
Ed.D. Program in Educational Leadership 

 
Opportunities 

1. Have a profound impact on K-12 education, which would be the result of (a) 

preparing of the next generation of leaders, both at the building and school board 

office levels; (b) addressing the needs of school districts through partnering, service, 

and focused research; and (c) continuing to cement our reputation and positive 

relationships with school districts. 

2. Become the premiere doctoral program in educational leadership for practitioners in 

Louisiana by (a) building a reputation for excellence; (b) continuing to grow, 

capturing a large portion of the educational leadership population due to our 

location, to our willingness to take programs to students, and to the lack of 

competition; and (c) extending our leadership program to include leadership in 

higher education.  

3. Perhaps, most importantly, we are in a position now to define ourselves in some 

unique and meaningful way that would attract students to our program and that 

would bring us positive recognition from the state legislature and the Board of 

Regents.  
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DOCTORAL EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM MEETING 

February 4, 2014      

 

Presiding: Dr. Jennifer Sughrue 

Present: Dr. Kenneth Lane, Dr. Evan Mense, Dr. Kathy Campbell 
Dr. Sharon Hoffman, Dr. Kathy Campbell, Dr. Thomas DeVaney, 
Dr. Nan Adams, Dr. Mindy Crain Dorough,  
 

The doctoral educational leadership committee meeting began at 12:09 
p.m., in TEC Dean’s conference room. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Dr. Sughrue announced to the faculty that on February 15th, from 10:00 
a.m. to 1:00 p.m. in Garret room 48, she has invited all the doctoral 
students to her EDF 713 class. She asked the faculty if they could come to 
please do so.  She is going to try to have the updated handbook to give out. 
 
The work load for EDF 995 is no longer 5 students, but 15 credit hours.  You 
can bank hours.  There is some confusion on if the banked hours are for 
academic school year or one semester.  Dr. Sughrue will check on this issue. 
The academic year resets in the summer. 
 
This semester Dr. Campbell and Dr. Mense have students in EDF 995. Dr. 
Sughure will see about getting banked hours for those students. 
 
Dr. Sughrue brought up having a 2/2 or 3/2 course load instead of the 
present 3/3 course load for those teaching doctoral courses and directing 
dissertations.  Right now there is no motivation to be chair or a 
methodologist.  We will be starting new cohorts regularly.  ULL is now on 2/2 
course load.  It was brought up that when the doctoral program first started 
until around 2008, we were on the 2/2 course load.  
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Concerns were brought up about the professors having enough time to 
spend with the students on their dissertations, when the chairs and 
methodologists have to teach three courses.   
 
Dr. Sughrue reviewed the graduate studies policy on "good standing." 
Students have several opportunities to make up poor grades and remain in 
the program. If a student makes an “F”, he/she may retake the course and 
make at least a “C” and be able to continue in the program as long as they 
do not go below a 3.0 GPA.  There is no notification system. Maureen will 
run a query each semester, which includes the students GPA to give to Dr. 
Sughrue. 
 
Dissertations – There will be some changes to the format.  Some of the 
University guidelines will be used such as margins, title page, abstracts, 
pagination, block quotes, and line spacing for references. All other aspects, 
such as headings, tables, and figures, will follow APA, 6th edition. 
 
The EdD. Moodle website has a template on it.  It will be up to the chairs 
and their students to have their dissertations properly formatted prior to 
sending it to the library reviewers for approval. Dr. Lane will not be doing 
that any longer. 
 
RECRUITING  
 
Recruiting is going to be a number one priority this semester.  Dr. Sughrue 
and Dr. Oescher went to Ascension parish.  This district is interested in 
starting a new doctoral cohort, but with some changes. Their attitude is that 
since they are paying the students tuition, they want to be able to have a 
closed process where they recommend a group of students, from which we 
would select the cohort, using our own admissions criteria.   We would have 
the final say on the candidates admitted to the program from their list.  They 
also want to be able to select a list of research topics of interest to their 
district from which the student would select for their dissertation.  A 
discussion was held in which some concerns were brought up.  If the district 
is going to dictate the topics on which the dissertations would be based, we 
will need to have a written agreement about the nature of the roles each 
partner has in the process. Students must be fully aware that if they are 
selected for this cohort, they would be expected to adhere to the agreement. 
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This has to be a very transparent agreement.  The district wants to cultivate 
a future group of leaders for the district, hence the focus on research topics 
that are of importance to the district.  However, the doctoral program and 
course content is governed by the Ed.D. program and consortium. Thre may 
be opportunities to use special topics courses, such as EDL 871 & 875, to 
address content that is more specific to the district's needs.  There is room 
for specialization. Dr. Sughrue is confident that there will be a rich topic base 
from which students can select for research. 
 
The contract also has to be forthright regarding data. Students have to have 
access to district data, even in the instances where the data may not shed a 
favorable light on the district. Dr. Sughrue thought the district would want to 
know where the problems are in order to address them.  The agreement 
should also state that the district cannot stop paying the students tuition, if 
the dissertation is indentifying problems that were not anticipated when the 
topic was selected.   
 
The possibility of using some doctoral graduates t as adjunct professors in 
special topics courses came up.  If we do use them as an adjunct, it was 
suggested to have an instructor of record oversee the work.  Also, regular 
fulltime faculty must have a full workload, first. 
 
The plan is to start the Ascension cohort this summer as well as one on 
campus.  Fall 2014, a cohort would start in St. Charles parish, and in Spring 
2015, start a cohort in East Baton Rouge.   
 
ULL has 104 doctoral students and have the higher end strand.  We have 
around 50 students.  It was mentioned, that we push our students to finish 
in a timely manner, so we have had more students who have graduated 
than ULL.  Our first three to graduate was in May 2009.   
 
Livingston was mentioned as a possibility for starting a cohort, as well as St. 
Tammany parish. Dr. Lane suggested contacting Julie Matt, in the Central 
Office, to help with recruiting in that parish.  She is one of our doctoral 
graduates. 
 
We just had a group of powerhouse master students graduate from the St. 
Tammany cohort.  They were interested in the doctoral program, but wanted 
a break before starting.   We may be able to start a doctoral program for 
them in about a year and a half. 
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Jefferson parish was another location that was brought up.  A long time ago, 
we used to offer the masters program in that parish. Univ. of New Orleans' 
educational leadership program is reducing its presence in the area. It could 
be a rich opportunity. These starts would most likely be independent of ULL. 
 
We cannot ask for faculty lines except in the Spring.  It will take about a 
year and a half before someone could be brought on.  If someone leaves 
now, we would not be able to fill that position until Fall of 2015. 
 
The amount of time to work with dissertations students will increase when 
you go to off campus sites.  It is hard to sell if you tell off campus students 
they need to come to campus.  The off campus is a good argument for the 
2/2 course load. 
 
It is hard to accept on campus students each semester; low numbers means 
courses will not make. Dr. Sughrue suggested that we may be offering a 
cohort only once a year on campus once a year, i.e., every summer 
semester, and no longer let students come into the campus program 
individually and every semester. 
 
The issue of the consortium with ULL was brought up.  ULL has branched off 
and now we are branching off.  Will this be a problem later on?  It should not 
be an issue.  The idea was to save money and be cost efficient; but that 
does not seem to be the case.  Some faculty at ULL sees serving on each 
other's dissertation committees as the true value of a consortium. 
 
SOT – ULL students do not have access to fill out the SOT forms for the 
Southeastern classes they take. This may not work in favor of our faculty. 
Additionally, the SOT printouts imply many fewer students in each course 
than there really were. 
 
