project (edTPA for preservice candidates or a 
Milestone IV Portfolio for candidates teaching on a transitional license) is required for program 
completion.  

 
IV. Program Changes 

 
No major programmatic changes to the MAT program were initiated during 2014-2015. Course 
requirements for the MAT program have remained consistent since its inception. However, data 
analysis from last year’s program report, informed several adjustments to specific courses, 
namely EDUC 5500 and EDUC 5501. Based on the general weakness of all candidates, 
graduate and undergraduate, in the area of assessment, the instructor of EDUC 5500 embedded 
more Assessment Literacy components to the required field experience reflection which is a key 
assessment for that course.  In an effort to increase competence in the areas of planning, 
instruction, and assessment, the instructor of EDUC 5501 revised the focus of the course to 
include deeper understandings of backward design. The instruction of EDUC 5501 became 
more purposeful in utilizing and modeling academic language that is aligned to the language of 
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the edTPA. The instructor of that course provided resources that require candidates to gather 
and use student data to inform instructional decisions. Candidates are to focus on and reflect on 
the impact of their teaching on student learning. Based on feedback from a former MAT 
student, discussions are taking place with Special Education faculty about revisions to the 
SPED program, especially in the delivery of SPED 5550 and the Reading requirement. During 
fall 2014,	  a Special Education instructor wrote and received a grant to provide informational 
workshops on the SPED edTPA for all graduate and undergraduate SPED students. MAT 
students, who are in Special Education, were encouraged to participate. In EDUC 5500 and 
especially in EDUC 5501, more emphasis is being placed on the edTPA. The instructor 
incorporates opportunities to model the process of planning for instruction. Use of instructional 
and engagement strategies are modeled more often.  Assessment of student learning is discussed 
throughout the course, with an emphasis on providing constructive feedback. To ensure 
increased conceptual understanding of the complexity of teaching, stronger connections are 
made in EDUC 5500 and EDUC 5501 between teaching standards and teacher assessment 
whether the edTPA or the TEAM Assessment model. History of the Standards movement is 
discussed in both classes. 
 
An overview of the performance of the MAT students is included in this report. An analysis of 
the available data is provided, and suggestions for program improvements are made. In addition 
to the quantitative data derived from the Data Book, qualitative data has been included from a 
survey conducted of students currently at the end of the MAT program. Information from all 
data sources will be used to improve the quality and effectiveness of the MAT program. 

V.        MAT PROGRAM ANALYSIS  
 
Licensure Exams: 
100% of the MAT students who took licensure tests in Fall 2014 (n=26) and Spring 2015 
(n=30) passed and were licensed. In every case, the average MAT Praxis scores exceeded 
required scores by 15-40 points or more. All passed on their initial attempt. 
 
EdTPA test scores for Fall 2014 and Spring 2015 revealed the following via analysis: 
 
MAT students who completed the edTPA (n=10) in fall 2014 had an overall average score of 
42.50. This score was 3.5 points higher than the cutoff score (39) for the college of education. 
MAT students had an average score of 3.12 points lower than their undergraduate peers. The 
MAT students were strongest in Task I, Planning; and weakest in Task II, Instruction.  
 
MAT students who completed the edTPA (n=10) in spring 2015 had an overall average score of 
44.40. This represents an increase of 1.90 points from fall 2014 and was 5.4 points higher than 
the cutoff score (39) for the college of education. While the undergraduate edTPA scores also 
improved in spring 2015, the gap between the two scores decreased from 3.12 points to 2.46. In 
spring 2015 the MAT students remained strongest in Task I, but weakest in Task III, 
Assessment. This trend was reflected by their undergraduate peers.  
 
Each semester, the MAT students consistently performed above the cutoff score of 39 on the 
edTPA.  
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Fall	  2014	  -‐	  EdTPA	  Results	  

	  

Task	  I	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Task	  II	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Task	  III	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Overall	  
Average	  
Score	  

Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

n	  
*	  

Total	  
Passing	  

Total	  
Failing	  

Passing	  
Rate	  

Standard	  

MAT	  
Students	   2.93	   2.79	   2.83	   42.50	   2.83	   10	   8	   2	   80.0%	   39	  

Undergrad	  
Students	   3.24	   2.94	   2.93	   45.62	   3.04	   45	   40	   5	   88.9%	   39	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  *	   Data	  does	  not	  include	  students	  whose	  scores	  indicated	  that	  particular	  portions	  were	  unscoreable.	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  Spring	  2015	  -‐	  EdTPA	  Results	  

	  

Task	  I	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Task	  II	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Task	  III	  	  
Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

