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Master’s of Science in Education, Higher 
Education Emphasis (MSHE)  

Program Overview 
The Master of Science in Education, Higher Education Emphasis (MSHE) program is a 30.0 unit master’s 

degree designed to prepare entry-level professionals and career changers to assume professional roles that 

support student learning and development. Graduates of this program might work in offices such as 

orientation, housing, residential life, TRIO, minority and international affairs, financial aid, academic 

advising, alumni relations and similar college or university offices.  Students typically complete the program 

in five semesters, each consisting of two courses (6.0 units), which is considered full-time for this program.  

Students complete the program in cohorts and follow a lock-step curriculum with no course electives.  

Most students are employed either in full-time jobs or in graduate assistant positions offered by Cal State 

Fullerton and several other regional universities in junction with the program.  During their five terms, 

students are required to complete 400 hours of fieldwork, which are embedded in two second-year 

courses, and they must attend at least one regional and one national professional conference related to 

student affairs.  There are two required culminating projects for the program:  an e-portfolio that students 

complete throughout the program and a close-book comprehensive exam taken at the conclusion of the 

program. 

Response to PPR Content Requirements for the Self-Study 

I. Department/Program Mission, Goals, and Environment 
A. Briefly describe 

the mission and 
goals of the 
unit and 
identify any 
changes since 
the last 
program 
review. Review 
the goals in 
relation to the 
university 
mission, goals 
and strategies. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FULLERTON 
Mission Statement 
Learning is preeminent at California State University, Fullerton.  We aspire to combine 
the best qualities of teaching and research universities where actively engaged 
students, faculty, and staff work in close collaboration to expand knowledge.  Our 
affordable undergraduate and graduate programs provide students the best of current 
practice, theory, and research and integrate professional studies with preparation in 
the arts and sciences.  Through experiences in and out of the classroom, students 
develop the habit of intellectual inquiry, prepare for challenging professions, 
strengthen relationships to their communities, and contribute productively to society.  
We are a comprehensive, regional university with a global outlook, located in Orange 
County, a technologically rich and culturally vibrant area of metropolitan Los Angeles.  
Our expertise and diversity serve as a distinctive resource and catalyst for partnerships 
with public and private organizations.  We strive to be a center of activity essential to 
the intellectual, cultural, and economic development of our region. 
 
University-wide Student Learning Goals (UPS 300.003) 
Preamble:  As a result of engaging with the curriculum and co-curricular activities at 
California State University, Fullerton, CSUF graduates will:  
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I. Demonstrate intellectual literacy through the acquisition of knowledge and 
development of competence in disciplinary perspectives and interdisciplinary 
points of view.  

II. Think critically, using analytical, qualitative and quantitative reasoning, to apply 
previously learned concepts to new situations, complex challenges, and everyday 
problems.  

III. Communicate clearly, effectively, and persuasively, both orally and in writing.  
IV. Work effectively as a team member or leader to achieve a broad variety of goals.  
V. Evaluate the significance of how differing perspectives and trends affect their 

communities.  
VI. Recognize their roles in an interdependent global community 

 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

Mission 
The College of Education is committed to the preparation and professional 
development of innovative and transformative educators who advance just, equitable, 
and inclusive education.  As a professional community of scholar-practitioners, we 
promote creativity, collaboration, and critical thinking as fundamental to student 
achievement and success in a diverse and interconnected world. 
 
Vision 
We aspire to be transformational leaders who advance the readiness of all learners to 
actively participate in an ever-changing, diverse, and digital world. 
 
Core Values 

1. We value learning as a lifelong journey that transforms us. 
2. We value theory, research, and the professional literature as guiding the 

learning process and informing professional practice. 
3. We value responsibility to self and to the group. 
4. We value diversity because it enriches the whole. 
5. We value multiple pathways to learning that include the use of technology. 
6. We value critical inquiry and seeking necessary change. 
7. We value authentic and reflective assessment. 

 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP 

Department Wide Mission Statement  
Our mission is to prepare school leaders who demonstrate strategic, instructional, 
organizational, political, and community leadership; and to provide the community a 
source of scholarship and assistance in interpretation and application of scholarship. 
The goals of the department are to prepare educational leaders who demonstrate a 
wide array of knowledge, skills, attributes, and commitment. 
 
MSHE Program Mission Statement 
The purpose of this concentration is to prepare entry-level professionals to assume 
roles that support student learning and development as well as institutional agents and 
programs in the holistic development of all students. 
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MSHE Learning Domains1 
Leadership (ULG 1, 4; CAS 5A., 5B.4) 
Higher education master’s degree students will become leaders who are able to apply 
fundamental leadership and organization theories along with core management skills 
(e.g., planning, environmental scanning, legal compliance, risk management, use of 
technology, budgeting, and human resource management) to student affairs practice as 
reflected in case study analysis as well as in practicum and fieldwork experiences. 
 
Social Justice & Advocacy (ULG 1, 5, 6; CAS 5B.1-3) 
Higher education master’s degree students will become social justice advocates who 
are able to draw upon a deepened understanding of their own cultures, the cultures 
and characteristics of college students, and institutional structures in order to develop 
educational programs that promote educational access and success for all students, 
especially those from historically underrepresented populations of students. 
 
Education (ULG 1, 2; CAS 5A., 5B.1-3, 5C.) 
Higher education master’s degree students will become educators who are able to 
draw upon an analysis and evaluation of the historical and philosophical foundations of 
the student affairs profession as well as major student development theories 
(psychosocial, cognitive, moral, life span, typological, and college impact) in order to 
develop educational programs that promote student development and learning. 
 
Assessment & Evaluation (ULG 2; CAS 5B.5) 
Higher education master’s degree students will become professionals who are able to 
demonstrate their understanding of student affairs scholarship in the analysis, 
synthesis, and evaluation of current research, who can design processes to assess 
student learning and development in the co-curriculum, and who can plan and 
implement formative and summative program evaluations and research projects. 
 
Personal & Professional Development (ULG 3, 4; CAS 5B.1., 5B.3., 5C.) 
Higher education master’s degree students will become practitioners who articulate a 
clear philosophy of student affairs, and who systematically draw upon personal 
reflection regarding their strengths and weaknesses as well as upon feedback from 
mentors to enhance their personal and professional development. 
 

B. Briefly describe 
changes and 
trends in the 
discipline and 
the response of 
the unit to such 
changes. 
Identify if there 
have been 

In an effort to reflect changes in the literature since 2010, the ACPA/NASPA Joint Task 
Force on Professional Competencies inn 2015 shifted one of the competencies away 
from Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion and renamed it “Social Justice and Inclusion.”  This 
semantic change reflects an effort toward active pursuit of social justice, moving 
beyond awareness of diversity and focusing on action that creates justice.  The MSHE 
students were introduced to this change, and the Educational Research course includes 
multiple readings, discussion, and a final project that addresses, among other things, an 
institutional assessment that measures and shape socially just outcomes.  Social justice 

                                                           
1 Program faculty at California State University, Fullerton, along with consulting practitioners, have built the higher 
education emphasis of the M.S. in Education program around five core learning domains reflecting best practices as 
articulated by the Council for the Advancement of Standards (CAS).  Each domain is mapped to both University 
Learning Goals (ULGs) and CAS curriculum standards (http://standards.cas.edu/getpdf.cfm?PDF=E86DA70D-0C19-
89ED-0FBA230F8F2F3F41). 

http://standards.cas.edu/getpdf.cfm?PDF=E86DA70D-0C19-89ED-0FBA230F8F2F3F41
http://standards.cas.edu/getpdf.cfm?PDF=E86DA70D-0C19-89ED-0FBA230F8F2F3F41
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external factors 
that impact the 
program. 
(Community/ 
regional needs, 
placement, and 
graduate/ 
professional 
school). 

had been a focus of the course prior to this shift in ACPA/NASPA Competencies, but its 
inclusion as an element of the final project is new with the Spring 2016 term. 
 
Another shift was the creation of a technology competency focusing on technology 
used for educational purposes.  The MSHE requires students to demonstrate their 
competence in the five core domains of the program through an e-portfolio, which was 
in place prior to this change.   
 
The ACPA/NASPA Joint Task Force changed references to student “attitudes” to student 
“dispositions.” MSHE faculty use this same language in discussion of student issues.  
During weekly meetings, we discuss, among other things, issues regarding student 
dispositions.   
 
Other growing issues that should maybe inform our work: (a) sexual assault and 
bystander responsibility, (b) gun violence on campus.  
 

C. Identify the 
unit’s priorities 
for the future. 

Our priorities for the future are: 

1. Maintain enrollments of cohorts reflecting a wide range of diversity, inclusive 
of, but not limited to age, race/ethnicity, ability, national origin, citizenship, 
sexual orientation, gender identification, socioeconomic status, and religion. 

2. Develop greater initiative and responsibility on the part of students.  We hope 
to observe this in (a) greater participation in NASPA or ACPA, including 
leadership roles; (b) fewer requests for late exceptions to MSHE requirements 
and policies; and (c) fuller participation in professional development activities.  

3. Students should become greater advocates for their own learning.  This will be 
evident in the learning contracts for fieldwork and course-related e-portfolio 
entries (which should reflect their personal learning goals for classes). 

4. Globalize our curriculum – provide global internships/study abroad 
opportunities during intersessions.   

 

D. If there are 
programs 
offered in a 
Special Session 
self-support 
mode, describe 
how these 
programs are 
included in the 
mission, goals 
and priorities of 
the 
department/ 
program (e.g. 
new student 
groups 
regionally, 
nationally, 

The MSHE Program was designed as a year-round program with courses offered during 
three terms (fall, spring, and summer).  The summer term was authorized to remain 
under state support even though managed by UEE due to its original design as a year-
round degree program. 
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internationally, 
new delivery 
modes, etc). 

II. Department/Program Description and Analysis 
A. Identify 

substantial 
curricular 
changes in 
existing 
programs, new 
programs 
(degrees, 
majors, minors) 
developed 
since the last 
program 
review.  Have 
any programs 
been 
discontinued? 

No substantial curricular changes have occurred since the initial launch of the program 
in January, 2009. 
 

B. Describe the 
structure of the 
degree 
program (e.g. 
identify 
required 
courses, how 
many units of 
electives) and 
identify the 
logic underlying 
the 
organization of 
the 
requirements. 

Overview 
The MSHE Program is designed to prepare entry-level professionals and career 
changers to assume professional roles that support student learning and development.  
Graduates of this program might work in offices such as orientation, housing, 
residential life, TRIO, minority and international affairs, financial aid, academic advising, 
alumni relations, and similar college or university offices. 
 
The program consists of 30 units completed in a cohort program over five semesters 
offered in a year-round sequence.  No prerequisites beyond the completion of a 
bachelor’s degree from an accredited institution are required for admission, and the 
program does not require the GRE or any other examination.  The program includes 
two culminating projects:  (a) an e-portfolio that students develop throughout their five 
semesters and (b) a comprehensive examination that must be passed at the end of the 
program. 
 
Coursework 

First Fall 

 EDAD 521 History and Philosophy of Higher Education (3.0):  Evolution of U.S. 
higher education, considering the diversity of the system, internal and external 
influences, and the evolution and development of student affairs and student 
learners. 

 EDAD 503 Organizational Leadership (3.0):  Uses organizational theory and 
leadership studies to understand schools and how to bring about change in 
schools.  Organization, structure, and cultural context of schools and the study of 
techniques used to guide, motivate, delegate, build consensus, and lead others 
in the achievement of goals.   
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First Spring 

 EDAD 510 Introduction to Educational Research (3.0):  Introduction to the major 
forms of quantitative and qualitative research used in education.  How to select 
an appropriate research method; characteristics of sound research.  Making 
reasoned judgments as consumers of research; selecting appropriate 
information collection strategies as school leaders. 

 EDAD 522 College Students’ Characteristics and Cultures (3.0):  Students in 
postsecondary education in the United States.  Major demographic groups (race, 
class, ethnicity, age, ability, sexual orientation, gender, etc.) and their 
experiences with access, equity, campus cultures, and retention at two- and 
four-year institutions. 

 
Summer 

 EDAD 523 Student Learning and Development (3.0):  Student development 
theory in college, considering traditional and non-traditional students and 
learning outcomes.  Theoretical assumptions and the practical application of 
theory to diverse student learners and the role of theory in student affairs 
practice. 

 EDAD 524 Diversity, Access, and Equity (3.0):  Diversity, access, equity, 
multiculturalism, and pluralism as concepts in education.  Understanding of 
these concepts and their applications to student affairs and higher education 
through a historical lens. 

 
Second Fall 

 EDAD 505B Instructional Leadership in Higher Education (3.0):  Instructional 
leadership in higher educational settings and the role of the student 
development educator in advocating, nurturing, and sustaining a culture that 
supports student learning and development. 

 EDAD 568 Fieldwork (3.0):  At least 200 hours at two different sites 
demonstrating competence in applying theory to practice, assessment, 
evaluation, and program design and implementation, supervised by an approved 
educational leader who provides feedback for learning and growth as a student 
affairs educator/leader.  

 
Second Spring 

 EDAD 595 Professional Seminar (3.0):  Application of technology for effective 
communication, verbal and written, and individual and group interactions on-line 
and face-to-face.  Applying computers to work in student affairs/higher 
education settings. 

 EDAD 568 Fieldwork (3.0):  At least 200 hours at two different sites 
demonstrating competence in applying theory to practice, assessment, 
evaluation, and program design and implementation, supervised by an approved 
educational leader who provides feedback for learning and growth as a student 
affairs educator/leader.  
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Culminating Projects 
The culminating experience for students in the M.S. in Education Administration, Higher 
Education emphasis, will consist of a comprehensive exam and the completion of an e-
portfolio that documents student learning in the program.   
 
E-Portfolio 
Students may develop and maintain their e-portfolio using blogging software of their 
choice, though basic technical support and training is provided for students who wish to 
use the Google suite of tools (Blogger, Google Docs, Picasa, etc.).  At a minimum, the e-
portfolio will consist of: 

1. The student’s philosophy of student affairs; 
2. A professional resume; 
3. A reflective narrative addressing each of the five core learning domains (250-500 

words each); 
4. A collection of evidence from inside and outside the classroom that documents 

student learning in each of the five core learning domains.  Students must develop 
at least three entries per semester.  One entry should address classroom learning, 
and additional entries should address a range of learning experiences connected to 
out-of-class experiences such as assistantships, fieldwork, co-curricular programs, 
professional conferences, employment, or volunteer work.  Each entry must 
include (a) clearly articulated learning outcomes, (b) rubrics or strategies for 
evaluating learning, (c) evidence documenting student learning and/or 
accomplishment, and (d) a reflection on learning and next steps. 
 

The development of e-portfolio entries is scaffolded throughout the program with 
higher levels of structure, support, and feedback in the first two semesters and prompts 
or requirements for the completion of entries in classes in all five semesters.  Faculty 
use a rubric (Appendix VI) to evaluate final e-portfolios at the end of the program. 
 
Comprehensive Examination 
The comprehensive examination is a written examination that students must pass as a 
culminating experience for the program.  Students are expected to provide a 
comprehensive scholarly response to case-style questions; their answers should 
demonstrate their knowledge base, critical thinking and writing skills, and ability to 
apply theory to practice as reflective scholar-practitioners.  The examination receives a 
double-blind evaluation by program faculty using a common scoring rubric (Appendix 
VII).  Students sit for the comprehensive exam near the end of their final semester in 
the program; students must successfully pass all courses from the first four semesters 
with a minimum “C” grade and a 3.0 cumulative and study plan GPA. 
 

C. Using data 
provided by the 
office of 
Analytic 
Studies/ 
Institutional 
Research 
discuss student 
demand for the 

Student demand for the program has remained strong from its inception.  Cohorts have 
been filled each year, in spite of a rigorous admissions process.  Over the past 6 years, 
the program has averaged 38 students in a cohort. Additionally, in 2015 we enrolled 17 
students from Shanghai, China in a grant-funded program, increasing our reach into 
international settings.  In terms of graduation rates, nearly 84% of students enrolled in 
the first 6 cohorts in the program graduated (2009-2013; 2 cohorts admitted in 2009), 
with no significant differences by gender or racial/ethnic groups. 76% those 172 
graduates were students of color.  An area of growth for us is to bring more men into 
the program; 71% of students in the program up to this point have identified as female. 
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unit’s offerings; 
discuss topics 
such as over 
enrollment, 
under 
enrollment, 
(applications, 
admissions and 
enrollments) 
retention, 
(native and 
transfer) 
graduation 
rates for 
majors, and 
time to degree.  

D. Discuss the 
unit’s 
enrollment 
trends since the 
last program 
review, based 
on enrollment 
targets (FTES), 
faculty 
allocation, and 
student faculty 
ratios. For 
graduate 
programs, 
comment on 
whether there 
is sufficient 
enrollment to 
constitute a 
community of 
scholars to 
conduct the 
program.  