A handout was given with the title “Role of Committee Members” 
If committee members have concerns about the student’s dissertation, they 
should talk to the chair not the student.  The diminishes confusion for the 
student. Also, methodologists are not responsible for feedback on chapters 1 
and 2 prior to the proposal defense. They are most helpful with chapters 3 
and 4. Chairs are ultimately responsible for directing the dissertation. 
 
There was a discussion about EDL 880.  What do we want the course to be? 
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Should it be a content course?  Should it be connect to the dissertation 
process or not?  Do we want to replace the EDL 880 with a mix methods 
course and make EDL 880 a content course?  Should we just have a 
proposal and final defense in order to reduce the pressure of the faculty 
workload?  What do our students need in preparation for their research?  Are 
we meeting their needs with this course?  Does the course need to be 
redone?  Should this be an EDF course?   
 
This semester, Dr. Crain-Dorough is teaching the course, covering the 
instruments.  The students are also working with their methodologist and 
chair.  Are there enough research classes to offer students options?  Is EDL 
880 a good use of time for the students?  Some students will never use the 
material taught in this class. When students gets to EDF 900 they should 
just be concentrating on writing chapter 3.  One idea was to take EDL 880 
out the mix for the prospectus and make it a research content along with 
802 and 803; perhaps an EDF 804.  The leadership faculty has to decide 
what they want to do with the program of study and how this course will fit 
into it.  The methodologists want clear direction from the leadership faculty 
on what kind of course would meet the needs of the students in preparation 
for their research. 
 
The next meeting will be held next Tuesday, February 11th at 9:00 a.m.  
Items to be covered at that meeting will be curriculum, syllabus, standards, 
and performance artifacts. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



DOCTORAL EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM MEETING 
 

February 18th, 2014  
 
 
Presiding:  Dr. Jennifer Sughrue 
 
Present:  Dr. Kenneth Lane, Dr. Evan Mense, Dr. Kathy Campbell, Dr. Sharon Hoffman, 

Dr. Thomas DeVaney, Dr. Nan Adams, Dr. Mindy Crain-Dorough,  
Dr. Jeffrey Oescher 

 
The doctoral educational leadership committee meeting met from approximately 9:00am until 
11:15am in TEC Dean’s conference room. 
 
The first and larger portion of the meeting was devoted to a discussion of the EDL 880 course 
with regard to content and to sequencing in the doctoral program.   
 
Dr. Sughrue updated the group about the previous discussion of EDL 880 and about the purpose 
of discussing it at the current meeting.  The charge for the current meeting was to discuss the 
purpose the course currently serves and if that is what the group would like for it to serve.  She 
reminded the group that the informal pre-requisite for EDL 880 (i.e., passing the prospectus 
defense) is not a formal pre-requisite in policy. 
 
At the request of Dr. Sughrue, Dr. Oescher provided a description of his vision of the way EDL 
880 has been implemented.  Dr. Oescher provided everyone with copies of a packet of 
information on the course including his syllabus, course schedule, generic syllabus, and a memo 
he had written in 2011.  He has taught the class with a focus on instrumentation, but only as 
matter of mechanics.  The real focus of the class has been on a more important issue which is to 
understand the research process.  The quantitative/qualitative debate existed for a long time 
everywhere for a long time.  The Wheel of Science (see his memo) is a model that demonstrates 
how the two methodologies complement one another.  Qualitative research generates theory 
through inductive reasoning while quantitative research validates theory through deductive 
reasoning.  Our students are not at either end of this spectrum because they typically will not 
generate theory or conduct experimental designs.  They are more in the middle and use non-
experimental research and mixed methods.  He further stated that qualitative methods are not 
applicable because the theory behind the topics chosen is already understood based upon the 
literature.  His concern is that students are not developing their topics conceptually at the level 
they should be.  Focusing on instrumentation in the course affords the opportunity to understand 
how surveys have operationalized constructs and should be literature-based.  He said this is the 
first opportunity for students to collect data in the doctoral program; however, others stated that 
data are also collected in their courses.  He sees this approach as being an extremely awarding 
experience for students in facilitating their understanding of how the conceptual underpinnings 
drive the data collection.  He said that the focus should also be on developing protocols (e.g., 
interview, focus group, observation).  There has been discussion of the three methodologists 
team-teaching this course, and he would like this idea to be revisited.  He stated that the content 
of the course is obviously clear if we want students to learn the model of research.  A question is, 



should all courses be geared toward the dissertation, and his opinion is “No.”  It is important for 
students to have their research questions formulated in 880 to allow them to identify variables.  
This is why 880 was moved to post-prospectus.  Without a passed prospectus defense, the course 
is an exercise in futility.  If the course is not related to the dissertation, it could be another 
methods course looking at surveys and protocols with relating to dissertation possible but not 
required.  When students leave, they won’t remember the details from the statistics courses, and 
in three years they won’t be able to develop an instrument on their own.  Hopefully, they will 
remember the idea that they should consult the literature when making an instrument.  He is 
interested in painting the broad strokes. 
 
Dr. Adams stated that a question central to the whole thing is should every course contribute to 
the dissertation.  She said students should work with a myriad of research strategies while in the 
program.  This would allow them to be the person who does know the most about conducting 
research at the places they work. 
 
Dr. Crain-Dorough stated that the timing of when 880 is taken is what drives whether it needs to 
be dissertation-focused on not.  The closer to the end of the program, the more focus it needs to 
have on the dissertation to avoid hindering students’ progress.  She agreed that our graduates 
should stand out as knowledgeable about research where they work, but we should keep in mind 
this is not an educational research methodology program.   
 
Dr. Sughrue described how students sometimes have a fear or aversion to quantitative or 
qualitative.  She explains to students that both require a great deal of work.  There needs to be a 
research design course pre-prospectus where samples of research are posed to demonstrate how 
the conceptual/theoretical framework drove the research methodology.  She does this in 801 and 
713. 
 
Dr. Crain-Dorough agreed with Dr. Sughrue that the link between the conceptual framework and 
research methodology needs to be taught pre-prospectus. 
 
Dr. Oescher discussed a common misperception that Ph.D. programs have more research 
methods courses than Ed.D. programs.  He also stated that EDF 800 was supposed to provide the 
link between conceptual frameworks and research methods at the beginning of the program. 
 
Dr. Lane clarified that part of EDF 800 is devoted to being an Introduction to the Doctoral 
Program and that is part of the name and catalog description.  He mentioned that if we add 
another research course, our doctoral program would then be 25% research courses.  Adding a 
research course takes away from the number of content courses we have.  He wondered why the 
connection between conceptual/theoretical frameworks and research methods is not already 
covered in the research classes.  Also, why is it that when students are in 880, some are told to 
change their research questions when research questions were signed off on by the committee in 
the prospectus defense.  He also stated that the assumption is that students have things in place 
when entering the program with regard to having a masters-level research methods course, but 
many do not have this.  When they take 800, it is their first research methods course. 
 



Dr. Hoffman read the 800 catalog description to the group.  She does not perceive that students 
have even a basic conceptual understanding of the linkage between conceptual/theoretical 
frameworks and research methods when they come to her to work on their prospectus.  She 
reminded everyone that this 880 discussion is an issue because of the backlog of students 
needing to defend prospectus.  Dr. Mense agreed with these comments. 
 
Dr. Devaney commented regarding the issue of students not entering the program with 
appropriate research methods backgrounds from their masters programs.  He asked if we should 
have a pre-requisite for a master’s research methods course as we have the pre-requisite masters 
level statistics course.  If this was required, we could go deeper into research methods in EDF 
800. 
 