Overall	  
Average	  
Score	  

Average	  
Rubric	  
Score	  

n	  
*	  

Total	  
Passing	  

Total	  
Failing	  

Passing	  
Rate	  

Standard	  
Score	  

MAT	  
Students	   3.30	   3.00	   2.58	   44.40	   2.96	   10	   8	   2	   80.0%	   39	  

Undergrad	  
Students	   3.30	   3.10	   2.96	   46.86	   3.12	   74	   70	   4	   94.6%	   39	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  *	   Data	  does	  not	  include	  students	  whose	  scores	  indicated	  that	  particular	  portions	  were	  unscoreable	  

	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   
VI. MAT PROGRAM ANALYSIS –  

MAT students exhibited strength in Task I, and improvement in Task II. Data suggests 
that perhaps instruction in EDUC 5501 to purposefully include more academic language 
relevant to the edTPA and more classroom experience utilizing the edTPA may have 
had an effect on student scores.  
 
Assessment scores for the MAT students dropped .25 points from fall 2014 to spring 
2015. This decline may be due to a lack of consistent faculty who teach the assessment 
course at the graduate level.  
 
2014/2015 STATE REPORT CARD SCORE ANALYSIS and COMPARISON 
(previous graduates who are teachers) 2014 (n=24); 2015 (n=18) 
 
Of the MAT graduates who were assessed as teachers only 17% scored a 1 (of 5, 5 being 
high) on the state scale, compared to 35% statewide or 34% for all APSU students. This 
low percentage continued in 2015. Students scored at level 2 increased from 13% in 
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2014 to 17% in 2015. MAT students who scored 3 remained constant at 21% to 22%. 
Students who scored a 4 increased from 8% to 22% but level 5 scores decreased from 
42% to 22% in 2015. Nonetheless, as a group, 68% of students scored 3 or higher in 
2015, a slight decrease from 71% in 2014. It is not clear why the scores lowered and 
speculation would be unfounded. Again, small populations in both years yield high 
variations and could account for the 71 to 68% drop alone. 

 
VIb.   Current MAT Student Feedback 

As part of this report, MAT students were polled anonymously about their impressions 
of the MAT program. Students were asked to provide a general overall discussion of 
strengths and weaknesses of the MAT program.  

Their responses are as follows:  

Strengths: 

1. The MAT Program offers classes that are very helpful and relevant.  
2. I like the hours that are offered which allow the student to work during the day. 
3. Great staff and class sizes allow ability to form good relationships with classmates. 
4. I feel like I usually get an amazing amount of help from professors and fellow 

classmates when I ask for it.   
5. I have taken several classes that have enlightened me to so many new strategies and 

aspects to education that make me get excited all over again for the profession. 
6. I think the MAT program is great‼ I love the program and the diversity of the 

program. 
7. Overall, the program is great and is preparing me to be an excellent teacher.  
8. The professors have all been a pleasure to work with and are all open minded.
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  Weaknesses: 
1. I think greater collaboration by a team of professors would make this program 

more worthwhile. It lacks continuity in some respects, and the occasional 
adjunct instructor amplifies this aspect of the program. 

2. I would like to see more specialized classes for secondary majors included in 
the coursework.  

3. We briefly touched on an IEP in the SPED Assessment class and I have 
briefly touched on IEP's in other courses but I think it would be beneficial for 
there to be more emphasis for students in the SPED MAT program to work 
with more IEPs because that will account for a large portion of our jobs as 
teachers.  

4. I am in the MAT-SPED licensure. I think we should be required to take more 
SPED classes. My entire program only consists of 5 SPED classes, where I 
think it should be around 8. 

5. I think the prerequisites for MATH 5100 hold enough content for us to be able 
to teach mathematics without having to take MATH 5100.  

6. As for the entire program, I wish we had classes that better prepared us to take 
the Praxis Exams, or workshops conducted by faculty that would better 
prepare us for our exams. I know I spent countless hours studying for the 
Reading Praxis on my own because RDG 5040 (Reading Across the Content 
Area) did not prepare me for that test at all.  

7. Too much emphasis on APA. Yes, we are grad students, but we are not 
writing our doctoral theses and may never need to use APA again so the APA 
Nazism should not be so extreme.  
 