Demand for the MSHE Program is strong as demonstrated in the high number of 
applications (See Table 1).  In 2010, 2011, and 2012, the program admitted double 
cohorts of students to help offset declining enrollments in the rest of the department 
and maintain departmental FTES levels (See Table 6).  However, due to a decline in 
graduation rates (among other factors), faculty—in consultation with the higher 
education advisory board—decided to return to admission of a single cohort beginning 
in 2013.  The program has observed an increase in graduation rates since 2013, and the 
rest of the department has rebounded in admissions FTES with increased enrollment in 
P-12 master’s degree programs. 
 
The established target student-faculty ratio (SFR) for the program is 18.0, which the 
program has achieved in five of its eight cohorts (See Table 5.b).  The SFR for Cohort 1 
was 16.8 and the SFR for Cohort 2 was 17.4.  Thus, it took a couple of years to build up 
to the target SFR.  Further, following the initial move from a double cohort to a single 
cohort in 2013, the SFR dropped to 16.8.  MSHE faculty have adjusted the size of course 
sections to ensure that the 18.0 SFR has been achieved since then. 
 
The size of the current cohorts of MSHE students is sufficient to constitute a community 
of scholars.  This is evident in graduation rates, student participation in professional 
conferences (including presentations with faculty), and student success following 
graduation. 
 

E. Describe any 
plans for 
curricular 
changes in the 
short (three-
year) and long 
(seven-year) 
term, such as 
expansions, 
contractions or 
discontinuance. 

Curriculum is discussed at our annual faculty retreat when we review our program 
structure and learning goals.  Most recently, this time has been utilized to integrate 
new faculty into the team by reviewing all courses, course-level learning outcomes, and 
discussing various interconnections between courses offered simultaneously each 
semester.  We constantly refine our courses and pedagogy at our weekly faculty 
meetings as well.  Our primary topic at these meetings is our students, as our team 
approach to instruction and support has contributed to our high graduation rate.  We 
have a strong curricular foundation, and do not have any plans at this time for any 
noteworthy expansions or contractions of our program.  As discussed previously, we 
intend to continue to revise an update the curriculum in light of emerging issues and 
with continued attention to the globalization of the student affairs profession. 
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Relate these 
plans to the 
priorities 
described 
above in 
section I. C. 

At the same time, we recognize the need to develop our alumni affairs.  We have many 
strong and loyal alumni who often seek ways to contribute and give back to the 
program.  We must increase our attention here to better utilize this important 
resource. 

F. Include 
information on 
any Special 
Sessions self-
support 
programs 
offered by the 
department/ 
program. 

Not applicable. 

III. Documentation of Student Academic Achievement and Assessment of Student Learning 
Outcomes 

Because student learning is central to our mission and activities, it is vital that each department or program 
includes in its self study a report on how it uses assessment to monitor the quality of student learning in its 
degree program(s) and/or what plans it has to build systematic assessment into its program(s). Please provide 
information on the following aspects, and if applicable, please feel free to include relevant documents in the 
Appendices. 

A. Describe the 
department/ 
program 
assessment 
plan (e.g. 
general 
approach, time 
table, etc.) and 
structure (e.g. 
committee, 
coordinator, 
etc.), and if 
applicable, how 
the plan and/or 
structure have 
changed since 
the last PPR. 

All program assessment efforts are organized around the MSHE Program’s five core 
learning domains.  As documented in Section 1.A., the five learning domains are 
mapped to both University Learning Goals and the CAS curricular standards for 
graduate programs in student affairs.  Additionally, course objectives and culminating 
projects are mapped to the learning domains, and the domains serve as the structure 
for additional assessments (e.g., the mid-point competency survey).   
 
In addition to assessment efforts, program effectiveness is monitored primarily in terms 
of student entry data and graduation rates.  These data are disaggregated by gender 
and race and reviewed annually by program faculty and the higher education advisory 
board.  Plans are in place to begin analyzing course grades (disaggregated by gender 
and race) as soon as University analytical tools make this practice available for graduate 
programs (See the curriculum map in Appendix VIII). 
 
The following is a summary of current assessment and evaluation activities: 
1. Entry Data (GPA, Interview rubric) 
2. Cohort-Level Analysis of Course Grades 
3. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
4. E-Portfolio consisting of three entries per term scored by a rubric 
5. Comprehensive Exam scored (double-blind) by committee utilizing a rubric 
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B. For each 
degree 
program, 
provide the 
student 
learning 
outcomes 
(SLOs); describe 
the methods, 
direct or 
indirect, used 
to measure 
student 
learning; and 
summarize the 
assessment 
results of the 
SLOs. 

Leadership (ULG 1, 4; CAS 5A., 5B.4) 
1. Entry Data (rubric-scored interview)  
2. Analysis of Course Grades2 (503, 505, 595) 
3. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
4. E-Portfolio (rubric scored) 
5. Comprehensive Exam (rubric scored) 
 
Social Justice & Advocacy (ULG 1, 5, 6; CAS 5B.1-3) 
1. Entry Data (rubric-scored interview)  
2. Analysis of Course Grades (521, 523, 524, 505) 
3. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
4. E-Portfolio (rubric scored) 
5. Comprehensive Exam (rubric scored) 
 
Education (ULG 1, 2; CAS 5A., 5B.1-3, 5C.) 
1. Entry Data (rubric-scored interview)  
2. Analysis of Course Grades (521, 523, 568) 
3. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
4. E-Portfolio (rubric scored) 
5. Comprehensive Exam (rubric scored) 
 
Assessment & Evaluation (ULG 2; CAS 5B.5) 
1. Analysis of Course Grades (510, 522, 568) 
2. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
3. E-Portfolio (rubric scored) 
4. Comprehensive Exam (rubric scored) 
 
Personal & Professional Development (ULG 3, 4; CAS 5B.1., 5B.3., 5C.) 
1. Entry Data (rubric-scored interview)  
2. Analysis of Course Grades (521, 568, 595) 
3. Mid-Point Competency Survey 
4. E-Portfolio (rubric scored) 
5. Comprehensive Exam (rubric scored) 
 

C. Describe 
whether and 
how 
assessment 
results have 
been used to 
improve 
teaching and 
learning 
practices, 
and/or overall 
departmental 
effectiveness. 

Mid-Point Competency Survey 

Purpose  
Near the end of their second term in the MSHE Program, students complete a self-
inventory of knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions.  These are organized 
around the five program domains and based on the Professional Competencies for 
Student Affairs Professionals as developed by ACPA and NASPA, the two largest 
professional associations serving the student affairs profession.  Each student receives a 
copy of their results, to be reviewed with their faculty advisor as a part of the 
preparation for fieldwork experiences completed in year two.  Thus, this instrument 
serves an important formative evaluation purpose for students working in consultation 
with their faculty advisors. 
 
 

                                                           
2 Analyses of course grades, disaggregated by gender and race will commence once University tools make this practice 
available to graduate programs. 
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Please cite 
specific 
examples. 

Analysis 
The survey asks students to self-assess their (a) knowledge and skills, (b) professional 
dispositions, and (c) professional experience related to 8-10 items aligned with each of 
the program’s five learning domains.  The survey uses a 5-point scale as follows:  1 = 
exceptional (mid-level professional), 2 = strong (entry-level professional), 3 = 
satisfactory (graduate student), 4 = limited (potential growth area), 5 = insufficient 
(requires significant work).  Note that lower scores reflect higher ratings.  Scores are 
compiled and a mean average is calculated for each domain. 
 
Findings 
On Leadership domain items, the mean averages were as follows:  knowledge/skill = 
2.61, disposition = 2.63, experience = 2.78.  Thus, students tend to assess themselves 
between satisfactory and strong in terms of knowledge, skill, and dispositions, but 
closer to satisfactory in terms of experience. 
 
On Education domain items, the mean averages were as follows:  knowledge/skill = 
2.76, disposition = 2.76, experience = 3.08.  The pattern for education items was the 
same as for leadership items, though the overall scores were slightly lower.  As an 
interpretation, it makes sense that students’ scores would be slightly lower for the 
education items because they have not yet taken EDAD 523:  Student Learning and 
Development. 
 
On Social Justice and Advocacy domain items, the mean averages were as follows:  
knowledge/skill = 2.59, disposition = 2.55, experience = 2.78.  These self-assessment 
scores are quite similar to those of the Education domain.  As with Education, the fact 
that these scores are slightly lower than leadership makes sense as the students have 
not yet taken EDAD 524:  Diversity, Access, and Equity. 
 
On Assessment and Evaluation domain items, the mean averages were as follows:  
knowledge/skill = 2.93, disposition = 2.99, experience = 2.34.  These are the lowest 
scores for the five domain areas.  As context, students are completing EDAD 510:  
Educational Research at the time of the administration of the survey, and significant 
additional attention goes to the application of assessment and evaluation content in 
both EDAD 523:  Student Learning and Development and EDAD 505:  Instructional 
Leadership. 
 
On Personal and Professional Development domain items, the mean averages were as 
follows:  knowledge/skill = 2.09, disposition = 2.10, experience = 2.21.  These are the 
highest scores for any of the domains.  Though seemingly positive numbers, it may be 
that students’ self-assessments in this area are overly optimistic. 
 
Implications for Practice 
Students’ self-assessments are generally consistent with expectations for them at the 
end of the second term in the MSHE Program.  The lower scores for the Education and 
Social Justice and Inclusion domains should be addressed through EDAD 523:  Student 
Learning and Development and EDAD 524:  Diversity, Access, and Equity, which are 
offered in the following term.  The lower scores for experience in both domains should 
be addressed beginning in the fall term with EDAD 505:  Instructional Leadership (which 
includes a large-scale theory-to-practice oriented service-learning project) and EDAD 
568:  Fieldwork.  Likewise, students should bolster their knowledge and skills in 
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Assessment and Evaluation through second year coursework.  The scores for the 
Personal and Professional Development domain are higher than expected.  Whereas 
this may reflect strong progress by the students, faculty advisors will use this as a point 
of emphasis during one-on-one interactions with students during the coming year. 
 
Once greater access to student demographics and grades become available, those data 
should be compared to students’ scores on these items and utilized for disaggregation. 
 
E-Portfolio 

Purpose 
The first culminating experience for the MSHE Program is an E-Portfolio that students 
complete throughout the program (a minimum of three entries per term for five 
terms).  Entries within the E-Portfolio are aligned with each of the five program 
domains. 
 
Analysis 
At the conclusion of the program, E-Portfolios are scored using a rubric.  Currently, only 
pass/no pass scores are tracked for assessment purposes, though students earn a grade 
for their recent E-Portfolio entries in EDAD 521, EDAD 522, and the Fall term of EDAD 
568.  In the Spring term of EDAD 568, the grade covers the final three entries, having a 
resume posted, and the five domain narratives. The rubric informs the grading 
throughout the MSHE Program. 
 
Findings 
To date, 100% of students in the MSHE Program have successfully met E-Portfolio 
requirements, though approximately 10% of students have required revisions prior to 
securing a passing score. 
 
Implications for Practice 
While these are very positive results, the faculty have decided to conduct more in-
depth analyses moving forward.  Beginning with students completing the E-Portfolio in 
Spring 2016, scores will be further broken down using each of the outcomes included in 
the rubric. 
 
Comprehensive Exams 
Purpose 
The second culminating experience for the MSHE Program is a comprehensive exam, 
which is scored with a rubric spanning all of the program’s learning objectives.  For 
program review purposes, special attention is afforded to the alignment with the 
Leadership and Education learning domains. 
 
Analysis 
Student scores (pass/no pass) for the comprehensive exam are tracked in the aggregate 
and disaggregated by gender and race. 
 
Findings 
In each year since the beginning of the program, at least 80% of MSHE students have 
passed the comprehensive exam on their first attempt.  Only 3 of 179 students to date 
have failed to pass the comprehensive exam on the second attempt, which results in an 
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overall pass rate of 98.3%.  There are not statistically significant differences by gender 
or race in the pass rate of students on the comprehensive exam. 
 
Implications for Practice 
While these are very positive results, the faculty have decided to conduct more in-
depth analyses moving forward.  Beginning with students completing the 
comprehensive exam in Spring 2016, scores will be further broken down into a four-
point scale (4 = pass with distinction; 3 = pass; 2 = pass with reservation/consultation; 1 
= fail), and the scores on each of the outcomes included in the rubric will be tracked 
and analyzed. 
 
Cohort-Level Analysis of Grades 
The MSHE Program is built on a strong conceptual framework that drives the content of 
the 10 courses in the program.  Because of this, the design of the assessment 
framework for the program relies in part on analysis of course grades in the aggregate 
and as disaggregated by student characteristics such as gender and race.  This program 
evaluation design was based on the promise of a University-provided database or 
dashboard that would allow for this level of data analysis.  However, as of the time of 
this report, this level of data analysis cannot be completed without separately looking 
up the grades and demographic characteristics of each student individually.  Once this 
level of analysis is more readily available, student data for EDAD 522: College Students’ 
Characteristics and Cultures and EDAD 524:  Diversity, Access, and Equity will be 
tracked and analyzed—these are the two courses aligned with the Social Justice and 
Advocacy learning domain (Program-Level Learning Objective). 
 
Graduation Rate 
Analysis 
Student graduation rates have been tracked and disaggregated by gender and race 
since the inception of the MSHE Program (See Appendix I, Table 3).  Results are 
reported to program faculty and to the higher education advisory board. 
 
Findings 
Overall, the graduation rates for the MSHE Program have been exceptional.  In both 
Cohort 1 and Cohort 2, two students faced medical-related challenges that forced them 
to withdraw, or these cohorts would have experienced 95% and 92% graduation rates 
respectively.  In 2010-2012, the MSHE Program admitted double cohorts (41-45 
students per year).  Through these years, the program experienced a steady decline in 
graduation rate with fewer students withdrawing due to non-academic reasons.  In 
consultation with the higher education advisory board, the MSHE faculty determined in 
2013 to begin admitting single cohorts of approximately 30 students.  The 2013 cohort 
experienced an increase to an 84% graduation rate, and it may yet graduate one more 
student, which would yield an 87% graduation rate.  Now in its final semester of the 
program, the 2014 Cohort is on track to graduate 100% of it students, and the fall-to-
spring retention for the 2015 Cohort was strong. 
 

D. Describe other 
quality 
indicators 
identified by 
the 

Maywood Service Learning Project 
The outcomes of the Maywood Education Fair thus far have been significant.  As 
students develop their assessment and evaluation skills during this process, we know 
that:  
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department/ 
program as 
evidence of 
effectiveness/ 
success other 
than student 
learning 
outcomes (e.g. 
graduation 
rate, number of 
students 
attending 
graduate or 
professional 
school, job 
placement 
rates, etc.). 

 Community participation in the Fair has increased ten-fold in 6 years 

 Student participants consistently report advanced outcomes in useful 
information provided 

 Parent/guardian participants consistently show increased understanding of 
their role in their children’s academic success 

 
While the assessment and evaluation process for each annual Maywood Education Fair 
is very thorough, we can improve in tracking our progress from year to year.  For 
example, our students raise and award college scholarship funding each year, but we 
have not had the time or resources to track the progress of these scholarship awardees. 
 
Graduation and Placement Rates 
The graduation rate for students in the MSHE Program has been consistently strong 
(83.9% overall) with no statistically significant differences in the graduate rate by 
gender or race (See Table 3). 
 
The MSHE Program currently does not systematically track student placement in 
doctoral programs or professional positions in student affairs.  Neither does the 
program track persistence by graduates in the student affairs profession.  That being 
said, in the short history of the program, graduates have gone on to pursue advanced 
graduate study at several Cal State University institutions, UCLA, Bowling Green 
University, and Harvard University, among others.  A high proportion of graduates have 
entered student affairs positions, and several are now in director-level professional 
roles.  Employing institutions include Research 1 Universities (Stanford University, Iowa 
State University, UCLA, UCI, UCR, USC, etc.), numerous Cal State University institutions 
(CSUF, CSULA, CSULB, CSUSB, etc.), numerous community colleges (Citrus College, 
Fullerton College, Mt. San Antonio College, Rio Hondo College, Santa Ana College, etc.), 
and a number of regional private institutions (Loyola Marymount, Fuller Theological 
Seminary, the University of La Verne, Whittier College, Pomona College, etc.) 
 

E. Many 
department/ 
programs are 
offering courses 
and programs 
via technology 
(e.g. on-line, 
etc.) or at off 
campus sites 
and in 
compressed 
schedules. How 
is student 
learning 
assessed in 
these formats/ 
modalities? 