Dr. Crain-Dorough discussed how important the timing of EDF 800 has been to students entering 
the program.  When they take the course two or three semesters into the program, they express 
how they wish they would have had the course at the beginning.  The course presents an 
overview or framework of what the doctoral program will be like and how a dissertation will be 
conducted.  They have an idea of what they are working towards.  If we pull the Intro to Doc 
Program component out of EDF 800, we need to put it in another course.  The other course at the 
beginning is EDL 810.  Dr. Sughrue said EDL 810 has a full amount of content already to cover 
and there is not room to incorporate the Intro to Doc Program component. 
 
Dr. Campbell asked about the amount of research taught in the masters in educational leadership 
program.  Dr. Adams said that EDF 600 is not taught.  EDL 610 is a course on data-driven 
decision making. 
 
Dr. Sughrue described an Intro to Doc Program course at an institution where she previously 
worked.  It is a doctoral program culture course.  The students identify a topic of interest to them 
and find seminal authors and describe the research family for their topics. 
 
Dr. Oescher had several comments to make regarding the recent discussion.  First, regarding the 
research emphasis in the masters of educational leadership program, he described the approach to 
research as being consumer-oriented.  Students are not creating research of their own, but 
understanding research.  Secondly, with regard to EDF 801, he saw the course as well-positioned 
in the sequence of courses in the doctoral program.  Finally, with regard to the connection 
between conceptual/theoretical frameworks, research questions, and research design, he felt Dr. 
Hoffman brought up an interesting point.  He sees EDF 800 and 801 as being research courses, 
and EDF 802 and 803 as being methods courses.  Methods courses are not where the 
development of conceptual/theoretical frameworks should be taught.  That should take place in 
EDF 801.  EDF 800 is a difficult course in which to teach this concept.  EDL 880 has been a 
good place. 
 
Dr. Crain-Dorough commented that she has continually increased the incorporation and 
emphasis on the linkage between conceptual/theoretical frameworks and research design into all 
the research courses she teaches in the doctoral program.  She described how EDF 800 has been 
taught for the past few years.  Dissertation chairs co-teach the course with her.  This allows 
students to benefit from their expertise in educational leadership.  Students write about their 



topics of interest and locate key research and write a concept paper that is continually revised 
over the course of the semester.  All participating instructors provide feedback (e.g., APA 
formatting, technical writing) with each revision.  She is covering the same amount of research 
content as before the course delivery was modified, but relies on the educational leadership 
expertise of the dissertation chair(s) for the review of literature and conceptual/framework 
development instruction.  She has found that using a different approach of presenting the most 
important concepts first allows students to participate in research courses with less anxiety.  
They are actually able to learn more in-depth information using this approach. 
 
Dr. Sughrue stated that educational leadership faculty should teach the development of 
conceptual/theoretical frameworks and methodologists teach the linkage between 
conceptual/theoretical frameworks and research methodology. 
 
Dr. Lane asked about the number of hours in research in other programs.  He gave a reminder 
about why 802/803 were moved in the course sequence to be closer to the dissertation so that 
there would not be time for students to lose information learned about methodology.  This ended 
up not working because students transfer in up to twelve hours for the specialization area and 
they ended up taking the 800/801/802/803/880 back-to-back.  We could add a research course in 
the place of a specialization course. 
 
Dr. Sughrue questioned whether 801 should be moved out of the research courses grouping.  She 
asked the group for proposals in the form of a motion for what to do regarding 880. 
 
Dr. Oescher brought up a logistical issue to be considered.  Any approvals to make changes to 
the generic syllabus may cause a delay in when we are able to implement the changes.  He 
mentioned getting approval from the Consortium.  Dr. Lane said that Consortium approval is not 
an issue when it is our own course.  Dr. Sughrue said she would discuss with Dr. Roberts and get 
an e-mail “ok” from the ULL side. 
 
MOTION 
Dr. Crain-Dorough made a motion that the main focus of 880 be the linkage between the 
conceptual/theoretical framework and research methodology and that completion of 880 be 
a pre-requisite for defending the prospectus.  Dr. Hoffman seconded the motion.   
Discussion: 
Dr. Oescher stated we need to be careful that 880 does not become a prospectus course.  Dr. 
Adams asked what replaces 880 on the back end of the prospectus defense?  The answer is EDF 
900, which is repeatable.  Dr. Devaney asked about a semester gap between 880 and 900 since 
defending prospectus is a pre-requisite for EDF 900.  Dr. Oescher stated the 880 pre-requisite of 
a defended prospectus has been motivating for students to complete the prospectus.  Dr. Hoffman 
said that students are not able to conceptualize the linkage between conceptual/theoretical 
frameworks and research methods, and this is why 880 needs to proceed the prospectus defense.  
Dr. Oescher said that changing the course content should help with the backlog of students 
needing to defend the prospectus.  Dr. Crain-Dorough asked about the students who are ready to 
defend prospectus while taking 880.  Dr. Sughrue said this would be an exception to the rule, and 
the exception could be made in special cases.  Dr. Campbell said that we need to be careful about 
how we state the rules in policy to avoid student complaints.  Dr. Devaney said it will be 



important to keep the prospectus out of the course and just focus on content.  Dr. Lane asked for 
clarification about why all program policies have to be embedded in the catalog.  He also stated 
that if the content in 880 is so important to a quality prospectus that we should not allow students 
to defend the prospectus during 880.  The number of hours needed to defend the prospectus was 
discussed.  Dr. Lane asked if we should take out the “bubble” between 800 and 801.  Dr. 
Sughrue stated that there need to be enough content hours to understand educational leadership at 
the appropriate level.  Dr. Oescher said the linkage between conceptual/theoretical frameworks 
and research methods is developmental in nature. 
 
Motion passed, 1 No, 1 Abstention 
 
Dr. Lane suggested adding a mixed methods course in the place of a specialization course.  There 
was discussion about this course being put through the curriculum committee process in the past.  
Dr. Lane asked about going ahead and pursuing the higher education courses.  Dr. Sughrue said 
we should wait on those courses for now because we have other things we are currently 
pursuing.  Dr. Campbell told the group the college curriculum committee meets on March 10.   
 
Dr. Oescher stated that the group had made a mistake passing the previous motion.  It will 
require us to go through the curriculum committee process.  We could have agreed to changes 
that would not have resulted in this requirement.  Dr. Adams said if the changes are not 
substantive to the generic syllabus then going through the process is not required.  Dr. Mense 
asked about whether objectives could just be added to the generic syllabus. 
 
ACTION 
The groups discussed that listing 880 as a pre-requisite for the prospectus defense needs to 
go in the catalog with the 880 description and where the prospectus is described. 
 
MOTION 
Dr. Sughrue made motion that a prospectus course be added.  After discussion the course 
will be 899.  Dr. Sughrue will try to modify this course before March 10 curriculum 
committee meeting. 
Discussion: 
Dr. Sughrue stated that having a prospectus course will keep 880 from becoming a prospectus 
course.  Dr. Adams asked if variable credit hours would be needed for the course.  Dr. Sughrue 
said “No, just fail and repeat.” 
 
Motion passed 
 
BREAK 
 
The discussion after the break was about the writing rubrics to be used during the admissions 
process.  Dr. Sughrue asked where do we want the cut-off to be.  Dr. Campbell said lowest score 
is Unacceptable, middle two are Conditional Acceptance, and highest is 
Proficient/Unconditional.  Dr. Sughrue asked how many indicators does an applicant need to 
have the lowest rating on before being designated as Unacceptable and rejected.  Dr. Mense 
asked if there should be some flexibility to allow the admissions committee to decide.  Dr. 



Sughrue said we need to be careful about not having too much flexibility.  Dr. Adams said that if 
we keep two middle categories, more clarification is needed to differentiate between the two.  
Dr. Mense asked if we needed four categories for Pass-Port purposes.  The answer was “No.”   
 