VII.   Assessment of Candidates 
 

Data from the 2014-2015 data book was reported in 17 areas that represent the 
knowledge, skills and dispositions of students earning an Initial Teaching License from 
the College of Education at Austin Peay. This cumulative data included students who are 
earning their Initial Teaching License at the undergraduate level and students who are 
earning their Initial Teaching License through the Master of Arts in Teaching (MAT) 
program. While important findings can be generated through an analysis of this data, it 
was difficult to accurately assess the effects of the MAT program. Data for students in the 
MAT program was disaggregated in only 4 of the 17 areas represented in the 2014-2015 
data book. Graduate data was reported in the area of Class & Field Experience 
Disposition. However, that data was not disaggregated for the MAT students. Data was 
disaggregated specifically for the MAT students in the areas of Milestone II Review, ETS 
Praxis Scores, edTPA Scores, and Analysis of 2014 State Report Card. With that, only a 
small proportion of MAT students were represented in the report on edTPA scores. Of the 
40 MAT students who earned Initial License during 2014-2015, only 10 or 25% were 
represented in the edTPA data. In addition, no information was provided on how MAT 
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students perceived their preparation through the exit surveys. No information was 
provided on how well the MAT students are performing in regard to TVAAS data and 
principal assessment data. Small sample size or lack of representation of the MAT 
students in all 17 areas of the data report, made it difficult to accurately assess the MAT 
program. 

Summarized	  Report 

Reports Fall 2014 Spring 2015 
Exit Surveys Data for this report was 

generated by licensure, not by 
specific program. 

Data for this report was 
generated by licensure, not by 
specific program. 

Class & Field Experience 
Disposition 

264 Graduate dispositions were 
filed. No negative dispositions 
recorded. 

240 Graduate dispositions 
were filed. No negative 
dispositions recorded. 

Milestone II Review 12 of 13 MAT students passed 
or 92%. 

28 of 30 MAT students 
passed or 93%. 

ETS (MAT) Praxis Scores  100% Passing Rate 100% Passing Rate 
Praxis average passing rates for 
all test takers and completers 

Data for this report was 
generated by licensure, not by 
specific program. 

Data for this report was 
generated by licensure, not by 
specific program. 

Analysis of 2014 State Report 
Card 

71% of MAT students received 
a score of 3 or above with 42% 
receiving a score of 5. 

66% of MAT students 
received a score of 3 or above 
with 22% receiving a score of 
5. 

 

VIII. Assessment of Program Operations 

Based on data from the 2014-2015 Data Book, the MAT program appears to 
produce candidates who are ready to teach. Exit survey data was not available for 
the MAT students, so the program does not have an indication of the student’s 
perceived readiness to teach.  However, data from the State Report Card 
suggested that as a group, 68% of the MAT students scored 3 or higher in 2015, a 
slight decrease from 71% in 2014. It is not clear why the scores lowered and 
speculation would be unfounded. Again, small populations in both years yield 
high variations and could account for the 71 to 68% drop alone. 
 

IX. Summary of Proposed Changes 

 Based on data from this data report: 

• Meetings with all instructors in the MAT program will be initiated to discuss 
course expectations and to determine how the MAT program can be 
strengthened. 
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• The EDUC 5500 and EDUC 5501 instructor will incorporate a more 
purposeful focus on assessment as part of each course by: 

o Embedding more Assessment Literacy components into the field 
experience requirement for EDUC 5500 

o Embedding more Assessment Literacy evidence into EDUC 5501 
• Discussions on revisions to the MAT SPED program will be initiated.  
• MAT students will be encouraged to attend Residency I workshops when ever  

possible to enrich their understandings of the edTPA 
• More emphasis will be placed on the edTPA and the process of planning for 

instruction in several MAT courses. 
• Stronger connections will be made between teaching standards and teacher 

assessment in EDUC 5500 and EDUC 5501 
• Opportunities for PRAXIS review will be examined 
• The coordinator of the MAT program will pay attention to the use of adjunct 

professors.  
• The data in the 2014-2015 data book provided a foundation from which to 

evaluate the MAT program. Based on the quantitative and qualitative data 
generated for this report, the Teacher Education Unit may want to reexamine 
the curriculum of the MAT program for Special Education. Students in the 
program made several suggestions for improvement and an anecdotal 
comment indicated a need for additional Reading courses in the MAT SPED 
program.  

• The MAT program coordinator will consider restructuring the schedule of 
classes to provide course work that focuses more on the edTPA (EDUC 5501) 
to be taken closer to the student teaching semester. 

What data do you need to better evaluate your candidates and/or program?  

• The greatest need to better evaluate candidates and the MAT program is for more 
disaggregation of all data and sorting MAT scores wherever possible. 

Based on the data provided, how can the Teacher Education Unit Assessment System be changed 
to provide more meaningful and useful evidence regarding candidate performance and program 
operations? 