 

EDAD 568:  Fieldwork is the only course in the MSHE Program currently offered in a 
hybrid format.  EDAD 568 was offered concurrently in hybrid and face-to-face formats 
in 2009-2010 and 2010-2011.  The side-by-side offering of the course allowed for direct 
comparisons between the formats to ensure comparable student achievement.  
Analyses included review of student opinion questionnaire (SOQ) scores and focus 
groups conducted with students.  No significant differences emerged in the SOQs.  
Focus group feedback was varied with some students preferring each format.  MSHE 
faculty decided to continue to offer EDAD 568 in a hybrid format to expose each cohort 
of students to this learning modality. 
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IV. Faculty 
A. Describe 

changes since 
the last 
program review 
in the full-time 
equivalent 
faculty (FTEF) 
allocated to the 
department or 
program. 
Include 
information on 
tenured and 
tenure tract 
faculty lines 
(e.g. new hires, 
retirements, 
FERP’s, 
resignations, 
and how these 
changes may 
have affected 
the program/ 
department’s 
academic 
offerings. 
Describe tenure 
density in the 
program/ 
department 
and the 
distribution 
among 
academic rank 
(assistant, 
associate, 
professor). 

Not only is the MSHE Program a new program in the College of Education at Cal State 
Fullerton, it is a program that has required hiring a new set of faculty as there were few 
faculty at Cal State Fullerton in 2009 with the requisite disciplinary knowledge and 
expertise.  Faculty hires and the density of tenured and tenure-track faculty are 
reported in Table 5.a.  Data regarding the proportion of courses taught by full-time 
equivalent faculty (FTEF) as well as student-faculty ratios are presented in Table 5.b.  
Faculty diversity and additional data regarding courses taught by tenured/tenure-track 
faculty, full-time lecturers, and adjunct instructors are presented in Table 5.c.  These 
data reflect intention growth as well as a clear commitment to developing a racially 
diverse community of faculty scholars for the program.   
 
It is worth noting that 43.8% of the courses delivered to Cohort 5 were taught by 
adjunct instructors (this was the highest proportion in the history of the program), and 
Cohort 5 had the lowest overall graduation rate (78.6%). 
 
Four full-time faculty have departed from the program.  Dr. Christina Lunceford 
departed at the end of the 2009-2010 academic school year to accept an appointment 
at Bowling Green University.  Dr. Ronni Sanlo taught as a full-time lecturer in a 
temporary hire appointment following the departure of Dr. Lunceford.  She retired 
after teaching for two years.  Dr. Kenneth Gonzalez departed at the end of the 2014-
2015 academic year to assume a career advancement as the Director of the Ed.D. 
Program offered jointly by the University of San Diego and California State University, 
San Marcos.  Dr. Jerome Hunter served as a full-time “distinguished lecturer” from 2008 
through the end of the 2014-2015 academic year before retiring.  All other full-time 
faculty (tenure-track and full-time lecturers) have been retained.  

B. Describe 
priorities for 
additional 
faculty hires. 
Explain how 
these priorities 
and future 
hiring plans 
relate to 
relevant 
changes in the 

The Department of Educational Leadership is currently conducting a search for a 
tenure-track faculty member.  This position will replace the full-time lecturer position 
added as a temporary hire for the 2015-2016 academic year.  Assuming that the search 
is successful, the new tenure-track faculty member should receive 6.0 new faculty 
release units for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018.  Following that two-year period, it is 
projected that the demand for part-time instruction will be less than the number of 
units required to support a full-time tenure-track line.   
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discipline, the 
career 
objectives of 
students, the 
planning of the 
university, and 
regional, 
national or 
global 
developments. 

C. Describe the 
role of full-time 
or part time 
faculty and 
student 
assistants in the 
program/ 
department’s 
curriculum and 
academic 
offerings. 
Indicate the 
number and 
percentage of 
courses taught 
by part-time 
faculty and 
student 
teaching 
assistants. 
Identify any 
parts of the 
curriculum that 
are the 
responsibility of 
part-time 
faculty or 
teaching 
assistants. 

Tables 5.a., 5.b., and 5.c. present number and proportion of courses taught by 
tenured/tenure-track faculty, full-time lecturers, and adjunct instructors.  No 
instruction is provided by teaching assistants. 
 
The MSHE Program places heavy reliance on a cohort model and is built on a “lock-
step” curriculum.  Thus, there is limited freedom in determining the content of courses 
as each subsequent course builds systematically on content delivered in prior courses.  
Faculty maintain full academic freedom in decisions about how to teach the content of 
the courses.  To maintain consistency in the curriculum, MSHE faculty meet weekly on 
Wednesdays for at least two hours, and the curriculum is a standing agenda item.  
Additionally, the MSHE faculty hold an annual retreat each summer to review curricula 
and assignments to ensure that they are consistent and reflect current trends in the 
field. 

D. Include 
information on 
instructor 
participation in 
Special Sessions 
self-support 
programs 
offered by the 
department/ 
program. 

Not applicable. 
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V. Student Support and Advising 
A. Briefly describe 

how the 
department 
advises its 
majors, minors, 
and graduate 
students. 

 
Advising MSHE Majors – Faculty – All departmental faculty serve as advisors. 
The MSHE Program is structured so that there are multiple forms of support available 
to students.  At the start, the MSHE faculty graduate advisor, the student affairs advisor 
for the Department of Educational Leadership, and MSHE faculty provide pre-
application and pre-admission advising through student appointments and email 
communication.  Once admitted, students participate in a mandatory, in-depth 
orientation developed by the MSHE faculty.  The faculty, staff, and collaborating CSUF 
student affairs professionals address the demands and stresses of the MSHE Program 
and the effects on students in their personal and professional lives.   
 
Students are assigned a faculty advisor at the time of matriculation to the program.  It is 
the responsibility of students to schedule at least one meeting with their advisor during 
each term of the program.  Additionally, the Student Affairs Advisor for the Department 
of Educational Leadership is a student affairs professional who provides general 
advisement to students, especially as related to course registration and graduation 
requirements. 
 
Faculty meet weekly in departmental staff meetings to discuss the academic progress 
and professional development of students and engage in “intrusive” advising when 
necessary.  Faculty have individual meetings with students and some host group 
meetings. 
 
24/7 Advising 
Advising support is always available via the MSHE Community on TITANium.  The site is 
a central repository of resources, information, and paperwork for MSHE students. 
Among the forms and resources maintained there are the following: 

• Information regarding student orientations and retreat 
• Information about program requirements including the E-Portfolio and the 

Comprehensive Exam 
• Writing guides addressing APA, grammar, and the mechanics of Microsoft 

Word 
• Handouts from orientations, retreats, and workshops  
• Information about the Higher Education Leadership Organization (HELO), a 

student organization that supports master’s degree students in student 
affairs. 

 

B. Describe 
opportunities 
for students to 
participate in 
departmental 
honors 
programs, 
undergraduate 
or graduate 
research, 

Undergraduate Research  
The Center for Research on Educational Access and Leadership (C-REAL) is a data-
driven, solution-focused research center that strives to develop strategies to address 
the complex challenges of educational access and leadership through practice, policy, 
and change.  A partnership between local educational agencies, schools, and colleges, 
and the College of Education faculty and graduate students, C-REAL serves as a strong 
foundation for quality work.  The Center’s vision and mission include Global Issues, 
Diversity, Assessment, Evaluation, Leadership, Access, and Social Justice. 
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collaborative 
research with 
faculty, service 
learning, 
internships, etc. 
How are these 
opportunities 
supported? List 
the faculty and 
students 
participating in 
each type of 
activity and 
indicate plans 
for the future. 

C-REAL conducts research on access, equity, and success for P-20 student populations 
and P-20 educational leadership.  C-REAL also carries out program assessment and 
evaluation for a broad range of education and community partners, with the goal of 
helping them assess program effectiveness, make program improvements, and identify 
promising practices.  C-REAL provides a number of educational programs, ranging from 
the College of Education colloquium series to international partnership exchange 
programs and professional development workshop series for local and international 
partners. 
 
C-REAL conducts various evaluations on projects addressing a variety of educational 
issues.  Current issues include Cultural Student Initiative, College Student Success, 
Elementary Education Programs, and Pathways to Higher Education. 
 
Research in EDAD 522:  College Student’s Characteristics and Cultures, students 
complete a qualitative research project and are given the opportunity to work with 
faculty to develop conference presentations for the major student affairs professional 
associations.   
 
Students are also invited to join faculty to work on collaborative research projects that 
often lead to publication submissions and professional association presentations at 
national and regional conferences.  Students regularly present at NASPA and ACPA 
national and regional conferences.  
 
Service Learning - EDAD 505:  Instructional Leadership 
The Maywood Education Fair is a partnership between the Department of Educational 
Leadership at California State University, Fullerton, the Center for Research on 
Educational Access and Leadership (CREAL), and the City of Maywood, California.  
Graduate students from the Master’s of Science in Higher Education (MSHE) Program at 
California State University, Fullerton (CSUF) coordinate, organize, and implement the 
fair in partnership with elected officials, city officials, and community members in the 
City of Maywood. 
 
The Maywood Education Fair is a service learning project incorporated in the 
Instructional Leadership class of the MSHE Program.  Previously, the planning of the 
Education Fair officially began in August at the beginning of the semester, however 
small logistical decisions have been made by faculty, past co-leads, and students who 
consider volunteering to be part of the transition committee at the beginning of the 
summer.   
 
The Maywood Education Fair serves as an opportunity for MSHE students to utilize 
what they have learned throughout their four semesters within the program in the 
overall development of the fair.  Co-leads are chosen toward the end of the summer 
semester.  Generally, the co-leads meet to discuss each student’s participation and 
contribution to the Education Fair.  Yosso’s (2006) work around Community Cultural 
Wealth (CCW), along with Paulo Friere’s (2005) Pedagogy of the Oppressed make up 
the conceptual framework used in the development of the fair.  For the 2014 Maywood 
education fair, students ensured each intervention was structured around Program 
concepts such as student development theory, leadership theory, and Critical Race 
Theory.  
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Funding for the Maywood Education Fair is sourced through fundraising efforts and a 
$9,157 Instructional Related Activities (IRA) Grant provided by California State 
University, Fullerton’s Associated Students, Inc. (ASI).  More specifically, fundraising 
efforts are used to provide scholarships for students within the Maywood community, 
as well as supplies the IRA Grant is not permitted to cover.   
 
Internships  
The MSHE Program has partnered with the Division of Student Affairs at Cal State 
Fullerton to provide a range of 10- and 20-hour graduate assistant (G.A.) positions for 
students.  Students in these positions receive a competitive hourly wage, but the 
assistantship positions do not include waivers of tuition fees.  Students in G.A. positions 
are expected to participate in monthly professional development workshops provided 
by the Division of Student Affairs.  MSHE students who are not in G.A. positions may 
attend the professional development workshops voluntarily. 
 
Fieldwork  
In the second year of the program, students must complete 400 hours of fieldwork—
200 hours in each of two sections of EDAD 568:  Fieldwork.  Students are required to 
complete their hours at two separate institutions working in two different functional 
areas.  Students participate in a variety of learning initiatives designed in collaboration 
with the faculty supervisor (instructor) and the fieldwork site supervisor.  Site 
supervisors are selected for their student affairs educational preparation and years of 
leadership experience in the field.  In this 2015-2016 academic year, the 32 members of 
MSHE Cohort 7 had fieldwork placements at 25 colleges and universities in the region 
and worked with 51 site supervisors. 
 
Leadership Opportunities:  Higher Education Leadership Organization (HELO)  
HELO is a student-run organization that supports Cal State Fullerton students in the 
MSHE Program.  HELO provides a range of programs for students, including E-Portfolio 
training sessions, professional development activities, social events, alumni networking, 
and end-of-program ceremonies.  The MSHE Program requires that students participate 
in a student or professional organization that directly supports their ongoing personal 
and professional development as students and student affairs professionals, and HELO 
membership fulfills this requirement. 
 
These activities are supported by funding from the Associated Students, Inc.  In 
addition, students pay dues to support the organization.  HELO provides opportunities 
for peer leadership and students hold the following positions: 

1) President 
2) Vice President 
3) Treasurer 
4) Secretary 

 
There is 100% participation from the first year cohort and all but one student is active 
from the second year cohort. 
 
The Student Affairs Adviser serves as the primary advisor to HELO and faculty 
participate in panels, events, and association meetings. 
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VI. Resources and Facilities 
A. Itemize the 

state support 
and non-state 
resources 
received by the 
program/ 
department 
during the last 
five years. 

Table 6 summarizes state support for the MSHE Program.  Funding for the program has 
been steady and sufficient to ensure ongoing program quality.   
 
Additionally, the Division of Student Affairs has supported the MSHE Program since its 
inception by providing graduate assistant employment for students interested in 
assistantships.  As a point of reference, 39 graduate assistantships at $10 an hour, 20 
hours a week, and 32 weeks per year reflects an annual investment of $250,000 in the 
MSHE Program.  Many Student Affairs offices pay more than $10 per hour and 
additionally provide students with support for professional development (e.g., 
attendance at ACPA and NASPA professional conferences).  This is a significant source 
of support for the MSHE Program. 
 
MSHE students receive support on research-related activities from the Center for 
Research on Educational Access and Leadership (C-REAL).  C-REAL is a data-driven, 
solution-focused interdisciplinary research center where P-20 educational institutions 
in the Orange and Los Angeles counties partner with the College of Education at 
California State University, Fullerton (CSUF) to identify and respond to local problems 
and issues in educational institutions.  Both short and long-term solutions are identified 
primarily through program evaluation and assessment to address the complex 
challenges of education specific to educational leadership, practice, policy, and change.  
In addition to providing all MSHE students with research support, a number of MSHE 
students participate in C-REAL research projects as graduate assistants or as volunteers 
seeking to gain additional research experience. 
 
MSHE faculty have regularly applied for instructional related activity (IRA) support from 
CSUF’s Associated Students, Inc. (ASI).  Funds from IRA grants have been used to 
support retreats for new students, fieldtrips, and elements of the annual Maywood 
Project.  Additionally, the Higher Education Leadership Organization (HELO) is a student 
organization associated with the MSHE Program that accesses ASI funds to support the 
annual Research Fair and Rites of Passage Ceremony for graduating MSHE students. 
 
Lastly, in Fall 2014, MSHE faculty secured a $676,000 grant from the City of Shanghai, 
China through a collaborative effort with Shanghai Normal University (SHNU) to fund 
the MSHE Program for a cohort of up to 20 students from Shanghai.  This grant included 
line items to support College and Department indirect costs as well as line items to 
support programming for SHNU and domestic student interactions and learning 
experiences. 
 

B. Identify any 
special 
facilities/ 
equipment 
used by the 
program/ 
department 
such as 
laboratories, 
computers, 

The MSHE Program does not require any special labs or facilities.  All full-time faculty in 
the program have individual offices furnished with desks, computers, bookshelves, etc.  
Though classroom space is at a premium at Cal State Fullerton, MSHE faculty have 
generally been able to secure suitable classrooms and computer labs to support 
instruction. 
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large 
classrooms, or 
performance 
spaces. Identify 
changes over 
last five years 
and prioritize 
needs for the 
future. 

C. Describe the 
current library 
resources for 
the program/ 
department, 
the priorities 
for acquisitions 
over the next 
five years and 
any specialized 
needs such as 
collections, 
databases etc. 

Because the MSHE Program is new, the Pollak Library has a limited number of hard-
copy books reflecting the disciplinary areas of higher education and student affairs.  
That being said, because of funding from the Doctor of Educational Leadership 
program, Pollak Library has been able to secure access to a comprehensive range of 
online indexes, databases, and journals that support faculty and students in the MSHE 
Program. 

VII. Long-Term Plans 
Summarize the 
unit’s long-term 
plan, including 
refining the 
definitions of the 
goals and strategies 
in terms of 
indicators of quality 
and measures of 
productivity. 

The department’s long-term planning builds upon the strong foundation established 
over the last seven years.  Progress is dependent upon availability of resources.  The 
following are the areas the program has identified for strategic growth: 

1. International Partnerships.  The recent beginning of a cohort of MSHE students 
from Shanghai, China has enabled the department to truly see the value of 
global perspectives for the program.  Long-term, we hope to develop 
relationships with educators in Mexico and other international partners to 
enhance our work.   

2. Graduate Assistantship Program.  Our graduate assistantship program has 
benefited from our relationship with the Division of Student Affairs at CSUF.  
Our long-term goal is to continue to develop this partnership and to increase 
the number and quality of our graduate assistantship positions at neighboring 
institutions.   

3. Fieldwork Opportunities.  While maintaining high quality and expectations for 
fieldwork supervisors and sites, we plan to expand the range of fieldwork 
opportunities and institution types, including more in the Los Angeles County 
region.   

4. Increase Student Presentations at Professional Conferences.  We plan to 
increase student presentations at annual national and regional conferences, 
including ACPA, NASPA, and others.  