MOTION 
Dr. Adams made a motion that the middle two categories be collapsed to a “Needs 
Improvement” category.  Dr. Campbell seconded.  Drs. Campbell and Devaney will reword the 
rubric accordingly.  Dr. Mense suggested having common generic scoring options. 
Motion passed 
 
The discussion moved to the second writing rubric which is to be used with the impromptu 
writing sample that won’t be as polished.   
 
MOTION 
Dr. Adams made the same motion about collapsing the two middle categories.  Dr. Mense 
seconded. 
Motion passed 
 
The remaining discussion was about the writing prompts for the impromptu sample.  Dr. Sughrue 
said a prompt about hot topics in educational leadership.  The group liked the topic.  Caution is 
needed to make sure the topics provided are rotated enough to avoid students walking in 
knowing the topics in advance.  Dr. Devaney suggested using three topics at a time and then 
rotate to others.  Dr. Adams suggested using historical topics.  Caution is needed to avoid having 
topics that are so specific that some students won’t be able to write about them.  This includes 
topics that are Louisiana-specific. 
 
The Prospectus Checklist will be discussed at the next meeting. 



Ed.D. Agenda 
Tuesday, March 19, 2014 

10:00 am – 1:00 am 
 
 

 
I. Announcements 

a. Ascension Parish Cohort - Summer 2014 
b. Campus Cohort – Summer 2014 

 
II. Admissions Process 

a. Interview questions 
b. Writing prompts 
c. Rubrics  

i. Submitted writing sample w/ application 
ii. Extemporaneous writing sample prior to interview 

 
III. Possible Curriculum/Policy Changes  

a. EDL 880 syllabus 
b. EDL 804 syllabus 
c. Good standing: change GPA 3.25 to 3.00 
d. Leadership for Diversity 

 
IV. Checklists 

a. Prospectus (Chpts 1 and 2) 
b. Proposal (Add chpt 3) 
c. Dissertation (Add chpts 4 and 5) 

 
V. Use of Pass-Port for Ed.D. classes/Portfolio 

 
VI. Other Items 

a. Remaining dates for Spring 2014 meetings (Dean’s Conference Room): 
March 19th = Ed.D. program  10 am – 1 pm 
April 2nd = Ed.D. NCATE  noon – 3 pm 
April 7th = Ed.D. NCATE 10 am – 1 pm 

 
 



 

 

DOCTORAL EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM MEETING 

August 21, 2013 

 

Presiding: Dr. Jennifer Sughrue 

Present: Dr. Jeffrey Oescher, Dr. Kenneth Lane, Dr. Evan Mense,  
Dr. Sharon Hoffman, Dr. Kathy Campbell, Dr. Thomas DeVaney, 
Dr. Nan Adams, Dr. Mindy Crain Dorough,  
 

The doctoral educational leadership meeting began at 12:30PM in TEC room 
2021. 
 
Dr. Sughrue gave everyone a matrix with general program issues.  The 
spreadsheet was to help everyone to decide which are the most important 
issues to accomplish first are. 
 
The Moodle website is set up for all doctoral students and faculty to access for 
information, such as dissertation formatting and the doctoral student handbook 
(which is currently under revision and therefore not posted).   

Dr. Lane wanted to know who is going to maintain the webpage.  The information 
was on Blackboard before.  We need to make sure everyone knows about the 
website.  There is also the consortium website, which is different.  It is not up to 
date.  This maybe something we want to pull to our own Ed.D website. 

Dr. Sughrue asked faculty what they view as the most pressing issue(s). 

Dr. Oescher indicated that, after meeting with the Dean, it seems that the Provost 
wants consistencies in the Admission policies and all other aspects of the program, 
such as course descriptions.  The GRE scores have to have a specific cut off score 
(i.e., 145 for the new test and 450 for the old test in the verbal and qualitative 
areas).  There may be other indicators such as leadership skills.   

Dr. Lane brought up the issue of criteria and mandates from the Provost to have at 
least eight students in order for a course to make.  Research courses may have five 
students.  We used to have more joint classes with ULL until the Fall of 2012.  Now 



we only have 2 courses per semester for each of the three semesters (3/3 in total) 
taught together.   

Dr. Sughrue said that ULL started a cohort without us.  Dr. Lane said they had tried 
to get a consortium meeting together but our Provost did not contact them, so ULL 
elected to start a cohort without Southeastern in Alexandria, LA. 

We need to decide what we want the doctoral program to look like in the event we 
have to proceed without ULL.  We all need to be on the same page.  ULL is electing 
to go in a different direction. 

There was an issue this semester in EBR because some students had (12) credits 
hours they were allowed to transfer in.  This affected the number of students who 
enrolled in courses. Likewise, students have been allowed to take courses with 
other cohorts in different locations, such as EBR students taking a foundations 
course this past summer with the Ascension cohort.  The Scheduling needs to be 
controlled.  We need to start worrying about the Spring semester. 

PRIORITIES: 

Dr. Devaney:  Admission – There are certain things being looked at from those 
above more closely. 

Dr. Oescher: - No opinons in admissions.  GRE scores must be set.  There may be a 
formula. 

Students may be admitted provisionally on contingent and take up to six (6) course 
hours. 

Dr. Lane: Around 2006 the Dean and department head did away with the formula 
because there were problems with it. 

Dr. Oescher: We have to have a set of objective measures for evaluating student 
writing and interviews, as well as looking at the application packet as a whole. 

Dr. Sughure:  This is our opportunity to have influence on those that are going to 
be leaders.  We want people who will benefit from our program and be proud to 
have received their doctoral degree from Southeastern. 

Dr. Lane:  The department decides about the GRE not the University.  According to 
the catalog it does not specify which test is needed.   

A writing sample is a requirement which is now going through the University’s 
approval process. 



Dr. Oescher brought up that this group agreed to a set of admissions which is 
moving forward.  He would rather talk about concessions for recruiting students 
into the program.  There needs to be a balance between admissions and workload.   

There should be a formula which includes instruments to supplement their 
leadership skills. 

Dr. Sughrue said she would put the importance of writing, interviews, and criteria 
under Standards in the matrix. 

Dr. Adams:  Assessment is the gate to the quality of the program and if we have to 
report we need assessment gate data.  Dr. Sughrue mentioned we had touched on 
this at the end of last semester and we need to revisit issue.  This will also go under 
Standards.  Standard II is going to be a target area.   

The dean, assistant dean, chair, and program director had a meeting and they want 
more flexibility. 

We had requested a Higher Education Executive program but the Provost did not 
approve it yet.  We are in the process of trying to get her pre-approval.   

Dr. Adams: Quality indicators 

Dr. Oescher: Quality in general and the mentoring process.  If we establish 
assessments required by SACS a lot of concerns would be satisfied. (This will go 
under Standards.) 

Dr. Lane:  The admission process is driven from outside the program with the 
standard assessment driven by SACS.  This past Spring we had 48 hours to produce 
documentation on the doctoral program.  That was not enough time to get faculty 
input.  Now we have reports that are due by September 15th.  (This will go under 
Admissions and Standards.) 

Dr. Mense:  Admissions 

Dr. Crain-Dorough: Recruiting standards.  Who is responsible for doing what and 
fair distribution? 

Dr. Campbell: - Writing standards. 

Dr. Hoffman:  Dissertation and curriculum.  Now that we collected data, what did 
we do to improve it?  We need to look at the data.  The dissertation process and 
interest in curriculum has so much potential.  What we are about, our standards, 
etc.   

Dr. Adams: Action research. 



Dr. Sughrue:    Admissions issues include addressing a possible formula, deciding 
on a screening process, recruiting students, etc. 

Dr. Oescher.  Most universities require undergraduate students to take entrance 
exams.  If the student does not meet the requirements they are put in remediation 
courses.  When the student passes and can he/she can show that in lieu of the text 
score(s).  What would be an appropriate way to that for doctoral candidates?  

Dr. Adams mentioned that a course request was done for a presumptive writing 
course and right away the English department wanted that course.  So the course 
was made specific to educational leaders so it would have to be taught in our 
department.  If has never been approved. 

Dr. Lane said the request would have to go back through the system again.  It had 
been approved by the college and university but the Provost did not approve it. 

Dr. Hoffman’s concern is about marginal students.  What are the minimum 
standards? 

Dr. Adams said the Provost will not allow open admissions. 

Dr. Sughrue proposed that we take a look at the admission standards while we are 
waiting on approvals so we will be ready to recruit.  Hopefully by the end of the 
semesters the changes will be made. 

Dr. DeVaney:  At the end of the day we have to have standards.  What is our 
definition of leadership?  Who do we want to target?  There are some teachers in 
the lab school who are interested in getting their doctoral degree but do not want to 
be principals. 

Dr. Lane advised that the Ed.D in Educational Leadership prepares students to be 
leaders, not just administrators.  We have had students in other areas such as the 
medical field who have completed the program. 

Dr. Oescher:  The pool is small.  We need to redefine the pool. If we expand we will 
solve a lot of problems. 

Dr. Lane:  Within the doctoral program we have had principals, SPED, C&I, medical, 
and other. 

Dr. Oescher: We need to work on recruiting students. 

Dr. Mense:  The master’s program in Educational Leadership is starting a cohort in 
St. Charles this semester.  St. Charles has been very receptive.  You may be able to 
find a pool of potential doctoral students there. 



Some of the first things we need to define are: 

Who we are? 
What are we? 
What is the nature and scope of an Ed.D. leader? 
Admission standards – How to evaluate the candidates?  
How and where do recruit students? 
 
Action Item: Dr. Sughrue proposed a retreat one Friday morning for a four hour 
period.  It was decided that the retreat would take place on Friday, September 6th, 
from 9:00-1:00, in TEC room 2021. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Basically this is commuter campus.  This does create an absence in 
the department culture.  Faculty are paid a salary not only for teaching but also for 
research and public service.  
 
Dr. Oescher:  As department head, I know that decisions have to be made, whether 
by us or somebody else.  I am impatient.  Discussion is good but we need to make 
decisions and come to a concession.  Decisions will be made by the majority which 
means everyone may not agree on that decision. 
 
Dr. Sughrue said the issues would be discussed for a certain amount of time after 
which the conversation will stop and a motion will be made and voted on.  
Committee members were asked to bring any materials they have to the meeting.  
Dr. Sughrue will send out an agenda before the retreat.  At the end of the next 
meeting we will decide what issue(s) will be tackled at the next meeting. 
 
Dr. Oescher asked the faculty that if they were not comfortable or had a problem 
with him attending the meetings since he is the department head to let him know 
before September 6th. 
 
CLOSING 
 
Dr. DeVaney: Nothing 
 
Dr. Oescher:  There has to be regular meetings.  Three a semester will not work.  
We need to focus on the programs standards, admissions, recruiting, writing 
samples, quality indicators, goal(s) of the program, type of students we want to 
target, basic foundations and philosophy of what we want program to be, etc. 
 
Dr. Adams will prepare a matrix. 
 



Dr. Lane:  Nothing 
 
Dr. Mense: Data.  Working with Josie Walker the main thing AACS seems to be 
looking for is what have you done and how you have improved what you have 
done. 
 
Dr. Crain-Dorough:  Improve the culture and climate.  Focus on all the programs.  
It is not fair to those that have been working so hard.  We need to build on the 
strengths.  Felt this meeting based everything on the negative and nothing on the 
strengths. 
 
Dr. Campbell will look for writing rubrics. 
 
We need to find out what will draw students to our program.  What is it that our 
program particularly offers that the student want? 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:14P.M. 
 
 
Submitted by: 
 
 
 
Maureen Lundergan 
Administrative Assistant 
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DOCTORAL EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM MEETING 

February 4, 2014      

 

Presiding: Dr. Jennifer Sughrue 

Present: Dr. Kenneth Lane, Dr. Evan Mense, Dr. Kathy Campbell 
Dr. Sharon Hoffman, Dr. Kathy Campbell, Dr. Thomas DeVaney, 
Dr. Nan Adams, Dr. Mindy Crain Dorough,  
 

The doctoral educational leadership committee meeting began at 12:09 
p.m., in TEC Dean’s conference room. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Dr. Sughrue announced to the faculty that on February 15th, from 10:00 
a.m. to 1:00 p.m. in Garret room 48, she has invited all the doctoral 
students to her EDF 713 class. She asked the faculty if they could come to 
please do so.  She is going to try to have the updated handbook to give out. 
 
The work load for EDF 995 is no longer 5 students, but 15 credit hours.  You 
can bank hours.  There is some confusion on if the banked hours are for 
academic school year or one semester.  Dr. Sughrue will check on this issue. 
The academic year resets in the summer. 
 
This semester Dr. Campbell and Dr. Mense have students in EDF 995. Dr. 
Sughure will see about getting banked hours for those students. 
 
Dr. Sughrue brought up having a 2/2 or 3/2 course load instead of the 
present 3/3 course load for those teaching doctoral courses and directing 
dissertations.  Right now there is no motivation to be chair or a 
methodologist.  We will be starting new cohorts regularly.  ULL is now on 2/2 
course load.  It was brought up that when the doctoral program first started 
until around 2008, we were on the 2/2 course load.  
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Concerns were brought up about the professors having enough time to 
spend with the students on their dissertations, when the chairs and 
methodologists have to teach three courses.   
 
Dr. Sughrue reviewed the graduate studies policy on "good standing." 
Students have several opportunities to make up poor grades and remain in 
the program. If a student makes an “F”, he/she may retake the course and 
make at least a “C” and be able to continue in the program as long as they 
do not go below a 3.0 GPA.  There is no notification system. Maureen will 
run a query each semester, which includes the students GPA to give to Dr. 
Sughrue. 
 
Dissertations – There will be some changes to the format.  Some of the 
University guidelines will be used such as margins, title page, abstracts, 
pagination, block quotes, and line spacing for references. All other aspects, 
such as headings, tables, and figures, will follow APA, 6th edition. 
 
The EdD. Moodle website has a template on it.  It will be up to the chairs 
and their students to have their dissertations properly formatted prior to 
sending it to the library reviewers for approval. Dr. Lane will not be doing 
that any longer. 
 
RECRUITING  
 
Recruiting is going to be a number one priority this semester.  Dr. Sughrue 
and Dr. Oescher went to Ascension parish.  This district is interested in 
starting a new doctoral cohort, but with some changes. Their attitude is that 
since they are paying the students tuition, they want to be able to have a 
closed process where they recommend a group of students, from which we 
would select the cohort, using our own admissions criteria.   We would have 
the final say on the candidates admitted to the program from their list.  They 
also want to be able to select a list of research topics of interest to their 
district from which the student would select for their dissertation.  A 
discussion was held in which some concerns were brought up.  If the district 
is going to dictate the topics on which the dissertations would be based, we 
will need to have a written agreement about the nature of the roles each 
partner has in the process. Students must be fully aware that if they are 
selected for this cohort, they would be expected to adhere to the agreement. 
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This has to be a very transparent agreement.  The district wants to cultivate 
a future group of leaders for the district, hence the focus on research topics 
that are of importance to the district.  However, the doctoral program and 
course content is governed by the Ed.D. program and consortium. Thre may 
be opportunities to use special topics courses, such as EDL 871 & 875, to 
address content that is more specific to the district's needs.  There is room 
for specialization. Dr. Sughrue is confident that there will be a rich topic base 
from which students can select for research. 
 