5. Alumni Tracking and Involvement.  As a preliminary step, we intend to develop 
an system of tracking alumni using LinkedIn.  We plan to increase involvement 
of students and alumni.  Potential areas for involvement include attendance at 
and/or participation in program-sponsored events and conference receptions 
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and serving as collaborators/co-authors in journal publications, New Directions 
chapters, etc. 

 

Explain how long-
term plan 
implements the 
University’s 
mission, goals and 
strategies and the 
unit’s goals. 

The long-term plans identified in the above section address three of the College of 
Education’s four major goals.  These include (with examples in parentheses):  1) Just, 
Equitable, and Inclusive Education (e.g., faculty development effort); 2) Local, Regional 
and International Partnerships (e.g., global perspectives through international 
partners); and 3) Faculty Roles and Responsibilities (e.g., increase student and alumni 
presentations and publications).  
 
Further, the department’s long-term goals align with the University strategic plan.  
These strategic plan goals include (with department examples in parentheses):  

 Increase by 25% the number of CSUF students participating in international, 
service learning, internship, community engagement, or other innovative 
instructional experiences that prepare students for professional endeavors in a 
global society (e.g., increase scope and type of institutions in graduate 
assistantships and fieldwork) 

 Identify, expand, and provide resources to curricular and co-curricular 
programs that advance students' recognition of roles they play in an 
interdependent global community (e.g., expand global partnership 
opportunities) 

 Reduce by at least half the current 12% achievement gap between 
underrepresented and non-underrepresented students (e.g., faculty 
development in just, equitable, and inclusive educational leadership) 

 Increase participation in High-Impact Practices (HIPs) and ensure that 75% of 
CSUF students participate in at least two HIPs by graduation (e.g., increase 
student and alumni participation in research leading to conference 
presentations and journal submissions) 

Explain what kinds 
of evidence will be 
used to measure 
the unit’s results in 
pursuit of its goals, 
and how it will 
collect and analyze 
such evidence. 

The department will utilize its annual retreat to assess progress in these long-term 
goals, and adjust our efforts according to this annual assessment.  The following are 
potential measures for use as a part of this annual review: 

1. International Partnerships.  We expect to measure progress in this area not 
only through student success numbers, but also through exposure to and 
learning of global perspectives for all students in the program. 

2. Graduate Assistantship Program.  We hope to develop relationships with 3-4 
additional neighboring colleges and universities, including public and private, 2-
year and 4-year schools. 

3. Fieldwork Opportunities.  Our goal is to expand fieldwork functional areas such 
as international student services, study abroad, and others.  We will assess the 
current breadth of offerings to inform our direction.  The number of fieldwork 
opportunities should remain commensurate with the number of students 
within the program so as to maintain strong relationships with our partners. 

4. Increase Student Presentations at Professional Conferences.  We have begun a 
process of tracking student participation as co-authors and co-presenters at the 
department level.  As this tracking system does not yet include a mechanism for 
tracking student-only presentations or for disaggregation presentations by 
program within the Department of Educational leadership, such enhancements 
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will be a necessary next step in order to meet this goal.   Once the system is 
developed, baselines will be identified and future targets established. 

5. Alumni Tracking and Involvement.  The program intends develop LinkedIn 
pages organized for the program and by cohort by the end of the 2016-2017 
academic year.  This tool will be used to begin tracking alumni involvement, 
identifying baselines, and setting targets for future involvement. 

 

Develop a long-
term budget plan in 
association with the 
goals and strategies 
and their 
effectiveness 
indicators. What 
internal 
reallocations may 
be appropriate? 
What new funding 
may be requested 
over the next seven 
years? 

Performance as related to strategic areas for growth will be, in part at least, resource 
dependent.  The following outlines resources that will be needed to accomplish the 
stated goals: 

1. International Partnerships.  The Shanghai cohort of students for the MSHE 
program was fully funded by a grant.  Program faculty will required continued 
support for grant-writing (e.g. staff support provided by the College of 
Education Development Specialist, a profession staff position). 

2. Graduate Assistantship Program.  The graduate assistantship program is 
currently primarily funded by the Division of Student Affairs at Cal State 
Fullerton (off-site campuses fund their graduate assistant position and rely on 
Cal State Fullerton for coordination support and professional development).  
Departmental support for this program is currently provided largely through C-
REAL.  Long-term, support for this program will likely better reside under the 
umbrella of the Student Affairs Advisor, an SSP position that supports the 
Department of Educational Leadership.  This support will need to come from a 
skilled student affairs professional in order to manage both logistics and 
professional relationships with high-level student affairs administrators within 
the University. 

3. Fieldwork Opportunities.  A greater proportion of the responsibility for 
providing fieldwork opportunities rests with the faculty graduate advisor for the 
MSHE program as well as with the faculty who teach the EDAD 568: Fieldwork 
courses.  Additional administrative support will be necessary to achieve this 
goal.  This may come through the form of graduate assistants working in the 
Department. 

4. Increase Student Presentations at Professional Conferences.  Additional 
administrative support (e.g. graduate assistants) will be necessary to fully 
develop and implement the tracking system.  Once in place, ongoing 
monitoring can be completed by the faculty advisor for the MSHE program.  
This person will hold responsibility for working with faculty to achieve this goal. 

5. Alumni Tracking and Involvement.  As with student presentations at 
professional conferences, additional administrative support (e.g. graduate 
assistants) will be necessary to fully develop and implement the alumni tracking 
system on LinkedIn.  Once in place, this tool can be utilized by the faculty 
advisor for the MSHE program, in collaboration with other faculty and the 
student affairs advisor, to facilitate increased alumni engagement. 
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Appendices Connected to the Self Study 

Appendix I:  Graduate Degree Programs 

Table 1.  Graduate Program Applications, Admissions, and Enrollments 

Year – Cohort # Applications Admissions % Admitted Enrolled % Enrolled 

2009 – Cohort 1a N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2009 – Cohort 2 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 

2010 – Cohort 3b 76 47 61.8 42 89.4 

2011 – Cohort 4b 94 52 55.3 47 90.4 

2012 – Cohort 5b 114 47 41.2 42 89.4 

2013 – Cohort 6 105 34 32.4 31 91.2 

2014 – Cohort 7 114 35 30.7 32 91.4 

2015 – Cohort 8c 135 53 39.3 47 88.7 
a The first cohort was admitted in January, 2009; all succeeding cohorts began in fall of the year listed in this column 
b The MSHE Program enrolled double cohorts in 2010, 2011, and 2012 
c These data include numbers for the Shanghai cohort:  25 applications, 19 admitted (76%), and 17 enrolled (89.5%) 
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Table 2.  Graduate Program Enrollment in FTES 

Academic Year/Cohort Breakdown Headcount  FTES 

2008-2009      
     Cohort 1 19   9.5  

          Total  19   9.5 

2009-2010      
     Cohort 1 17   8.5  
     Cohort 2 25   12.5  

          Total  42   21.0 

2010-2011      
     Cohort 2 19   9.5  
     Cohort 3 45   22.5  

          Total  64   32.0 

2011-2012      
     Cohort 3 42   21.0  
     Cohort 4 45   22.5  

          Total  87   43.5 

2012-2013      
     Cohort 4 37   18.5  
     Cohort 5 42   21.0  

          Total  79   39.5 

2013-2014      
     Cohort 5 36   18.0  
     Cohort 6 31   15.5  

          Total  67   33.5 

2014-2015      
     Cohort 6 27   13.5  
     Cohort 7 32   16.0  

          Total  59   29.5 

2015-2016      
     Cohort 7 32   16.0  
     Cohort 8 30   15.0  
     Shanghai Cohort 17   8.5  

          Total  79   39.5 

TOTAL ADMITTED  286   143.0 
Note.  With the exception of the 2008-2009 academic year, headcount and FTES enrollments are based on fall term enrollments.  
Cohort 1 began in Spring 2009; therefore, the 2008-2009 headcount and FTES numbers are based on spring term enrollments. 
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Table 3.  Graduate Student Graduation Rates 
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1 / 2009a 16 3 0 0 2 6 9 0 2 19 16  
84.2% 

2 / 2009 17 8 0 5 5 4 7 4 0 25 21  
84.0% 

3 / 2010b 35 10 0 8 9 12 13 3 0 45 39  
86.7% 

4 / 2011b 33 12 0 4 10 19 8 4 0 45 37  
82.2% 

5 / 2012b 27 14 1 5 6 19 11 1 0 42 33  
78.6% 

6 / 2013 21 10 0 5 9 11 5 0 0 31 26  
83.9%d 

7 / 2014 24 8 0 6 4 16 2 2 2 32  

8 / 2015c 29 17 1 8 25 11 3 0 0 30  

Total 
202  

70.6% 
82 

 28.7% 
2  

0.7% 
41  

14.3% 
70  

25.4% 
98  

34.3% 
58  

20.3% 
14   

4.9% 
4     

1.4% 
269 

 

172   
83.9% 

Grad. 
Rate 

(Cohorts   
1-6) 

111/ 
128  

86.7% 

35/48  
 

72.9% 

1/1 
 

100% 

21/27  
 

77.8% 

36/40  
 

90.0% 

65/71  
 

91.5% 

41/52  
 

78.8% 

8/12  
 

66.7% 

0/2  
 

0.0% 

172/ 
205  

83.9% 

 

Notes.  Chi-square analyses demonstrate no statistically significant differences in graduation by gender (χ2 = 4.93, p = .09) and race 

(χ2 = 8.80, p = .07). 
a The first cohort was admitted in January, 2009; all succeeding cohorts began in fall of the year listed in this column 
b The MSHE Program enrolled double cohorts in 2010, 2011, and 2012 
c The MSHE Program enrolled an additional cohort of 17 students from Shanghai, China in Fall 2015 
d Two additional students from this cohort may still graduate; thus, the final graduation rate for this cohort will fall between 

83.9% and 90.3% 
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Table 4.  Master’s Degrees Awarded 

Year Master’s Degrees Awarded 

2010 7 

2011 30 

2012 33 

2013 35 

2014 25 

2015 29 

Note.  Degrees awarded by year do not match directly with the number of graduates per cohort (Table 3) because some students 
take longer than five terms to complete their degree. 
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Appendix II:  Faculty 

Table 5.a.  Full-Time Instructional Faculty, FTEF, FTES, SFR 

Year Tenured Tenure Track 
Sabbaticals at 

0.5 FERP at 0.5 Lecturers Actual FTES 

2008-09 1 2 0 0 1 9.5 

2009-10 1 2 0 0 1 21.0 

2010-11 1 2 0 0 2 32.0 

2011-12 1 3 0 0 3 43.5 

2012-13 1 4 0 0 2 39.5 

2013-14 2 3 0 0 2 33.5 

2014-15 2 3 1 0 3 29.5 

2015-16 3 1 0 0 3 39.5 

 

Table 5.b.  FTEF and SFR by Cohort 

Cohort # /      
Entry Year 

Courses Taught 
by 

Tenure/Tenure-
Track Faculty 

Courses Taught 
by Lecturers or 

Adjuncts FTEF FTESa SFR 

1 / 2009 9 1 2.45 41.3 16.8 

2 / 2009 6 9 3.30 57.5 17.4 

3 / 2010 7 17 5.15 105.0 20.4 

4 / 2011 9 15 5.25 102.5 19.5 

5 / 2012 8 16 5.20 93.8 18.0 

6 / 2013 9 10 4.25 71.3 16.8 

7 / 2014 11 7 4.15 80.0 19.3 

8 / 2015b 7 18 5.35 117.5 22.0 

Notes.   
a FTES numbers by cohort are estimates based on entering and graduating enrollments. 
b Faculty assignments for Cohort 8 are based on preliminary projections and are subject to change. 
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Table 5.c.  Proportion of Courses Taught by Tenured/Tenure-Track, Lecturers, Adjuncts, and 

Faculty of Color 

Cohort # /      
Entry Year 

Tenure or 
Tenure-Track 

Full-Time 
Lecturers 

Adjunct 
Instructors Faculty of Color 

Graduation 
Rate 

1 / 2009a 90.0% 10.0% 0.0% 80.0% 84.4% 

2 / 2009 40.0% 23.3% 36.7% 53.3% 84.0% 

3 / 2010b 29.2% 33.3% 37.5% 33.3% 86.7% 

4 / 2011b 37.5% 29.2% 33.3% 45.8% 82.2% 

5 / 2012b 33.3% 22.9% 43.8% 45.8% 78.6% 

6 / 2013 47.4% 31.6% 21.1% 63.2% 83.9%d 

7 / 2014 61.1% 38.9% 0.0% 44.4% -- 

8 / 2015c 10.0% 60.0% 30.0% 30.0% -- 

TOTAL 41.6% 30.6% 27.8% 47.9% 83.9% 

Notes.   
a The first cohort was admitted in January, 2009; all succeeding cohorts began in fall of the year listed in this column 
b The MSHE Program enrolled double cohorts in 2010, 2011, and 2012 
c The MSHE Program enrolled an additional cohort of 17 students from Shanghai, China in Fall 2015 
d Two additional students from this cohort may still graduate; thus, the final graduation rate for this cohort will fall between 

83.9% and 90.3% 
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Appendix III:  Resources 

Table 6.  Program Resources 

Year 
Ed. Leadership 
State Support 

Ed. Lead. 
Total FTES MSHE FTES % MSHE 

MSHE State 
Support 

MSHE State 
Support/FTES 

2008-09 $1,272,481 75.0 9.5 12.7 $161,605 $17,011 

2009-10 $1,609,052 84.3 21.0 24.9 $400,654 $19,079 

2010-11 $1,335,229 80.3 32.0 39.9 $532,756 $16,649 

2011-12 $1,418,444 72.5 43.5 60.0 $851,066 $19,565 

2012-13 $1,046,880 59.5 39.5 66.4 $695,128 $17,598 

2013-14 $1,293,974 59.5 33.5 56.3 $728,507 $21,746 

2014-15 $1,253,375 57.3 29.5 51.5 $645,488 $21,881 

2015-16 N/A 74.0 39.5 53.4 -- -- 

Note.  MSHE state support values are estimates based on a calculation of the MSHE percentage of total FTES multiplied by the total 
state support allocated to the Educational Leadership Department.  
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Appendix IV:  Curriculum Map 

Table 7.  Alignment of Courses and Learning Experiences to the Five Learning Domains                                                                                                  

Course/ Learning Experience Leadership Education Social 
Justice & 
Advocacy 

Assessment 
& 

Evaluation 

Personal & 
Professional 
Development 

Entry Data      

Candidate Interview X X X  X 

Semester 1      

EDAD 503: Org. Leadership  X     

EDAD 521: Hist. & Phil.  X   X 

Semester 2      

EDAD 510: Ed. Research    X  

EDAD 522: College Students   X X  

Mid-Point Competency Survey X X X X X 

Semester 3      

EDAD 523: Stud. Dev.  X X   

EDAD 524: Diversity   X   

Semester 4      

EDAD 505: Instr. Lead. X  X   

EDAD 568a: Fieldwork  X  X X 

Semester 5      

EDAD 568b: Fieldwork  X  X X 

EDAD 595: Prof. Sem. X    X 

Culminating Experiences      

Comprehensive Exam X X X X X 

E-Portfolio X X X X X 
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Appendix V:  E-Portfolio Scoring Rubric 
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Appendix VI:  Comprehensive Exam Scoring Rubric 
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Appendix VII:  Curriculum Vitae of Faculty 

 

Curriculum vitae are included for full-time faculty within the Department of Educational Leadership who 

have a direct role related to the instruction, advising, and/or planning and evaluation of the MSHE 

program: 

 Meri Beckham, Ed.D., Full-Time Lecturer         p. 42 

 Ding-Jo Currie, Ph.D., Distinguished Lecturer         p. 51 

 John L. Hoffman, Ph.D., Associate Professor         p. 59 

 Carol Lundberg, Ph.D., Professor          p. 77 

 Rebecca Gutierrez-Keeton, Ph.D., Full-Time Lecturer        p. 86 

 Eugene Fujimoto, Ph.D., Assistant Professor         p. 92 

 Dawn R. Person, Ed.D., Professor        p. 102 
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Doctor of Educational Leadership, 
Community College Specialization 

Program Overview 
The Doctor of Educational Leadership Program with a Specialization in Community College Leadership is a 

60.0 unit doctoral program designed to prepare educators to take on roles in areas such as senior 

administration, faculty leadership, student affairs, or business and human resource administration in the 

community college setting.  The curriculum is designed to develop socially- and globally-aware community 

college leaders who can appropriately respond, understand, and contribute to the rapidly changing world 

of community colleges and lead those institutions toward excellence.  Courses build leadership skills and 

knowledge in such areas as the role and scope of community colleges, higher education law and policy, 

ethical decision making, policy and governance, research methods, and resource optimization. 