The contract also has to be forthright regarding data. Students have to have 
access to district data, even in the instances where the data may not shed a 
favorable light on the district. Dr. Sughrue thought the district would want to 
know where the problems are in order to address them.  The agreement 
should also state that the district cannot stop paying the students tuition, if 
the dissertation is indentifying problems that were not anticipated when the 
topic was selected.   
 
The possibility of using some doctoral graduates t as adjunct professors in 
special topics courses came up.  If we do use them as an adjunct, it was 
suggested to have an instructor of record oversee the work.  Also, regular 
fulltime faculty must have a full workload, first. 
 
The plan is to start the Ascension cohort this summer as well as one on 
campus.  Fall 2014, a cohort would start in St. Charles parish, and in Spring 
2015, start a cohort in East Baton Rouge.   
 
ULL has 104 doctoral students and have the higher end strand.  We have 
around 50 students.  It was mentioned, that we push our students to finish 
in a timely manner, so we have had more students who have graduated 
than ULL.  Our first three to graduate was in May 2009.   
 
Livingston was mentioned as a possibility for starting a cohort, as well as St. 
Tammany parish. Dr. Lane suggested contacting Julie Matt, in the Central 
Office, to help with recruiting in that parish.  She is one of our doctoral 
graduates. 
 
We just had a group of powerhouse master students graduate from the St. 
Tammany cohort.  They were interested in the doctoral program, but wanted 
a break before starting.   We may be able to start a doctoral program for 
them in about a year and a half. 
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Jefferson parish was another location that was brought up.  A long time ago, 
we used to offer the masters program in that parish. Univ. of New Orleans' 
educational leadership program is reducing its presence in the area. It could 
be a rich opportunity. These starts would most likely be independent of ULL. 
 
We cannot ask for faculty lines except in the Spring.  It will take about a 
year and a half before someone could be brought on.  If someone leaves 
now, we would not be able to fill that position until Fall of 2015. 
 
The amount of time to work with dissertations students will increase when 
you go to off campus sites.  It is hard to sell if you tell off campus students 
they need to come to campus.  The off campus is a good argument for the 
2/2 course load. 
 
It is hard to accept on campus students each semester; low numbers means 
courses will not make. Dr. Sughrue suggested that we may be offering a 
cohort only once a year on campus, i.e., every summer semester, and no 
longer let students come into the campus program individually and every 
semester. 
 
The issue of the consortium with ULL was brought up.  ULL has branched off 
and now we are branching off.  Will this be a problem later on?  It should not 
be an issue.  The idea was to save money and be cost efficient; but that 
does not seem to be the case.  Some faculty at ULL sees serving on each 
other's dissertation committees as the true value of a consortium. 
 
SOT – ULL students do not have access to fill out the SOT forms for the 
Southeastern classes they take. This may not work in favor of our faculty. 
Additionally, the SOT printouts imply many fewer students in each course 
than there really were. 
 
A handout was given with the title “Role of Committee Members” 
If committee members have concerns about the student’s dissertation, they 
should talk to the chair not the student.  The diminishes confusion for the 
student. Also, methodologists are not responsible for feedback on chapters 1 
and 2 prior to the proposal defense. They are most helpful with chapters 3 
and 4. Chairs are ultimately responsible for directing the dissertation. 
 
There was a discussion about EDL 880.  What do we want the course to be? 
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Should it be a content course?  Should it be connect to the dissertation 
process or not?  Do we want to replace the EDL 880 with a mix methods 
course and make EDL 880 a content course?  Should we just have a 
proposal and final defense in order to reduce the pressure of the faculty 
workload?  What do our students need in preparation for their research?  Are 
we meeting their needs with this course?  Does the course need to be 
redone?  Should this be an EDF course?   
 
This semester, Dr. Crain-Dorough is teaching the course, covering the 
instruments.  The students are also working with their methodologist and 
chair.  Are there enough research classes to offer students options?  Is EDL 
880 a good use of time for the students?  Some students will never use the 
material taught in this class. When students gets to EDF 900 they should 
just be concentrating on writing chapter 3.  One idea was to take EDL 880 
out the mix for the prospectus and make it a research content along with 
802 and 803; perhaps an EDF 804.  The leadership faculty has to decide 
what they want to do with the program of study and how this course will fit 
into it.  The methodologists want clear direction from the leadership faculty 
on what kind of course would meet the needs of the students in preparation 
for their research. 
 
The next meeting will be held next Tuesday, February 11th at 9:00 a.m.  
Items to be covered at that meeting will be curriculum, syllabus, standards, 
and performance artifacts. 
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DOCTORAL EDUCATIONAL LEADERSHIP PROGRAM MEETING 

April 9, 2013 

 

Presiding: Dr. Jennifer Sughrue 

Present: Dr. Kenneth Lane, Dr. Jeffrey Oescher, Dr. Sharon Hoffman, 
Dr. Thomas DeVaney, Dr. Mindy Crain Dorough, Dr. Evan Mense, 
Dr. Michael D. Richardson 

 
Dr. Sughrue:  The meeting today is regarding the prospectus paper.  The 
students need to know what comprises the prospectus paper, our 
expectations of their work prior to allowing them defend their paper, how 
they will be evaluated and on what criteria. 
 
Action Item: Dr. Oescher:  Originally it was a qualifying paper.  I would like 
to motion that it returns to a review of the literature.   
 
Dr. DeVaney seconded it to open it up for discussion.  There are implications 
if we go back.  Once students do it they might think Chapter II is finished. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Other issues are (a) what the content is supposed to be, (b) 
what assessments for evaluating it should look like, and (c) how to reach an 
objective decision regarding the quality of the paper.  Some students don’t 
know their research questions once they have finished.  It is not fair to the 
faculty teaching 880 if the students do not to know their research questions. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  EDF 801 should be helping students produce much of the 
work. Chapters I and II should be sufficiently well developed that the 
students would be in a position to select and meet with a faculty chair and to 
continue to prepare their papers for the prospectus defense. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Many faculty think the topics in my 1 ½ page outline are 
important for Chapter I.  I don’t think students can get there in 801.  I 
would like to see true culture between the doctoral faculty and students 
interacting.  Take Chapter I out of prospectus and you would force the 
student to deal and to interact with their major professor and coming up 
with details related to Chapter I.   
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Dr. Sughrue:  Going back to the qualifying paper – what is the product and 
what criteria will we use to evaluate it?  By the time they defend we all need 
to be on the same page.  It is a process. 
 
Dr. Crain Dorough:  801 is a starting point.  Between 801 and 880 the 
student needs to get their materials together.  Point out the shortfalls in 
their prospectus and let the student know they cannot go on unit they fix the 
problems from a rubric. 
 
Dr. Hoffman:  On the average how much time lapses between 801 and 880? 
 
Dr. Lane:  There is a minimum of two academic terms before the student 
can take 880. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  There are content courses the student can take if they are not 
ready for 880. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Does 880 have 801, 802 and 803 as prerequisites?  
 
Dr. Lane:  Unofficially, I will not let the students take 880 until have 
completed 801, 802 and 803. 
 
Dr. Sughrue: I do not see how students develop a literature review without 
the problem statement, a justification for the proposed study, and an 
understanding of the context in which the problem exists. These are all 
elements of Chapter I. Also, if they come out of 801 with only a qualifying 
paper, then they will not be in a timely position to defend a prospectus in 
two academic terms.  
 
Dr. Oescher called the question.  Vote was 1 for, 5 against, and 1 
abstention. Motion failed. 
 
Action Item: Dr. Oescher made a motion that 801, 802, and 803 should be 
official prerequisites to 880.  Dr. DeVaney seconded motion. 
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Dr. Mense asked if there were any downsides to having 801, 802 and 803 
are prerequisites.  It was discussed and there are no downsides for the 
prerequisites. 
 
A vote was taken and all were in favor of having 801, 802, and 803 are 
prerequisites to 880. Motion passed. 
This change will have to go through the curriculum process. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  If student passes prospectus, s/he should understand that this 
is only the beginning. It is a document upon which the student builds toward 
the proposal defense and then toward conducting her/his research.  The 
dissertation is not done until it is turned in to the University. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  The prospectus needs to be used as some type of evaluation. 
 
Dr. Lane:  The student needs to identify the importance of the problem, 
have an outline, define terms so anybody reading it will understand terms 
used, review literature in chapter one (1),and be a guide for beginning of 
study. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  The prospectus defense must be done in front of the student’s 
committee – review literature, importance of problem, and formal 
presentation.  
 
Rubric – first thing major dimensions within specific criteria for prospectus, 
dimensions and criteria of what it looks like, how it is done ( well done or 
done poorly).  If you go to prospectus it is an evaluation.  Does the student 
have power point presentation?  Is s/he able to answer questions? We need 
to know how to assess the student.  We need a vehicle to bring everybody 
together philosophically.  Participation on the committee means helping the 
student do better work on the next part.  It is an opportunity to guide, but 
the committee may say no to the prospectus. But, if the student is properly 
prepared and was aware of our expectations, that would the exception not 
the rule. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Wanted to know if student did not pass qualifying paper could 
s/he still go on.  Need evaluation some point in time that has nothing to do 
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with their dissertation, but to show that the student has certain knowledge 
and skills; a general comp, some type of exam. 
 
Dr. Lane:  Doctoral students have to be continuously enrolled. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  What is the expectation – the minimum to go on? 
 
Dr. Hoffman:  If someone fails the prospectus what happens? 
 
There are two points of evaluation: 

1)  Before prospectus the chair says if student meets the criteria  
2) At the prospectus – What we want it to be.  What is: passed, passed 

with revisions, and failed? 
 

Dr. Hoffman:  One hope is that we have similar expectations and that we are 
all in sync with each other.  As it stands now, everyone is looking at the 
prospectus paper differently. 
 
Dr. Sughrue: It is important to figure this out so that we can alert the 
students to our expectations. 
 
Dr. Oescher – Get dimensions of criteria and then do the standards.  Issue 
of rubric  is the expectations, content of what it details, set of standards on 
rubric contingent on if you don’t meet the standards.  If you don’t meet the 
standards, you don’t pass or you need remediation, etc. 
 
Dr. Mense:  Do we want to set standards?  Do we have to do same in the 
proposal but not as tight?  What about more than one design?   
 
Dr. Richardson:  It needs to be more refined.  Proposals should be stronger. 
 
Dr. Lane:  It is more how they plan it out. Is it appropriate in scope and 
logistically possible? Are they developing instruments from scratch? And, 
what about the rigor? 
 
Dr. Mense:  Wouldn’t it all be subjective?  Will the rubric be able to 
overcome all subjectivity?  Each person could interpret the rubric differently. 
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Dr. Hoffman:  At least we would be looking at the same criteria. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Students have a problem with grammar.  I could count the 
number of prospectus papers on one hand that would pass grammatically.  
Someone else might be looking at content. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  The chair should have a list of what has to be done before 
student is allowed to do their prospectus.  The student needs to be given 
feedback and held responsible for the grammar.  We need discussion about 
how to treat the process.  Gateway – faculty or one stop along the way to 
get feedback from a committee.  Develop process before they can go on. 
 
Dr. Lane:  I see the prospectus as a part of the development of our students 
into doctoral candidates.  The poster child is Juanita Hill. I would not let her 
do her prospectus but she kept pushing and pushing until she was allowed to 
go and it did not turn out well.  She had to keep going back and redoing it 
until all corrections were made.  She had proposal issues.   
 
Students want to tell us when they want to graduate and work backward to 
artificially set dates for the prospectus and proposal papers/exams.  It has to 
be done correctly.  We all have in our minds what the minimum expectation 
is.  We do not have it written down.  Even with a list, not everyone will 
interpret it the same way.  Historically how many doctoral programs have a 
check list?  Each person has  a mental list.  What is being proposed is not 
usually done.   
 
When the program was being developed there were guidelines approved by 
the Board of Regents.  There was a qualifying paper not an exam.  When Dr. 
Dembowski was here they could never reach an agreement on a rubric, so 
one was never adopted. 
 
Dr. DeVaney:  There was a discussion on a rubric for the qualifying paper, 
but when Dr. Dembowski was here, he said it never was approved. 
 
Dr. Sughrue: A process needs to be developed about how we will give 
students feedback.  A committee needs to get together.   Students need to 
know if they can go forward, if they need to slow down and make 
modifications, or if they have not done enough to go on.  Have they 
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exceeded or met expectations? If not they must be told precisely what they 
need to do in order to meet expectations. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  What are the consequences if they are not approved?   
 
Dr. Lane: The student will not be able to take 880.  If person cannot pass 
the first try, chair and or committee members will work with the student. 
University regulations give the student two attempts to pass. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  The chair works with the students. The consequences should 
not be punitive but corrective. 
 
Dr. Crain Dorough:  Think it is important that students not be allowed to 
schedule their defense until they meet all the bullets on the checklist. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  Do we want criteria of what committee will evaluate student 
on?  Will the consequences be pass or fail or pass, pass with modification, or 
fail? 
 
Dr. DeVaney:  Read last paragraph from old handout that he thought 
resolved some issues regarding development of writing standards.  The 
chairs working with student until their work is good enough to send to 
committee. 
 
Dr. Oescher:  Modify issues - Issue of scale, rubric access, what are the 
standards relative to success, making evaluative performance standards, 
need criteria first for the evaluation process. 
 
Dr. Sughure:  We are going in circles. 
 
Action Item: Dr. Oescher – Motion – This committee endorses having a set 
of domains for the prospectus, and once established, that this committee act 
to create performance criteria and evaluation criteria? 
 
Dr. Crain Dorough seconded motion.  Motion passed with one abstention. 
 
Dr. Lane:  SACS have rubric documents on file from earlier attempts.  The 
University has brought in external consultants to review all assessments.  
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Decisions are being made across campus for all programs of what will be 
going forward with SACS. Whatever we are doing to satisfy SACS is only for 
this year.  Changes can be made later. 
 
Dr. Mense:  Data has to drive change. 
 
Action Item: Dr. Crain Dorough:  Motion – Endorse assessments for 
internal use until after the SACS visit. We will implement the rubric on 
PassPort in the future when allowed to do so, but in the meantime do it 
internally.  Motion voted on and approved by all. 
 
Dr. Sughrue:  Clarification – Prospectus paper have elements of Chapter I 
and Chapter II, the literature review.  Who would be willing to work on the 
elements needed for the prospectus?   
 
Action Item: Committee on the development of criteria to guide the 
prospectus paper: Dr. Sughrue, Dr. Hoffman, and Dr. Crain Dorough 
volunteered. 
 
Action Item: Dr. Crain Dorough: - Motion  - Prospectus paper focuses on the 
literature review (Chapter II) with elements of Chapter I that include the 
problem statement, contain an overview of a conceptual or theoretical 
framework, definitions, significance to educational leadership, draft research 
questions, and the context of the problem.  Motion passed. 
 
Dr. Richardson:  Brought up that it should not just be the prospectus paper 
but also the oral part of the prospectus.  
 
The committee will come up with suggested criteria for the prospectus paper 
and the prospectus defense. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 2:23pm. 
 