The program is intended to be completed in three years.  During the first two years (six academic terms), 

students complete coursework and develop their dissertation proposal, the process for which is embedded 

within the program’s “Research Support Seminar” sequence.  Core content courses are offered on either 

Tuesday or Thursday evenings (depending on the cohort) during the fall and spring terms and on both 

Tuesday and Thursday evenings during the eight-week summer term.  Research Support Seminars are 

offered to students working in smaller groups that meet once per month.  In the third year, students 

complete their dissertation research.  Students carry full-time academic loads throughout the program, and 

nearly all students work full-time, the vast majority in community colleges.  Students complete the program 

in cohorts and follow a lock-step curriculum with no course electives. 

Response to PPR Content Requirements for the Self-Study 

I. Department/Program Mission, Goals, and Environment 
A. Briefly describe 

the mission and 
goals of the 
unit and 
identify any 
changes since 
the last 
program 
review. Review 
the goals in 
relation to the 
university 
mission, goals 
and strategies. 

CALIFORNIA STATE UNIVERSITY, FULLERTON 
 

Mission Statement 
Learning is preeminent at California State University, Fullerton.  We aspire to combine 
the best qualities of teaching and research universities where actively engaged 
students, faculty, and staff work in close collaboration to expand knowledge.  Our 
affordable undergraduate and graduate programs provide students the best of current 
practice, theory, and research and integrate professional studies with preparation in the 
arts and sciences.  Through experiences in and out of the classroom, students develop 
the habit of intellectual inquiry, prepare for challenging professions, strengthen 
relationships to their communities, and contribute productively to society.  We are a 
comprehensive, regional university with a global outlook, located in Orange County, a 
technologically rich and culturally vibrant area of metropolitan Los Angeles.  Our 
expertise and diversity serve as a distinctive resource and catalyst for partnerships with 
public and private organizations.  We strive to be a center of activity essential to the 
intellectual, cultural, and economic development of our region. 
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University-wide Student Learning Goals (UPS 300.003) 
Preamble:  As a result of engaging with the curriculum and co-curricular activities at 
California State University, Fullerton, CSUF graduates will:  

I. Demonstrate intellectual literacy through the acquisition of knowledge and 
development of competence in disciplinary perspectives and interdisciplinary 
points of view.  

II. Think critically, using analytical, qualitative and quantitative reasoning, to apply 
previously learned concepts to new situations, complex challenges, and everyday 
problems.  

III. Communicate clearly, effectively, and persuasively, both orally and in writing.  
IV. Work effectively as a team member or leader to achieve a broad variety of goals.  
V. Evaluate the significance of how differing perspectives and trends affect their 

communities.  
VI. Recognize their roles in an interdependent global community 

 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 

 

Mission 
The College of Education is committed to the preparation and professional 
development of innovative and transformative educators who advance just, equitable, 
and inclusive education.  As a professional community of scholar-practitioners, we 
promote creativity, collaboration, and critical thinking as fundamental to student 
achievement and success in a diverse and interconnected world. 
 
Vision 
We aspire to be transformational leaders who advance the readiness of all learners to 
actively participate in an ever-changing, diverse, and digital world. 
 
Core Values 

1. We value learning as a lifelong journey that transforms us. 
2. We value theory, research, and the professional literature as guiding the 

learning process and informing professional practice. 
3. We value responsibility to self and to the group. 
4. We value diversity because it enriches the whole. 
5. We value multiple pathways to learning that include the use of technology. 
6. We value critical inquiry and seeking necessary change. 
7. We value authentic and reflective assessment. 

 
DOCTOR OF EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP IN COMMUNITY COLLEGE LEADERSHIP  

Ed.D. Program Mission Statement  
The mission of the Doctoral Program in Educational Leadership is to prepare informed 
and reflective educational leaders who ethically apply critical skills of evaluation, 
analysis, synthesis, and action to ensure excellence and equity in educational practice as 
they serve as stewards to the education community. 
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Ed.D. Program-Level Learning Outcomes 

1. Experts in Educational Leadership 
 Who possess a deep understanding of the complex nature of learning and 

teaching so that they are able to guide and assist instructional practice. 
 Who understand the needs of adult learners and can apply the theories found in 

the andragogy literature to the process of educational reform. 
 Who are skilled users of techniques for forecasting, planning, and management 

of change processes in education including use of technology as a resource. 
 Who are aware of cutting-edge technologies and how they can be used to 

enhance teaching, learning, and leadership of the educational enterprise. 

2. Professionals Whose Practice is Informed by Scholarly Literature 
 Who will critique informal ideas about best practice on the basis of the 

literature. 
 Who will have a sense of the limits of the literature, as to its applicability to the 

work of educational professionals, its fundamental validity and reliability, and as 
to questions of which groups are empowered or marginalized by what is implied 
in the literature. 

 Who will foster and encourage best practices within their organizations, based 
on critical analysis of scholarly literature. 

 Who can develop with their colleagues and subordinates the ability to 
participate in communities of learning based on reflective practice and critique 
of the scholarly literature. 

 Who can define, contrast, and evaluate the multiple perspectives presented in 
the scholarly literature regarding education. 

 Who can critique proposals for research and/or program implementation. 
 Who can broker consultants and researchers in pursuit of organizational goals, 

independently assessing organizational needs and matching 
consultant/researcher skills and proposals to those needs. 

3. Reflective Practitioners 
 Whose professional experience is systematically engaged, compared, and 

critiqued in classroom and other learning experiences. 
 Whose professional experience will be brought to bear on the areas of their 

study, finding relevance and application for principles derived from the 
literature. 

4. Critical Thinkers 
 Whose thinking is probabilistic, recognizing the indeterminacy of educational 

and social contexts. 
 Whose professional thinking is marked by hypothetical reasoning, meaning that 

conclusions are remorselessly yet robustly tentative, open to falsification on the 
basis of new valid and reliable data. 

 Who exhibit a bias for evidence in decision-making, preferring strongly evidence 
that is systematic and gathered from multiple sources and via sound means of 
collection, which are tested against the scholarly literature, and the realities of 
changing circumstances. 
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5. Change Agents 
 Whose knowledge of research enables them to interpret findings, make 

judicious applications of research, and advise others in policy positions. 
 Who are able to undertake first-hand investigations of local problems using 

applied research and appropriate methods for generating valid and reliable 
results. 

 Who are able to select applied research that addresses significant questions and 
ground it within the general framework of the scholarly literature. 

 Who use research results and a sophisticated understanding of organizational 
structures, cultures, and institutional networks to foster positive reform efforts 
within their organizations and across educational institutions. 

6. Self-Aware and Ethical Professionals 
 Who will seek contexts and means for professional-life-long learning and 

connections with scholarly literature. 
 Who will demand sophisticated feedback on their own performance and that of 

others, informed by scholarly understandings. 
 Who understand that education is embedded in a network of social and political 

structures that can be influenced and also will exert powerful influences on the 
educational process at all levels. 

 Who understand and support the ethical expectations of the education 
profession and strive to make their professional practice serve the needs of 
students and the community. 

7. Professionals Who Value Diversity 
 Who understand how their life histories shape their views about the literature, 

organizations, and groups and who understand how to create collaborative 
environments that welcome and serve diverse members—cultural/linguistic 
diversity, gender, ableness, and age-span differences. 

 Who work to shape learning communities at their sites that are more humane 
and responsive to all students and are open to the wider community. 

 

B. Briefly describe 
changes and 
trends in the 
discipline and 
the response of 
the unit to such 
changes. 
Identify if there 
have been 
external factors 
that impact the 
program. 
(Community/ 
regional needs, 
placement, and 
graduate/ 
professional 
school). 

As a result of the Seymour-Campbell Student Success Act of 2012, Student Success and 
Support Programs (SSSP) were initiated in the California Community College system in 
an effort to improve core services related to educational planning, including orientation, 
assessment, counseling, and advising, so that students can effectively meet their 
educational goals.  These topics have been integrated into our curriculum, and they 
influence our students’ research.  Recent graduates have studied the following topics 
related to SSSP:   

1. how first generation students navigate the community college pathway (Nin) 
2. the experience of students in remedial mathematics (Edwards) 
3. adult learners nearing completion of their ESL sequence (Nakagawa) 
4. processes for enabling students to successfully move through developmental 

education courses (Muir, Ramirez).   
 
In 2010, the Associate Degree for Transfer was created (SB 1440), leading to 
partnerships between community colleges and baccalaureate-degree granting colleges.  
These partnerships ensure a pathway to a bachelor’s degree for community college 
students in the program.  These pathways have now been in place long enough for their 
effects to be estimated.  Two of our current dissertation students are studying the 
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effectiveness of the pathways, one from the perspective of the community college 
(Jones) and the other from the perspective of the baccalaureate-granting college 
(Hackbarth).  Their research will inform policy and practice, improving efficacy of the 
pathways and of degree achievement for students on those pathways.  

C. Identify the 
unit’s priorities 
for the future. 

We aim to increase the dissemination of research produced by our students, primarily 
through conference presentations but also by publication in peer-reviewed journals. 
  
 The following venues will be our primary focus:  

1. Council for the Study of Community Colleges (conference) 
2. Community College Review  
3. Community College Journal of Research and Practice 

 
We also seek to increase students’ integration of principles related to just, equitable, 
and inclusive education into their practice.  Beginning in May, 2016, one element of the 
qualifying examination requires students to describe their professional efforts to 
increase just, equitable, and inclusive education.  Of highest value will be actions with 
measured results, demonstrating the effectiveness of the student’s work.  However, 
also valuable are efforts that reflect thoughtful consideration on the part of the student 
and a deep understanding of the systemic barriers to equity in educational outcomes.  
 

D. If there are 
programs 
offered in a 
Special Session 
self-support 
mode, describe 
how these 
programs are 
included in the 
mission, goals 
and priorities of 
the 
department/ 
program (e.g. 
new student 
groups 
regionally, 
nationally, 
internationally, 
new delivery 
modes, etc). 

 

This question is not relevant to the Ed.D. Program as the entire Ed.D. is a self-supported 
program. 

II. Department/Program Description and Analysis 
A. Identify 

substantial 
curricular 
changes in 
existing 
programs, new 

No substantial curricular changes have occurred since the initial launch of the program 
in August, 2008. The only change has been a revamping of the research courses from a 
traditional approach of quantitative research, qualitative research, and an advanced 
research class aligned with the students’ dissertation design and methodology. 
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programs 
(degrees, 
majors, minors) 
developed 
since the last 
program 
review.  Have 
any programs 
been 
discontinued? 

The initial courses for the research sequence were changed to allow for an inquiry to 
research sequence beginning in the second semester of the program through the fourth 
semester. This sequence allows students to understand more fully the role of research 
to solve problems of practice considering quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods 
research.  
  

B. Describe the 
structure of the 
degree 
program (e.g. 
identify 
required 
courses, how 
many units of 
electives) and 
identify the 
logic underlying 
the 
organization of 
the 
requirements. 

Overview 
The degree requires 60 units of study, at least 42 of which must be completed in 
residence at CSUF.  Students should plan to complete the program in three years: three 
fall, three spring, and three summer semesters.  In exceptional circumstances, students 
may be able to complete all necessary degree requirements in two years and two 
semesters (eight semesters).  Other students may require more than the standard nine 
semesters to finish. 
 
Coursework 
During each term of the first two years, students complete two 3-unit content courses 
aligned with Leadership, the Specialization (community college), or Research.  These 
courses meet one night per week during the 16-week fall and spring terms and two 
nights per week during 8-week summer intensives.  Additionally, students complete one 
Research Support Seminar per term.  These are 2-unit courses that meet in smaller 
groups (typically 5-8 students) once per month. 
 
First Fall 

Leadership 

 EDD 627—Epistemology, History, and Structure of Contemporary Education 
Specialization 

 EDD 621B—Community College Systems, Structures, and Cultures 
Research Support 

 EDD 670A—Linking Research to Problems of Practice 
 

First Spring 
Leadership 

 EDD 600—Organizational Theory and Challenges for Leadership 
Research 

 EDD 611—Inquiry I 
Research Support 

 EDD 670B—Connecting Research Questions to Scholarship in the Discipline 
 

First Summer 
Research 

 EDD 612—Inquiry II 
Specialization 

 EDD 622B—Resource Management and Development 
Research Support 

 EDD 670C—Written Qualifying Examination 
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Second Fall 
Research 

 EDD 613—Inquiry III 
Specialization 

 EDD 627—Student Learning and Development 
Research Support 

 EDD 670D—Refining Research Questions 
 

Second Spring 
Leadership 

 EDD 620—Ethical and Legal Dimensions of Leadership 
Research 

 EDD 626B—Integrative Seminar in Community College Issues 
Research Support 

 EDD 670E—Scholarly Defense of a Proposition 
 

Second Summer 
Leadership 

 EDD 620—Leadership for Change and Collaboration 
Specialization 

 EDD 604—Forecasting and Planning 
Research Support 

 EDD 670F—IRB Approval and Proposal Defense 
 

Third Fall 
Dissertation 

 EDD 698—Dissertation  
Third Spring 

Dissertation 

 EDD 698—Dissertation  
Third Summer 

Dissertation 

 EDD 699—Independent Study: Dissertation  
 

Additional Semesters 
Students who are unable to complete their dissertations in three years may enroll in 
one additional EDD 699 course.  Students who still require more time to finish will 
typically enroll in EDD 697, a course that meets weekly with an instructor1.  Both EDD 
697 and EDD 699 are full fee courses. 
 
After students have successfully defended the final dissertation, they may enroll in 
GRAD 700 if additional time is required for revisions, editing, and final submission for 
publication.  Students pay a significantly reduced fee for GRAD 700.  To enroll in GRAD 
700 for a given academic term, students must successfully defend their dissertations 
(approval, or approval with minor modifications) before the last day to register for 
classes for the given term.  Exceptions, which must be approved in writing by the 

                                                           
1 Students who are not prepared to defend their dissertation proposal in or before the third fall of the program may 
also be advised in enroll in EDD 697. 
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Program Director, will only be granted in rare circumstances when a defense has been 
scheduled before the deadline but could not take place due to a an situation beyond the 
student’s control (e.g., significant medical, personal, or family emergency, or lack of 
availability by a member of the dissertation committee). 
 

C. Using data 
provided by the 
office of 
Analytic 
Studies/ 
Institutional 
Research 
discuss student 
demand for the 
unit’s offerings; 
discuss topics 
such as over 
enrollment, 
under 
enrollment, 
(applications, 
admissions and 
enrollments) 
retention, 
(native and 
transfer) 
graduation 
rates for 
majors, and 
time to degree.  

There is a consistent demand for course offerings through this program.  Historically, 
program enrollment began at target and has fluctuated over time as discussed in 
Section II.D.  The context for this program is that there was no higher education 
program at the university prior to the roll out of this specialization.  The higher 
education master’s program began shortly after the doctoral program and over time 
should support increased enrollments at the doctoral level.  
  
Our best recruitment tool has been our graduates.  A concerted effort is underway to 
build our alumni base, with plans to include graduates more directly in recruitment 
efforts.  Alumni are being asked to participate in local professional development 
activities, presenting the practical applications of their dissertation problem of practice 
at management meetings at area community colleges.  
  
We continue to build relations through our Executive Board, Advisory Boards, and 
participation in partnership activities with our local community college feeder 
institutions to identify and cultivate prospective students for the doctoral program.  We 
anticipate more consistency in cohort numbers over time as program persistence and 
graduation rates are strong. 
 
These efforts should lead to increases in prospective students, applicants, and enrolled 
students in the Community College Leadership specialization. 
 

D. Discuss the 
unit’s 
enrollment 
trends since the 
last program 
review, based 
on enrollment 
targets (FTES), 
faculty 
allocation, and 
student faculty 
ratios. For 
graduate 
programs, 
comment on 
whether there 
is sufficient 
enrollment to 
constitute a 
community of 

The target enrollment of the Community College Leadership specialization is 20 
students per cohort.  This target was met or exceeded 50% of the time since program 
inception.  When the target was not met, the cohort enrollments were: 15 in one year, 
17 in two years, and 18 in one year.  The full capacity of 60 students (3 cohorts enrolled 
with 100% retention) has not been met.  The highest total enrollment has been 52 since 
the first three years of the program and lowest at 40.   
 
The cohort sizes have allowed for healthy student faculty ratios for a doctoral program 
as the faculty has grown over time from three faculty members to seven.  The cohort 
concept provides a strong and healthy community of reflective scholars who enter a 
doctoral culture of support through group work on multiple levels both in and out of the 
classroom.  The evidence of this is reflected in our persistence and graduation rates. 
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scholars to 
conduct the 
program.  

E. Describe any 
plans for 
curricular 
changes in the 
short (three-
year) and long 
(seven-year) 
term, such as 
expansions, 
contractions or 
discontinuance. 
Relate these 
plans to the 
priorities 
described 
above in 
section I. C. 