 
 



EDL 824 
Legal Issues in Special Education 

Southeastern Louisiana University & University of Louisiana at Lafayette Consortium 
3.0 Credit Hours 

 
Instructor:  
 
Office hours:   
      
Required Text:  Yell, M. (2012). The law and special education (3rd ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson. 
 
Supplemental Texts:  Permuth, S., & Mawdsley, R. (Eds.) (2006). Research methods for studying legal issues  

in education. Dayton, OH: Education Law Association. 
 

The Bluebook: A uniform system of citation (19th ed.). (2010).  
 Cambridge, MA: The Harvard Law Review Association.  
 

Publication manual of the American Psychological Association (6th ed.). (2010).  
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association. 

 
Supplemental Readings:  
Additional readings, such as journal articles, law reviews, and book chapters from other sources will be provided on 
Moodle.  Students will be expected to supplement these with the results of their own searches for an appropriate 
body of literature that will contribute to their assignments for this course. 
 
Catalog Description:   
This course will provide an in-depth study of the historical and legal foundations of disability law and its 
functionality within public schools.  Information presented in this course is contextualized through various means 
including: understanding the unique educational needs of students who qualify for IDEA or Section 504 services, 
disability law and policy, and current research. From this course, students gain an understanding of the legal and 
ethical roles and responsibilities of an educational leader in meeting the unique needs of children with disabilities. 
 
Program Standards: 
Two professional standards are embedded in this course.  Students will demonstrate their level of acquisition of 
these standards by completing the course artifact that will be submitted to Pass-Port. 
 

Ed.D. Consortium Goal (EdD) 
1. To enhance the knowledge and competencies of leaders so they provide optimal leadership for the 

education of all learners, both youth and adult. 

 
Carnegie Project on the Education Doctorate Working Principle (C) 
The Professional doctorate in education: 

2. Prepares leaders who can construct and apply knowledge to make a positive difference in the lives of 
individuals, families, organizations, and communities. 

Course Objectives: 
Through acquired knowledge of the history, statutory and case law, and principles of equitable and inclusionary 
education and through insights and skills gained from interactive strategies, students will: 

 see beyond categories of children and search for alternative methods to develop equitable and inclusionary 
programs for all students; (EdD1; C2) 

 understand their own need to continuously reflect on the ethics of their actions in relation to their beliefs 
and the changing challenges to providing all students an excellent education; (EdD1; C2) 



 use multiple perspectives to analyze beliefs about the purpose of public education and the role of 
specialized services in achieving that purpose; (EdD1; C2) 

 understand the diverse and complex challenges facing students with disabilities, such as low socioeconomic 
levels, varied ethnic and cultural backgrounds, gender, and language barriers; (EdD1; C2) 

 understand the legal, social, and political activities that facilitate or inhibit an inclusive and just educational 
environment; (EdD1; C2) 

 understand the foundation created by federal disability laws (Section 504, ADA, IDEA) and their 
relationship to law in the delivery of special education; (EdD1; C2) 

 understand the relationship between statutory and regulatory requirements and practice; (EdD1; C2) 

 identify and use various analytic frameworks to guide legal analysis;  

 apply principles and/or frameworks to an authentic case situation in which they analyze existing policy 
from a critical perspective; and 

 pursue a professional identity and agenda that demonstrate respect for the educational needs of diverse 
students. (EdD1; C2) 

 
Methodologies:   
This course will be taught as a seminar, with a balance among in class, Internet, and field experiences and will 
include readings, lectures, case discussions, simulations, and field research projects. Learning will be drawn from 
theory and research, from student's experience, and from discussions in and out of class. 
 
Evaluation Methods: 
Multiple methods of evaluating students' understanding of content and application will be used. Among them are 
case briefs, written and oral discussions, a scholarly paper that conducts a legal analysis on a special education topic, 
and a presentation.  
 
The course artifact described below must be submitted to Pass-Port. The rubric in Pass-Port will be used to evaluate 
the extent to which the Ed.D. consortium goals and Carnegie Project principles have been achieved. 

 
Course Artifact: 

 Legal Analysis  
The assignment is designed to give course participants the tools and experience of assessing the nature of 
educational problems in public education by collecting data and analyzing the impact on providing an 
equitable and inclusive education to children with disabilities.   
 
Course participants will be asked to search for a scenario (one based on practice in their school or district) 
that is related to disability law and regulations (from IDEA, Section 504, and ADA). They are (a) to 
determine through analysis of statutory, regulatory, and case law in what ways the scenario illustrates a 
problem in how law, regulation, or policy is not properly practiced in their school or district and (b) to 
search for and apply the results of existing research in special education in suggesting one or more 
solutions to the problem.  Students should also use data to determine the intended or unintended 
consequences of the law, policy, or practice has on diversity, educational opportunity, and ethical 
leadership. 

 
General Expectations: 
As with all graduate level work, course requirements will be evaluated on the level of completeness, 
appropriateness, creativity, and cohesiveness of the work.  The focus of each activity, discussion, and course 
assignment should be from an educational leadership perspective.  Clarity of writing, proper grammar, and 
appropriate format also will be considered in evaluation.  Language used throughout this course should be sensitive 
to issues of socioeconomic level, race, culture, gender, sexual orientation, special learning factors, and other issues 
that are important to individuals.  
 
All written work must be in APA 6th Edition format and typed with a 12-point font, one-inch margins and double 



spaced.  (An exception exists for the discussions online.)  Any questions or concerns about course assignments must 
be discussed with the instructor prior to the due date. 
 

University Statements and Policies 
 

If you are a qualified student with a disability seeking accommodations under the Americans with Disabilities Act, 
you are required to self-identify with the Office of Student Life, Room 203, Student Union. No accommodations 
will be granted without documentation from the Office of Disability Services. 

 
Free discussion, inquiry, and expression are encouraged in this class. Classroom behavior that interferes with (a) the 
instructor’s ability to conduct the class or (b) the ability of the students to benefit from the instructions is not 
acceptable. Examples may include continually entering class late or departing early; use of beepers, cellular 
telephones, or other electronic devices; repeatedly talking in class without being recognized; talking while others are 
speaking; or arguing in a way that is perceived as “crossing the civility line.” In the event of a situation in which a 
student legitimately needs to carry a beeper/cellular telephone to class, prior notice and approval by the instructor is 
required. 
 
As per Southeastern policy, the instructor will communicate electronically with students, using their university email 
accounts only. 
 
Free discussion, inquiry, and expression is encouraged in this class. Classroom behavior that interferes with either 
(a) the instructor’s ability to conduct the class or (b) the ability of students to benefit from the instruction is not 
acceptable. Examples may include routinely entering class late or departing early; use of beepers, cellular 
telephones, or other electronic devices; repeatedly talking in class without being recognized; talking while others are 
speaking; or arguing in a way that is perceived as “crossing the civility line.” In the event of a situation where a 
student legitimately needs to carry a beeper/cellular telephone to class, prior notice and approval of the instructor is 
required. Classroom behavior which is deemed inappropriate and cannot be resolved by the student and the faculty 
member may be referred to the Office of Judicial Affairs for administrative or disciplinary review as per the Code of 
Student Conduct which may be found at http://www.selu.edu/admin/stu_affairs/handbook/   
 
As per Southeastern policy, the university classroom is not a place for children, and students are not to bring their 
family members for day care or for babysitting. 
 
Students are expected to maintain the highest standards of academic integrity. Behavior that violates these standards 
is not acceptable. Examples are the use of unauthorized material; communication with fellow students during an 
examination; attempting to benefit from the work of another student and similar behavior that defeats the intent of 
an examination or other class work. Cheating on examinations; plagiarism; improper acknowledgment of sources in 
essays; and the use of a single essay or paper in more than one course without permission are considered very 
serious offenses and shall be grounds for disciplinary action as outlined in the current General Catalogue. 
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