No changes are planned for the program in the long or short term. 

F. Include 
information on 
any Special 
Sessions self-
support 
programs 
offered by the 
department/ 
program. 

Not applicable. 

III. Documentation of Student Academic Achievement and Assessment of Student Learning 
Outcomes 

Because student learning is central to our mission and activities, it is vital that each department or program 
includes in its self study a report on how it uses assessment to monitor the quality of student learning in its 
degree program(s) and/or what plans it has to build systematic assessment into its program(s). Please provide 
information on the following aspects, and if applicable, please feel free to include relevant documents in the 
Appendices. 

A. Describe the 
department/ 
program 
assessment 
plan (e.g. 
general 
approach, time 
table, etc.) and 
structure (e.g. 
committee, 
coordinator, 
etc.), and if 

The assessment plan for the community college specialization of the Ed.D. is grounded 
in three sets of standards, the first two of which apply to both the community college 
specialization and the P-12 specialization.  The first set of standards consists of the 
seven program-level learning outcomes for the Ed.D. (see Section I.A.).  Second, the full 
Ed.D. Program draws extensively from the six working principles for the professional 
doctorate in education as defined by the Carnegie Project for the Educational Doctorate 
(CPED; see http://www.cpedinitiative.org/working-principles-professional-practice-
doctorate-education).  The final set of strands are the six Competencies for Community 
College Leaders developed by the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) 
(See http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Resources/competencies/Pages/default.aspx).   
 
 

http://www.cpedinitiative.org/working-principles-professional-practice-doctorate-education
http://www.cpedinitiative.org/working-principles-professional-practice-doctorate-education
http://www.aacc.nche.edu/Resources/competencies/Pages/default.aspx
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applicable, how 
the plan and/or 
structure have 
changed since 
the last PPR. 

Following the format required by NCATE, the Ed.D.’s primary assessment plan is built 
around key transition points:  (a) the qualifying exam completed at the end of year one, 
(b) the dissertation proposal defense completed at or near the end of year two, the (c) 
final dissertation defense completed at the end of the program, and (d) overall 
persistence and graduation rates.  All of these data are tracked and disaggregated by 
gender, race, and GRE score (See Tables 4-12 in Appendix II).   
 
We additionally utilize a student self-report survey at the program’s mid-point.  The 
mid-point survey is mapped directly to program-level learning outcomes, principles for 
the Ed.D. as defined by the Carnegie Project for the Educational Doctorate (CPED), and 
the American Association of Community College (AACC) competencies for community 
college leaders.  Results for the 2013 and 2015 Mid-Point Surveys are reported in 
Figures 1-3 and Table 14, also within Appendix II. 
 
Results for each of the above are shared with program faculty and the Ed.D. Executive 
Board on a regular basis as a means of ensuring program responsiveness to changes as 
well as continuous improvement efforts. 
 

B. For each 
degree 
program, 
provide the 
student 
learning 
outcomes 
(SLOs); describe 
the methods, 
direct or 
indirect, used 
to measure 
student 
learning; and 
summarize the 
assessment 
results of the 
SLOs. 

The program-level learning outcomes for the Ed.D. are reported above in section I.A.  
Course-level learning outcomes are aligned to the program-level outcomes, and the 
assessments described in the prior section are also mapped to the program-level 
learning outcomes. 
 
Student performance as related to the program-level learning outcomes has 
consistently been quite strong.  80% of the students who enter the Ed.D. Program 
graduate, and 60% of graduates finish within the target of three years.  There are no 
measureable achievement rate gaps by gender or race in the program’s persistence and 
graduation rates.  Differences for the qualifying exam, the dissertation proposal 
defense, and the final defense have been isolated to specific years, and have not 
endured across cohorts.  The GRE has proven to be ineffective in distinguishing between 
students who do and do not succeed in the Ed.D. Program.  At best, the GRE may have 
some predictive validity for students scoring in the “distinctive” range, and the GRE 
writing score has slight positive correlation with completing the Ed.D. within three 
years. 

C. Describe 
whether and 
how 
assessment 
results have 
been used to 
improve 
teaching and 
learning 
practices, 
and/or overall 
departmental 
effectiveness. 
Please cite 

Persistence Data 
Though overall graduation rates have remained strong (~80%), the number of P-12 
Ed.D. students who completed their degree within 3 years dropped from 67-71% for the 
first two cohorts to 50-63% for Cohorts 3-5.  Though steady improvement was observed 
for community college students, some had extended their degree into the fifth year. 
 
Faculty created a new course—EDD 697:  Research Design and Implementation—for 
students who fall behind in progress toward either a dissertation proposal defense or a 
final dissertation defense.  Students placed in this class, which meets weekly for six 
hours, develop a contract through which they identify weekly deliverables—
measureable progress toward the completion of a proposal or final defense document. 
 
Fourteen of the 20 students (70%) who have been enrolled in EDD 697 since Spring 
2014 have met their contract goals.  [Note: These data include P-12 students] 
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specific 
examples. 

Dissertation Proposal and Final Dissertation Rubrics 
Between Spring 2010 and Spring 2014, the dissertation proposal rubric and final 
dissertation rubric were used by dissertation committee members to inform their final 
scoring of proposal defenses and final dissertation defenses.  However, the rubric itself 
was not scored directly.  Thus, the Ed.D. was only able to analyze student success data 
in light of the final scores. 
 
As a part of the Ed.D. program’s continuous improvement efforts, the dissertation 
proposal rubric and the final dissertation defense rubric were converted into scoring 
sheets.  All dissertation committee members now score the rubrics, allowing for more 
in-depth analysis of student learning and success.  Final proposal and dissertation 
results continue to be based on the consensus of the dissertation committee in light of 
scores on the rubric-based scoring sheets.  Analysis of preliminary data will be available 
by Fall 2016. 
 
Mid-Point Survey 
The content of the Ed.D. student mid-point survey utilized between 2008 and 2013 
consisted of a large number of satisfaction items.  Additionally, connections between 
learning-focused items and program-level learning objectives were unclear.  In Fall 
2014, the Ed.D. student mid-point survey was revised to include items directly related 
to (a) Ed.D. program-level learning objectives, (b) CPED principles, and (c) AACC 
competencies for community college leaders.  Results for the initial administration of 
the new format are presented in Figures 1-3 and Table 14. 
 
Ed.D. Student Writing Support 
Analysis of student scores on the qualifying exam (TP2), the dissertation proposal (TP3), 
the final dissertation defense (TP4), and graduation rates (TP4) reveal only a few, small 
differences by GRE scores (verbal, quantitative, and writing), and these are primarily 
related to the writing score.  Comparisons of students who complete within three years 
to those who take longer than three years to complete their degree also reveal small 
differences related to the GRE writing score. 
 
To provide more writing support for all students, with special attention for those with 
lower GRE writing scores, a summer writing camp was developed and implemented 
with incoming Ed.D. students.  The camp consists of sessions addressing scholarly 
writing basics, APA style, paragraph construction, and the elements of a formal 
argument. 
 
Student self-reported gains and satisfaction related to the writing camp have been 
positive.  Time to degree data for writing camp participants will be available beginning 
in Summer 2016. 
 
New Ed.D. Student Orientation 
In the analysis of student mid-point survey responses between 2009 and 2013, the 
value of the cohort was consistently rated as a top key for student success.  New 
student orientation for incoming Ed.D. students was revised to place greater attention 
on cohort-building, including exercises addressing ground rules, learning styles and 
expectations, and student diversity.  Student self-reported gains and satisfaction related 
to the new orientation format have been positive.  Further analysis of the effects of the 
new orientation format will be available beginning in Summer 2016. 
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D. Describe other 
quality 
indicators 
identified by 
the 
department/ 
program as 
evidence of 
effectiveness/ 
success other 
than student 
learning 
outcomes (e.g. 
graduation 
rate, number of 
students 
attending 
graduate or 
professional 
school, job 
placement 
rates, etc.). 

Because of our learning-focus assessment model, much of our response to this prompt 
is addressed in the prior three sections.  That being said, we note that the Council of 
Graduate Schools (2008) reported a national graduation rate for doctoral programs of 
43%.  In comparison, the graduation rate for our program is 80%.  Further, in the most 
recent administration of our alumni survey (Spring 2012), nearly one third of the 2010 
and 2011 graduates reported securing promotions or career advancements.  Though 
based solely on anecdotal evidence, we anticipate that the rate for the Spring 2016 
administration of the alumni survey will be higher. 
 
As just, equitable, and inclusive education is a core value of the Ed.D. Program, we have 
made concerted efforts to ensure that the diversity of students in the program is 
reflected in the faculty who teach courses in the Ed.D.  As shown in Table 16 of 
Appendix III, 54.6% of the courses offered for community college specialization students 
have been taught by faculty of color.  Additionally, 46.9% have been taught by tenured 
or tenure-track faculty with another 30.9% taught by full-time lecturers.  These are 
markers of quality attained at best by a handful of doctoral programs in the U.S. 

E. Many 
department/ 
programs are 
offering courses 
and programs 
via technology 
(e.g. on-line, 
etc.) or at off 
campus sites 
and in 
compressed 
schedules. How 
is student 
learning 
assessed in 
these formats/ 
modalities? 

The Ed.D. Program does not offer any courses in a hybrid or online format at this time.  
To date, all community college specialization courses have been offered on site at Cal 
State Fullerton. 

IV. Faculty 
A. Describe 

changes since 
the last 
program review 
in the full-time 
equivalent 
faculty (FTEF) 
allocated to the 
department or 

Since the Community College Leadership specialization of the Ed.D. Program is a new 
program in the College of Education at Cal State Fullerton drawing on a new disciplinary 
area (higher education/community college), the program required a new set of faculty 
as there were no faculty at Cal State Fullerton in 2009 with the requisite disciplinary 
knowledge and expertise to offer the program.  Faculty hires and the density of tenured 
and tenure-track faculty are reported in Table 15.  Data regarding the proportion of 
courses taught by full-time equivalent faculty (FTEF) as well as student-faculty ratios are 
presented in Table 16.  These data reflect intentional growth as well as a commitment 
to developing a racially diverse community of faculty scholars for the program.   
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program. 
Include 
information on 
tenured and 
tenure tract 
faculty lines 
(e.g. new hires, 
retirements, 
FERP’s, 
resignations, 
and how these 
changes may 
have affected 
the program/ 
department’s 
academic 
offerings. 
Describe tenure 
density in the 
program/ 
department 
and the 
distribution 
among 
academic rank 
(assistant, 
associate, 
professor). 

Four full-time faculty have departed from the program.  Dr. Christina Lunceford 
departed at the end of the 2009-2010 academic school year to accept an appointment 
at Bowling Green University.  Dr. Ronni Sanlo taught as a full-time lecturer in a 
temporary hire appointment following the departure of Dr. Lunceford.  She retired after 
teaching for two years.  Dr. Kenneth Gonzalez departed after one year with the program 
to pursue career advancement as the Dirctor of the Doctor of Education program jointly 
offered by the University of San Diego and California State University, San Marcos.  Dr. 
Jerome Hunter served as a full-time “distinguished lecturer” from 2008 through the end 
of the 2014-2015 academic school year before retiring.  All other full-time faculty 
(tenure-track and full-time lecturers) have been retained. 
 

B. Describe 
priorities for 
additional 
faculty hires. 
Explain how 
these priorities 
and future 
hiring plans 
relate to 
relevant 
changes in the 
discipline, the 
career 
objectives of 
students, the 
planning of the 
university, and 
regional, 
national or 
global 
developments. 

 

The Department of Educational Leadership is currently conducting a search for a tenure-
track faculty member.  This position will replace the full-time lecturer position added as 
a temporary hire for the 2015-2016 academic year.  Assuming that the search is 
successful, the new tenure-track faculty member should receive 6.0 new faculty release 
units for 2016-2017 and 2017-2018.  Following that two-year period, it is projected that 
the demand for part-time instruction will be less than the number of units required to 
support a full-time tenure-track line.   
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C. Describe the 
role of full-time 
or part time 
faculty and 
student 
assistants in the 
program/ 
department’s 
curriculum and 
academic 
offerings. 
Indicate the 
number and 
percentage of 
courses taught 
by part-time 
faculty and 
student 
teaching 
assistants. 
Identify any 
parts of the 
curriculum that 
are the 
responsibility of 
part-time 
faculty or 
teaching 
assistants. 

Tables 15 and 16 present number and proportion of courses taught by tenured/tenure-
track faculty, full-time lecturers, and part-time adjunct instructors.  No instruction is 
provided by teaching assistants. 
 
The Community College Leadership specialization of the Ed.D. Program places heavy 
reliance on a cohort model and is built on a “lock-step” curriculum.  Thus, there is 
limited freedom in determining the content of courses as each subsequent course 
builds systematically on content delivered in prior courses.  Faculty maintain full 
academic freedom in decisions about how to teach the content of the courses.  To 
maintain consistency in the curriculum, community college/higher education Ed.D. 
faculty meet weekly on Wednesdays for at least two hours, and the curriculum is a 
standing agenda item.  Additionally, the community college/higher education Ed.D. 
faculty hold annual retreats during the summer to review curricula and assignments to 
ensure that they are consistent and reflect current trends in the field. 

D. Include 
information on 
instructor 
participation in 
Special Sessions 
self-support 
programs 
offered by the 
department/ 
program. 

Not applicable. 

V. Student Support and Advising 
A. Briefly describe 

how the 
department 
advises its 
majors, minors, 
and graduate 
students. 

The department’s Student Affairs Advisor works with students on details regarding 
course registration and anomalies that occur relative to course planning and 
registration.  Every semester, students enroll in a Research Support Seminar, which is a 
small group of students that works closely with a faculty member.  Often faculty 
members stay with the same Research Support Seminar group of students over several 
semesters.  Those groups are the core advising mechanism, though students are 
encouraged to initiate conversations with other faculty as well.  At the dissertation 
stage, students are assigned a dissertation chair who works very closely with them to 
bring the dissertation to fruition.   



 
 

18 
 

B. Describe 
opportunities 
for students to 
participate in 
departmental 
honors 
programs, 
undergraduate 
or graduate 
research, 
collaborative 
research with 
faculty, service 
learning, 
internships, etc. 
How are these 
opportunities 
supported? List 
the faculty and 
students 
participating in 
each type of 
activity and 
indicate plans 
for the future. 

Students work with faculty to conduct and disseminate research that has made practical 
and scholarly contributions to the field of community college leadership.  This occurs in 
several formats, listed below.  
 
Research Symposium 
Each year the cohort of recent Ed.D. graduates presents their research at our annual 
research symposium, garnering an audience of 200+ that includes leaders from 
community colleges in the region.  All students graduate with a research poster of their 
dissertation study, which they present at the symposium.  They are also encouraged to 
disseminate their findings in other settings.  
 
College of Education/C-REAL Alumni Publication Project (CAPP) 
All faculty work to broaden students’ dissemination efforts, but CAPP is designed 
specifically to provide faculty support to students working on academic publications.  
Funded by the department, CAPP institutionalizes the value of supporting student 
contributions to addressing problems of practice through rigorous research.   
 
Scholarly Conferences 
Students participate in national conferences of professional organizations in the field, 
including AERA, Council for the Study of Community Colleges, NASPA, and ACPA.  In the 
last two years, the following students have presented papers at the Council for the 
Study of Community Colleges:  
Chin Lam, Daniel Bahner, Arnette Edwards, Jim Lancaster, Luis Andrade, Yvette Moss. 
 
Scholarly publications by students and faculty: 
Abu-Ghazaleh, N., & Hoffman, J. L. (in press). Interaction effects of campus racial 

composition and student racial identification. Community College Journal of 
Research and Practice. doi: 10.1080/10668926.2015.1090358 

Andrade, L. M (in press). The Validation Function of an Orientation and Transfer 
Program: A Longitudinal Qualitative Study. Journal of Hispanic Higher Education  

Bell, D., Hackett, C. D., & Hoffman, J. L. (2016). Student satisfaction and success in a low-
income community college environment. Journal of Applied Research in 
Community Colleges, 23(1), 1-16. 

Coria, E., & Hoffman, J. L. (2016). Financial aid tipping points: An analysis of aid and 
academic achievement at a California community college. Community College 
Journal of Research and Practice, 40(2), 160-170. doi: 
10.1080/10668926.2014.993441 

Rabitoy, E. R., Hoffman, J. L., & Person, D. R. (2015). Supplemental Instruction The Effect 
of Demographic and Academic Preparation Variables on Community College 
Student Academic Achievement in STEM-Related Fields. Journal of Hispanic Higher 
Education, 1538192714568808. 

Rabitoy, E. R., Hoffman, J. L., & Person, D. R. (2012). Supplemental Instruction on a 
Community College Campus: The Effect of Demographic and Environment 
Variables on Academic Achievement. Journal of Applied Research in the 
Community College, 20(1), 6. 

Soltani, P., Gutierrez-Keeton, R., & Hoffman, J. L. (in press). Non-cognitive variables and 
student learning in Extended Opportunity Programs and Services. Community 
College Journal of Research and Practice. 
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In revise and resubmit process: 
Lancaster, J. & Lundberg, C. (revise and resubmit). The influence of classroom 

engagement on community college student learning:  A quantitative analysis of 
effective faculty practices. Community College Journal of Research and Practice.  

  

Under review: 
Lundberg, C.A., Andrade, L.M, &  Bahner, D.P. (submitted). High expectations, strong 

support:  Coupling community college faculty practices with supportive 
institutions for Latina/o student success.  Journal of College Student Development.  

 

VI. Resources and Facilities 
A. Itemize the 

state support 
and non-state 
resources 
received by the 
program/ 
department 
during the last 
five years. 

The Ed.D. is a unique program in that it serves as an independent and self-sufficient cost 
center.  The program retains all marginal cost revenues and all student fee revenues, 
but is also responsible for paying for the full salaries (including benefits) of all faculty 
and staff.  Since the full implementation of the doctoral program, annual marginal cost 
revenues have ranged from $417,480 in 2015-2016 to $487,512 in 2010-2011.  Fee 
income has ranged from $1,512,048 in 2014-2015 to $1,656,582 in 2013-14.  Resulting 
total revenues have ranged from $1,934,842 in 2014-2015 to $2,097,822 in 2013-2014.   
 

With the exception of the 2014-2015 academic year, total expenses have consistently 
fallen within total revenues, though with a small margin.  Given projected shortfalls in 
revenues as compared to overall expense beginning in 2013-2014, the faculty voted to 
adjust the staffing model for dissertations to ensure a balanced budget for the program.  
Excess revenues from prior years were used to fund the expected shortfall for 2014-
2015.  The new staffing model for dissertation advising provides faculty members with 
1.0 WTU per student per term for up to three terms (formerly, it was 2.0 WTU per 
student per term for an unlimited number of terms).   
 

Since the change in the staffing formula for dissertations, approximately two-thirds of 
the annual budget has been allocated for personnel costs (salaries and benefits), with 
over three-quarters of personnel costs falling under the net cost of instruction.  The 
most significant operational expense for the Ed.D. is student aid (~11.5% of total 
revenues including 10% of fee income allocated for need-based grant aid and the 
remainder allocated to pay for fee waivers).  Funding to support faculty travel (College 
of Education and Ed.D. Program) and student services (dissertation editing, writing 
coaches, transcription, etc.) each amount to approximately 3% of total revenues. 
 

B. Identify any 
special 
facilities/ 
equipment 
used by the 
program/ 
department 
such as 
laboratories, 
computers, 
large 
classrooms, or 
performance 

The Ed.D. has priority scheduling for two classrooms:  College Park 550 and College Park 
560.  CP 550 has space for at least 24 students; CP 560 has space for 20.  During the fall 
and spring terms, only one cohort of doctoral students meets for class on any given 
evening.  Community college cohorts that begin in the fall of even-numbered years 
meet on Tuesday evenings; cohorts that begin in the fall of odd-numbered years meet 
on Thursdays (P-12 cohorts meet on Monday and Wednesday evenings).  Thus, all Ed.D. 
courses meet in CP 550 during the academic year.  During summers, both cohorts meet 
on Tuesday and Thursday evenings, thus requiring the use of both CP 550 and 560.  This 
has been a workable arrangement, though CP 560 is small for larger cohorts.  Each 
classroom is fully equipped with a computer, a projector, and a DVD player.  The Ed.D. 
Program has also enjoyed access to the Dean’s Conference Room (CP 500) for the 
purpose of informational meetings, interviewing applicants, and proposal and final 
dissertation defenses.   
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spaces. Identify 
changes over 
last five years 
and prioritize 
needs for the 
future. 

Several Ed.D. students have requested a space for study before classes and when study 
groups meet on other evenings or on weekends.  The Ed.D. has been able reserve CP 
550 on most days beginning at 1:00 p.m. for this purpose.  Additionally, the Graduate 
Student Resource Center in the Pollak Library is a space that is open in the evenings and 
during the day on weekends.   
 
CP 550 and 560 were refurbished in July, 2014.  However, this project was supposed to 
result in additional full-function computer and audio-visual centers for each classroom, 
but that component has not been completed.  Additionally, the new white boards in 
these classrooms function poorly and need to be resurfaced. 
 

C. Describe the 
current library 
resources for 
the program/ 
department, 
the priorities 
for acquisitions 
over the next 
five years and 
any specialized 
needs such as 
collections, 
databases etc. 

The Pollak Library contains more than 2,250,000 items in a variety of formats: 
approximately 1,220,000 books and e-books, government documents, and audiovisual 
materials; more than 20,000 periodical subscriptions available electronically or in print; 
1,150,000 microforms; and 200 electronic databases. The Library also utilizes SFX linking 
software, an Ex Libris product, to provide direct links from citations found in databases 
to full text articles and journals purchased by the Library.  Faculty, students, and staff 
can access articles or other items not owned by the Library through a robust interlibrary 
loan program.  
 
Since 2008, a concerted effort has been made to ensure that students and faculty in the 
Educational Leadership department have access to materials for their research.  The 
Ed.D. provides $20,000 annually to the Pollak Library to pay for books, journals, and 
electronic search engines. 
 

VII. Long-Term Plans 
Summarize the 
unit’s long-term 
plan, including 
refining the 
definitions of the 
goals and strategies 
in terms of 
indicators of quality 
and measures of 
productivity. 

1. Enrollment.  Secure annual new student enrollment of at least 20 students per year.  
Enrollment should continue to represent the rich diversity of Southern California 
and also consist of at least 75% students with direct connections to the community 
college sector. 

2. Persistence.  Increase the persistence rate of first to second year students to 95% 
and the overall graduation rate of students to 85%.  Additionally increase the 
number of students who complete their degree within three years to 75%. 

3. Alumni Engagement.  Develop a system of tracking alumni using LinkedIn.  
Additionally, increase alumni engagement through participation in recruitment, 
program-sponsored events and conference receptions, and scholarly endeavors. 

4. Grant Development.  Increase the number of funded grants written by faculty 
and/or students.  Grant projects should closely align with the mission and strategic 
priorities of the Ed.D., the College of Education, and the University. 

5. Globalization.  Continue to admit an average of one international student per 
cohort and, pending additional resources, take steps to globalize curricular 
offerings. 

6. Technology Enhancement.  Increase the use of technology-enhanced instructional 
approaches including high-quality online/hybrid delivery. 
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Explain how long-
term plan 
implements the 
University’s 
mission, goals and 
strategies and the 
unit’s goals. 

We have activities that directly support the CSUF Strategic Goals as listed below:  

 CSUF Strategic Goal #1 – Preparing students for participation in a global society 
[Goal #5, #6] 

 CSUF Strategic Goal #2 – Improve student persistence, graduation rates [Goals 
#1-2] 

 CSUF Strategic Goal #4 – Increase revenue through fundraising, entrepreneurial 
activities, grants and contracts [Goal #1, #3, #4] 

Explain what kinds 
of evidence will be 
used to measure 
the unit’s results in 
pursuit of its goals, 
and how it will 
collect and analyze 
such evidence. 

1. Enrollment.  The evidence will consist of tracked enrollment data disaggregated by 
demographic measures including race and gender.  This will require the University 
to alter its student enrollment coding system to allow data to be disaggregated by 
Ed.D. specialization (P-12 and Community College). 

2. Persistence.  The evidence will consist of tracked persistence, graduation, and time-
to-degree data.  These data are currently maintained within the program, but given 
the growing size of the program, the University will need to provide the program 
means to access and disaggregate associated data. 

3. Alumni Engagement.  The program intends develop LinkedIn pages organized for 
the program and by cohort by the end of the 2016-2017 academic year.  This tool 
will be used to begin tracking alumni involvement, identifying baselines, and setting 
targets for future involvement. 

4. Grant Development.  The Cayuse system allows the Department to track the 
number and size of grant applications submitted by faculty in the Department of 
Educational Leadership.  The program will need to develop a means of tracking 
student-written grants. 

5. Globalization.  The evidence for the enrollment portion of this goal will be simple 
monitoring of the frequency of international students enrolled in the Ed.D.  
Globalization of the curriculum will occur during annual faculty retreats through the 
use of curriculum audits and reviews. 

6. Technology Enhancement.  This will also be monitored through annual audits and 
reviews, though this goal further warrants the development of a strategic plan for 
technology enhancement that includes timelines and targets to insure quality. 

 

Develop a long-
term budget plan in 
association with the 
goals and strategies 
and their 
effectiveness 
indicators. What 
internal 
reallocations may 
be appropriate? 
What new funding 
may be requested 
over the next seven 
years? 

The California Education Code does not allow the University to subsidize the Ed.D. 
program from revenues intended for undergraduate students and other master’s 
degree programs.  That being said, it is imperative that the Ed.D. continue to receive 
budgetary support equal to the full fee income from Ed.D. students, including marginal 
cost revenues for these students.  Recognizing that the marginal cost subsidy rates for 
the program are subject to change, revenue changes are forecasted.   
 
In order to maintain and enhance the quality of the Ed.D. program, expenses that are 
not directly germane to the Ed.D. and that serve broader College and University 
purposes can and should be subsidized by the University.  Specifically, expenses for 
College-wide faculty travel, student fee waivers, and the Center for Research on 
Educational Access and Leadership (C-REAL) should be separated from the Ed.D. (in part 
or fully), thus allowing the Ed.D. to allocate its full resources toward ensuring program 
quality.   
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In addition, the Ed.D. will need to secure additional revenue streams in the future from 
the following: 
 

1. International and/or domestic contract training funds. 
2. IRA funding to support activities directly linked to coursework such as 

globalization, policy advocacy, applied field work experiences, etc. 
3. Development of revenue generating programs (e.g. professional development 

offerings, institutes, certificate programs, etc.) that align with and extend from 
the central mission of the Ed.D. program. 

4. Fundraising efforts such as an endowed chair, program endowments, 
scholarship endowments, etc. 
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Appendices Connected to the Self Study 

Appendix I:  Admissions and Enrollment Data 

Table 1.2  Graduate Program Applications, Admissions, and Enrollments 

Year – Cohort # Applications Admissions % Admitted Enrolled % Enrolled 

2008 – Cohort 1    20  

2009 – Cohort 2    17  

2010 – Cohort 3    20  

2011 – Cohort 4    15  

2012 – Cohort 5    17  

2013 – Cohort 6    22  

2014 – Cohort 7    21  

2015 – Cohort 8    18  

Note.  These data are not currently available as the University does not code applicants in a manner that allows for disaggregation 

by Ed.D. program specialization. 

  

                                                           
2 This table meets the requirements of Table 5 in the CSUF Program Performance Review (PPR) Guidelines and 
Procedures as adopted in May 2015 (Tables 1-4 are for undergraduate programs). 
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Table 2.3  Ed.D. Program Enrollment in FTES 

Academic Year/Cohort Breakdown Headcount  FTES 

2008-2009      
     Cohort 1 20   20.00  

          Total  20   20.00 

2009-2010      
     Cohort 1 17   17.00  
     Cohort 2 17   17.00  

          Total  34   34.00 

2010-2011      
     Cohort 1 18   12.00  
     Cohort 2 14   14.00  
     Cohort 3 20   20.00  

          Total  52   46.00 

2011-2012      
     Cohorts 1-2 21   15.75  
     Cohort 3 16   16.00  
     Cohort 4 15   15.00  

          Total  52   46.75 

2012-2013      
     Cohort 1-3 25   18.75  
     Cohort 4 16   16.00  
     Cohort 5 17   17.00  

          Total  58   51.75 

2013-2014      
     Cohort 1-4 21   15.75  
     Cohort 5 14   14.00  
     Cohort 6 22   22.00  

          Total  57   51.75 

2014-2015      
     Cohort 1-5 16   12.00  
     Cohort 6 17   17.00  
     Cohort 7 21   21.00  

          Total  54   40.00 

2015-2016      
     Cohort 1-6 20   15.00  
     Cohort 7 14   14.00  
     Cohort 8 18   18.00  

          Total  52   47.00 
Note.  Headcount and FTES enrollments are based on fall term enrollments.   

  

                                                           
3 This table meets the requirements of Tables 6-A and 6-B in the CSUF PPR Guidelines and Procedures  



 
 

25 
 

Table 3.  Ed.D. Program Entering Enrollment Breakdown by Gender and Race (Headcount) 

Cohort Female Male 
African 

American 
Asian/ Pac. 

Islander Latino/a White Other 

1 11 (52%) 10 (48%) 3 (14%) 5 (24%) 6 (29%) 7 (33%) 0 (0%) 

2 9 (56%) 7 (44%) 5 (31%) 3 (19%) 3 (19%) 5 (31%) 0 (0%) 

3 12 (60%) 8 (40%) 5 (25%) 2 (10%) 4 (20%) 9 (45%) 0 (0%) 

4 6 (40%) 9 (60%) 2 (13%) 5 (33%) 3 (20%) 3 (20%) 2 (13%) 

5 10 (59%) 7 (41%) 4 (24%) 2 (12%) 4 (24%) 5 (29%) 2 (12%) 

6 13 (62%) 8 (38%) 7 (33%) 3 (14%) 4 (19%) 5 (24%) 2 (10%) 

7 12 (63%) 7 (37%) 3 (16%) 3 (16%) 7 (37%) 6 (32%) 0 (0%) 

8 13 (72%) 5 (28%) 3 (17%) 3 (17%) 6 (33%) 6 (33%) 0 (0%) 

Total 86 (59%) 61 (41%) 32 (22%) 26 (18%) 37 (25%) 46 (31%) 6 (4%) 

Retained 
to 3rd Year 

40/48 
(83%) 

31/41 
(76%) 

19/26   
(73%) 

18/21    
(86%) 

15/24   
(63%) 

29/34    
(85%) 

4/5          
(80%) 

Note.  Chi-square analyses demonstrate no statistically significant differences in graduation by gender (χ2 = 0.82, p = .37) and race 

(χ2 = 5.36, p = .25). 
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Appendix II:  Student Success Data 

Table 44  Graduate Student Graduation Rates 

 
Started  1st 

Fall 
Retained to 

2nd Fall 
Retained   to 

3rd Fall 

Total 

Retained 
Graduated 

to Date 
Defended in   

3 Years 
Defended in  

4+ Years 

Cohort 1 21 17 (81%) 16 (76%) 16 (76%) 15 (71%) 7 (44%) 8 (50%) 

Cohort 2 16 14 (88%) 12 (75%) 12 (75%) 11 (75%) 7 (58%) 4 (25%) 

Cohort 3 20 18 (90%) 17 (85%) 17 (85%) 15 (75%) 10 (59%) 5 (29%) 

Cohort 4 15 13 (87%) 13 (87%) 13 (87%) 12 (80%) 10 (77%) 2 (15%) 

Cohort 5 17 14 (82%) 13 (76%) 12 (71%) 10 (59%) 10 (59%)  

Cohort 6 21 21 (100%) 15 (71%) 15 (71%)    

Cohort 7 19 14 (74%)      

Cohort 8 18       

Total 147 111/129 86/110 85/110 63/89 44/70 19/58 

Ave./Rate M = 18 86% 78% 77% 71% 63% 33% 

Note.  Since over 98% of students retained to the third year have eventually graduated, the “Total Retained” column the best 

estimate of the program’s ongoing graduation rate.  Calculations of how many students finish in 3 years vs. those who finish in 4+ 

are based on the actual number of students who have graduated to date. 

 

Table 5.  Persistence by Gender and Race 

 Female Male 
African 

American 
Asian/ Pac. 

Islander Latino/a White Other 

Retained 
to 3rd Year 

40/48 
(83%) 

31/41 
(76%) 

19/26   
(73%) 

18/21    
(86%) 

15/24   
(63%) 

29/34    
(85%) 

4/5          (80%) 

Note.  Chi-square analyses demonstrate no statistically significant differences in graduation by gender (χ2 = 0.82, p = .37) and race 

(χ2 = 5.36, p = .25). 

 

Table 6.  Persistence by GRE Score 

 Withdrew/Removed Persisted All Students 

 M % Below M % Below M % Below 

GRE Verbal 148.8 41 150.4 45 150.2 45 

GRE Quantitative 141.6 12 143.3 15 143.0 15 

GRE Writing 3.7 38 3.9 56 3.9 56 

 

  

                                                           
4 This table meets the requirements of Table 7 in the CSUF PPR Guidelines and Procedures 
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Table 7.  Analysis of Student Performance on the Qualifying Exam by Gender and Race 

 Students No Pass Marginal Pass Pass 
Pass with 

Distinction 

 N % N % N % N % N % 

Gender           

     Female 55 56.7 6 46.2 18 62.1 20 48.8 11 78.6 

     Male 42 43.3 7 53.8 11 37.9 21 51.2 3 21.4 

Ethnicity           

     African American 23 23.7 5 38.5 8 27.6 6 14.6 4 28.6 

     Asian/Pac. Is. 18 18.6 2 15.4 6 20.7 9 22.0 1 7.1 

     Hispanic/Latino 21 21.6 5 3.85 8 27.6 7 17.1 1 7.1 

     White 31 32.0 1 7.7 6 20.7 16 39.0 8 57.1 

     Other 4 4.1 0 0.0 1 3.4 3 7.3 0 0.0 

Total 97  13 13.4 29 29.9  41 42.3 14 14.4 

Note.  Of the 13 students who received “no pass” scores, 6 (46.2%) successfully passed the qualifying exam on their second 

attempt. 

 

Table 8.  Analysis of Student Performance on the Qualifying Exam by GRE Score 

 Students No Pass Marginal Pass Pass Distinction 

 M % 
Below 

M % 
Below 

M % Below M % 
Below 

M % Below 

GRE-Verbal 150.2 45 146.7 33 147.2 33 152.0 54 154.8 67 

GRE-Quantitative 142.9 15 140.3 8 141.4 10 144.1 18 145.2 21 

GRE-Writing 3.9 56 3.4 38 3.6 38 4.0 56 4.4 80 
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Table 9.  Analysis of Student Performance on the Proposal Defense by Gender and Race 

 Students Major Revisions Minor Revisions No Revisions 

 N % N % N % N % 

Gender         

     Female 30 56.6 0 0.0 21 55.3 9 60.0 

     Male 23 43.4 0 0.0 17 44.7 6 40.0 

Ethnicity         

     African American 6 11.3 0 0.0 4 10.5 2 13.3 

     Asian/Pacific Islander 13 24.5 0 0.0 7 18.4 6 40.0 

     Hispanic/Latino 11 20.8 0 0.0 10 26.3 1 6.7 

     White 20 37.7 0 0.0 14 36.8 6 40.0 

     Decline to State/Other 3 5.7 0 0.0 3 7.9 0 0.0 

Total 53  0 0.0 38 71.7 15 28.3 

 

Table 10.  Analysis of Student Performance on the Proposal Defense by GRE Score 

 Students Major Revisions* Minor Revisions No Revisions 

 M % Below M % Below M % Below M % Below 

GRE Verbal 151.2 50 -- -- 151.2 50 150.9 50 

GRE Quantitative 144.1 18 -- -- 143.0 15 147.0 28 

GRE Writing 3.9 56 -- -- 3.8 56 4.2 56 

* N = 2 
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Table 11. Analysis of Student Performance on the Final Dissertation Defense by Gender & Race 

 Students Major Revisions* Minor Revisions No Revisions 

 N % N % N % N % 

Gender         

     Female 24 60.0 2 100.0 17 53.1 5 50.0 

     Male 20 40.0 0 0.0 15 46.9 5 50.0 

Ethnicity         

     African American 5 11.4 0 0.0 4 12.5 1 10.0 

     Asian/Pacific Islander 12 27.3 0 0.0 9 28.1 3 30.0 

     Hispanic/Latino 8 18.2 1 50.0 6 18.8 1 10.0 

     White 17 38.6 1 50.0 12 37.5 4 40.0 

     Decline to State/Other 2 4.5 0 0.0 1 3.1 1 10.0 

Total 44  2 4.5 32 72.7 10 22.7 

 

Table 12.  Analysis of Student Performance on the Final Dissertation Defense by GRE Score 

 Students Major Revisions* Minor Revisions No Revisions 

 M % 
Below 

M % 
Below 

M % 
Below 

M % 
Below 

GRE Verbal  150.9 50 152.5 59  149.8 45 154.4 63 

GRE Quantitative 143.0 15 137.5 3 142.3 12 146.2 25 

GRE Writing 4.0 56 4.3 80 3.8 56 4.3 80 

* N = 4 
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Table 13.5  Doctoral Degrees Awarded 

Year Doctoral Degrees Awarded 

2011 2 

2012 12 

2013 8 

2014 18 

2015 14 

Note.  Degrees awarded by year do not match directly with the number of graduates per cohort (Table 3) because some students 
take longer than three years to complete their degree. 

 

  

                                                           
5 This table meets the requirements of Table 8 in the CSUF PPR Guidelines and Procedures 
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Figure 1.  2013 Ed.D. Mid-Point Survey (Executive Summary) 

Student Response Rate 

Twenty students (7 Pre K-12 and 13 community college) completed the survey for a response rate of 69.0%.  

The gender and ethnicity of the respondents closely matched those of the full cohorts. 

Strengths 

High Score Survey Items6 

 In-class interactions with faculty have contributed to your success (M = 4.4) 

 The cohort contributed to your success (M = 4.3) 

 Assignments require you to link theory to practice (M = 4.2) 

 Research and evaluation skills support educational reform efforts (4.1) 

 Course assignments are based on problems of practice (M = 3.9) 

 Theoretical constructs are used across all courses (M = 3.9) 

 Research Support Seminars have been helpful (3.8) 

 Out-of-class interactions with faculty have contributed to your success (M = 3.7) 

Responses to Open-Ended Items 

 When asked to identify the program’s signature strengths, 10 students mentioned the faculty, 6 

identified the cohort structure, and 5 noted the application of theory to practice.  Four of the seven 

Pre K-12 students noted the Research Support Seminar. 

Concerns 

Low Score Survey Items* 

 Interactions with mentors have contributed to your success (M = 2.7) 

 Data from the site where you work are used in courses (M = 2.9) 

Responses to Open-Ended Items 

 When asked to identify the program’s most significant limitations, six students made comments 

regarding the pace being too fast or the workload being too much.  Three of the seven Pre K-12 

students noted that there were problems with some faculty.  Three of the 13 community college 

students noted that there were too few faculty.  

Other Themes 

 Approximately 2 in 3 students reported that the program was “highly rigorous, but doable” – 16% 

reported that it was “too rigorous” and 16% reported that it is “rigorous, but I could be challenged 

to work somewhat harder.” 

 90% of students described the program as a “quality” or “high quality” program. 

  

                                                           
6 Score reports are based on a 5-point scale 
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Table 14.  2015 Ed.D. Mid-Point Survey Results 

Question/Measure Response Summary 

Item/Measure  
   Response Rate 93.8% 
   Gender  
     Female 67% 
     Male 27% 
     Other 7% 
   Ethnicity (check all that apply)  
     African American 43% 
     Asian/Pacific Islander 21% 
     Hispanic/Latino 7% 
     White 21% 
     Other 14% 

Questions Based on Program Learning Outcomes  
   Experts in Educational Leadership 3.20 
   Use of Scholarly Literature to Inform Practice 3.20 
   Reflective Practice 3.33 
   Critical Thinking 3.40 
   Leading Change 3.13 
   Self-Aware, Ethical Professionals 3.53 
   Leadership for Just, Equitable, and Inclusive Education 3.47 

Questions Based on CPED Principles (The Ed.D. . . .)  
   Is framed around equity, ethics, and social justice. 3.60 
   Prepares leaders to make a difference in the lives of  
        individuals, families, organizations, and communities. 3.40 
   Provides opportunities to use knowledge for collaboration  
        and communication skills to work with diverse  
        communities. 3.33 
   Provided field-based opportunities to analyze problems of  
       practice. 3.20 
   Integrates theory, research, and practical knowledge. 3.60 
   Emphasizes the creation and use of professional knowledge  
       and practice. 3.33 

Questions Based on the AACC Competencies  
   Develop and implement a shared vision of learning and  
        growth for all students. 3.38 
   Shape a collaborative culture of teaching and learning. 3.62 
   Manage the organization of a healthy work environment. 3.38 
   Collaborate with families, stakeholders, and communities. 3.38 
   Make ethical decisions. 3.54 
   Influence political, social, economic, legal, and cultural  
        contexts that affect education. 3.38 
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Table 14. (Continued) 2015 Ed.D. Mid-Point Survey Results 

Question/Measure Response Summary 

Additional Questions – How helpful have each of the following resources been?  
   In-class interactions with faculty. 3.23 
   Out-of-class interactions with faculty. 2.71 
   Participation in a cohort. 3.36 
   The summer doctoral tools camp (focused on writing) 2.07 
   The August orientation retreat (focused on cohort building  
        and diversity exercises) 1.86 
   The January retreat (focus on statistics and goal-setting) 2.07 
   The Ed.D. Student Community on TITANium 3.29 
   Informational emails from TITANium regarding jobs,  
        conferences, and educational opportunities 3.14 
   The Pollak library website 3.64 
   Social media (Facebook, LinkedIn, twitter) 2.43 

Note.  All items based on four-point Likert scale with 4 being the most desirable score. 

 

Figure 2.  2015 Ed.D. Mid-Point Survey Results – Questions Regarding Rigor and Quality 
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Figure 3.  2015 Ed.D. Mid-Point Survey Results – Summary of Open-Ended Question Responses 
 

Given your experiences in the Ed.D. program, what is your impression of the overall quality of the program?  

(Responses clustered into themes) 

 Program Delivery 
o Collaboration with community college leaders. 
o The ability to complete the degree in 3 years and the ability to work full time and participate in 

the program full time 
o Designed for practioners 

 Just, Equitable, and Inclusive Education 
o Diversity, community, leadership 
o Diversity, inclusiveness, accountability 
o Focus on becoming a scholar practitioner and advocate for social justice 

 Faculty 
o Faculty meetings with students 
o Diverse faculty, support for timely finish of the program 
o The faculty are knowledgable, carrying, and accomodating. 

 Cohort 
o Experiences brought in by the Cohort members. 
o The cohort model is quite effective for a doctoral leadership program and instrumental in aiding 

leaders to interact with all constituents. 
o The Cohort System 

 

What aspects of the Ed.D. program would you most like to see changed or improved?  Please include your 

recommendations for improvement. 

 Faculty-Related 
o Rapport with full time faculty.  Faculty seems to be juggling too much, not being able to spend 

quality time with us. 
o Communication between faculty and students is currently vague. There is little concrete 

information provided to students from the faculty and sometimes faculty give competing 
answers. Also, I think the program needs to work to include multiple lenses when discussing just, 
equitable, and inclusive education.  

 JEIE-Related 
o The current main focus is race and many other lenses feel ignored. Practical skills such as conflict 

management at an administrative level, bargaining, and training (sexual assault, lgbtq, etc). 
Enforcing common standards and feedback expectations among the 670 courses. Currently, the 
norms and expectations between the instructors are vastly different putting some students at an 
advantage and others at a disadvantage. 

o More team building, diversity trainings at the beginning and throughout, at least 2-3 session in 
the 2 years of course work is a MUST!  Please continue the relationship with SJTI.  More library 
time is necessary so that we have our resources at the beginning. 

o Diversity in guests speakers, Leadership using creative philosophies and theories, practice/college 
visits that are not in the orange county area 

 Student-Related 
o I'd like for the program to improve its screening criteria to ensure a well balanced cohort that has 

varied leadership experience, cultural backgrounds, openness to just, equitable, and ethical 
dialogue, and accepting of the cohort model. I recommend adding individual interviews with 
applicants before group interviews to gain a better perspective of the individual applicant's 
interest in the program, personaility, work ethic, and committment. Group interviews don't allow 
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the committee to gain a true sense of the applicant's character; rather group interviews don't 
allow the applicant to be one's authentic self. 

 Other 
o The pace required to finish chapter 1 through 3 while also working on reports for the classes. 
o Perhaps the community college emphasis could be expanded to include all of higher education 
o Applicability of ALL required courses/assignments (i.e. SPSS) 
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Appendix III:  Faculty 

Table 15.7  Full-Time Instructional Faculty—FTEF, FTES, SFR 

Year Tenured 
Tenure 
Track 

Sabbaticals 
at 0.5 FERP at 0.5 Lecturers Fall FTEF Fall FTES Fall SFR 

2008-09 1 2 0 0 1 1.17 20.0 17.1 

2009-10 1 2 0 0 1 2.57 34.0 13.2 

2010-11 1 2 0 0 2 4.43 46.0 10.4 

2011-12 1 3 0 0 3 5.50 46.8 8.5 

2012-13 1 4 0 0 2 6.10 51.8 8.5 

2013-14 2 3 0 0 2 5.53 51.8 9.4 

2014-15 2 3 1 0 3 3.40 40.0 14.7 

2015-16 3 1 0 0 3 3.43 47.0 13.7 

Note.  FTES calculations based on 8.0 units as full-time for doctoral study. 

Table 16.  Courses Taught by Faculty Status and Racial Diversity  

Academic Year 
Tenure or    

Tenure-Track Full-Time Lecturers Adjunct Instructors Faculty of Color 

2008-2009 13 (86.7%) 1 (6.7%) 1 (6.7%) 7 (46.7%) 

2009-2010 20 (66.7%) 5 (16.7%) 5 (16.7%) 18 (60.0%) 

2010-2011 13 (48.1%) 8 (29.6%) 6 (22.2%) 13 (48.1%) 

2011-2012 13 (43.3%) 12 (40.0%) 5 (16.7%) 15 (50.0%) 

2012-2013 14 (46.7%) 6 (20.0%) 10 (33.3%) 14 (46.7%) 

2013-2014 14 (43.8%) 8 (25.0%) 10 (31.3%) 16 (50.0%) 

2014-2015 13 (38.2%) 16 (47.1%) 5 (14.7%) 19 (55.9%) 

2015-2016a 9 (42.9%) 8 (38.1%) 4 (19.0%) 11 (52.4%) 

TOTAL 97 (46.9%) 64 (30.9%) 46 (22.2%) 113 (54.6%) 

Notes.  a2015-2016 numbers are for Fall and Spring terms only. 

 

 

  

                                                           
7 This table meets the requirements of Table 9 in the CSUF PPR Guidelines and Procedures 
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Appendix IV:  Resources 

Table 17.8  Program Resources (PPR Format) 

Year 
Marginal 
Cost Rev. Fee Revenue 

Total 
Revenue 

Ed.D. 
Fall 

FTES 
CC Fall 
FTES % CC 

CC Budget 
Allocation 

CC 
Budget/ 

FTES 

2008-09 $275,009 $449,479 $774,488 41.2 10.0 24.3 $188,201 $18,820 

2009-10 $449,120 $1,004,268 $1,453,388 62.4 22.0 35.3 $513,046 $23,320 

2010-11 $487,512 $1,392,762 $1,880,274 68.0 30.5 44.9 $844,243 $27,680 

2011-12 $474,982 $1,617,981 $2,092,963 67.4 30.3 45.0 $941,833 $31,864 

2012-13 $422,963 $1,644,831 $2,067,794 68.5 33.2 48.5 $1,002,880 $30,207 

2013-14 $441,240 $1,656,582 $2,097,822 67.3 34.5 51.3 $1,076,183 $31,194 

2014-15 $422,794 $1,512,048 $1,934,842 63.1 34.6 54.8 $1,060,293 $30,644 

2015-16 $404,700 $1,600,992 $2,005,692 60.9 30.3 49.8 $998,834 $32,965 

Note.  For budgeting purposes, FTES calculations are based on 12.0 units as full-time for doctoral study. 

  

                                                           
8 This table meets the requirements of Table 10 in the CSUF PPR Guidelines and Procedures.  The format of this table 
is based on assumptions for “baselined” graduate programs.  It does not reflect budgeting formulas used to inform 
decisions for the self-funded Ed.D. program.  The following data presented in this section provide more accurate 
information regarding resource allocations and decisions for the Ed.D. program. 
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Appendix V:  Program Rubrics 

Figure 4.  Qualifying Exam Scoring Rubric (2009-2015)                                                                                                  
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Figure 5.  Dissertation Proposal Scoring Rubric                                                                                                  
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Figure 6.  Final Dissertation Scoring Rubric                                                                                                  
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Appendix VI:  Curriculum Vitae of Faculty 

 

Curriculum vitae are included for full-time faculty within the Department of Educational Leadership who 

have a direct role related to the instruction, advising, and/or planning and evaluation of the MSHE 

program: 

 Meri Beckham, Ed.D., Full-Time Lecturer         p. 45 

 Ding-Jo Currie, Ph.D., Distinguished Lecturer         p. 54 

 John L. Hoffman, Ph.D., Associate Professor         p. 62 

 Carol Lundberg, Ph.D., Professor          p. 80 

 Rebecca Gutierrez-Keeton, Ph.D., Full-Time Lecturer        p. 89 

 Eugene Fujimoto, Ph.D., Assistant Professor         p. 95 

 Dawn R. Person, Ed.D., Professor        p. 105 
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