
  Agenda 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Friday, February 3, 2012 
Gentry 142 

9:30 – 11:30 a.m. 
 

1. Welcome (Return of Jane Rogers and Rachelle Perusse from Sabbatical) 
2. Changes to the Minutes (Siegle – see attachment) 
3. Announcements 
  3a. Recent Grants/Awards (Siegle—see attachment) 
  3b. Graduate Admissions Process Update (Siegle– see attachment) 
  3c. Annual Compliance Training (Siegle– see attachment) 
  3d. President’s Research Award applications due Feb. 10 (Siegle—see attachment) 
  3e. President’s Cluster Hire Initiative (Siegle) 
  3f. Ideas for Available Funds from Dean’s Office (Siegle) 
  3g. Jonathan Plucker colloquium on Feb. 13 at 10:30 a.m. (Siegle) 
  3h. Latent Class Analysis colloquium with Jay Magidson on April 20 (Chafouleas/McCoach—see 

attachment) 
  3i. Multilevel Structural Equation Modeling colloquium with Laura M. Stapleton on April 27 

(Chafouleas /McCoach—see attachment) 
  3j. Value‐Added modeling Workshop with Daniel McCaffrey on Mary 14 and 15 (McCoach—see 

attachment) 
  3k. Other 
4. Committee Issues 
  4a.  ACTION ITEM: Dissertation Guidelines Committee Final Report (Siegle– see attachment) 
  4b. Merit Committee Feedback (Brown) 
  4c. Special Education Search Update (Simonsen) 
  4d. Director of Online Learning Search Update (Brown) 
  4e. Measurement, Evaluation, and Assessment Search Update (Swaminathan) 
  4f. Teacher Education C&I/EPSY Search Update (Siegle) 
  4g. Other 
5. Other Business 
  5a. NSOE Assessment Plan (Yakimowski) 
  5b. Other 
6. Adjournment 
 

 
Chili Cook Off in the Atrium at Noon 



 

EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY DEPARTMENT 
                              FACULTY MEETING MINUTES 
                                         December 2, 2011 
 
 
Attendees:  M. Bray, S. Brown, S. Chafouleas, R. Colbert, M. Coyne, M. Faggella-Luby,   
K. Gavin, J. Gubbins, O. Karan, T. Kehle, C. Little, B. McCoach, N. Olinghouse, J. O’Neil, 
L. Sanetti, D. Siegle, J. Stephens, G. Sugai,  H. Swaminathan, M. Welsh, M. Yakimowski, 
M. Young, P. Britner, C. Rhoads, J. Van Heest, S. Everett, J. Goldstein 
 
  
 
1.   Welcome 

The meeting commenced at 9:30 am.   Jessica Goldstein was welcomed to the meeting.  
 
2.    Changes to the Minutes 
       There were no changes to the October meeting minutes. 

 
3.   Announcements 
      3a.  Matt Ross attended our meeting in order to demonstrate the “New Graduate  
      Admissions System.  There were a few questions answered.  There will be some future 
      changes made to the system in order to fine tune it. 
 
      3b.  The department head has provided new GRE score to the faculty.  The tables were 

included in the packet emailed to everyone. 
 
      3c. President Herbst has been invited to attend the school-wide meeting today at 
       1:00 pm. 
 
      3d. Del and Betsy will be hosting an “End-of-the Semester” party at their new home 
      on December 15th.  Instruction have been included in the packet. 
 
      3e. CILT and Special Education Updates were not discussed at this meeting. 
 
      3f. In order to have more control over the copier, it has been necessary to install a  
      “copy code.”   All faculty, staff and graduate assistants will be provided with the code. 
        
      3g. The departmental website is currently being updated.  The school psychology 
      program is almost completed.  Each program will be capable of making any necessary 
      changes to their program information. 
 

 



 

      Special Education was inquiring about funds t create a brochure for their program. 
      The department head suggested that we create a “generic” brochure for each program. 
      The department head would like each program to work with Shawn Kornegay, our  
      marketing and communication director.  Natalie Olinghouse suggested that we review 
      Vanderbilt’s website in order to get some ideas about promoting our programs.  Del 
      will be busy taking photographs in the classroom and other events for inserts in the  
      brochure. 
 
      3h. Del has included instructions for use of the “Dropbox.”   
 
      3i.  As of January 15, 2012, we will no longer be receiving our FRS reports.  Joanne 
      will be required to use “control D” to access a printed copy of the reports. 
   
      3j.  May14 and 15, 2012 there will be a workshop presented by the MEA program. 
      Daniel McCaffrey will be the presenter.  There has been a cap set at 24 attendees.   
      Faculty will be required to pay $250; however, students will pay $150. 
      
     4.  Committee Issues 

4a. The PTR document was created by H. Swaminathan and M. Doyle over the 
summer.  They reviewed other university’s protocols as an example for their 
document.  S. Chafouleas encouraged everyone to review the document and is 
welcoming any feedback in order to complete this document.  There are no 
specific deadlines; however, they do hope that the guidelines will be in place for 
next fall.  K. Gavin had some concerns which she shared with the faculty.  Del 
tried to explain the differences in certain titles which are actually not correct. 
However, he also explained the problem in trying to change some of the titles. 
 
Scott Brown thanked the committee for their hard work.  He also suggested that 
there be a systematic evaluation by the faculty  for the pre-tenured professor.  He 
also asked for clarification on several points. 
 
Jason Stephens shared his experience with his PTR and mentioned that it would have 
been helpful if he had been pre-evaluated by some senior faculty members. 
 
Tom Kehle mentioned that he felt there was a lot of pressure on a new professor just 
coming into the university setting. 
 
C. Little feels that the process should be a little more informative along the way so that 
it would not be so stressful. 
 
The document will go forward to the school-wide meeting once all of the edits have been 
made for approval or not. 
 

 



 

 

 
      
     4b. The dissertation guidelines are almost ready for the final draft.  It has been decided 
      to add three doctoral students to the committee. 
 
      There is a question about whether or not to have readers.  If there are readers, 
      they need to have a  Ph.D.  B. McCoach also felt that the person should have a  
      research background.  The reader’s role should be to informative to the  
      student….should not be to advise them. 
 
      There were several other viewpoint which were expressed. 
 
      Rievew of literature – (get powerpoint)       
 
     4c.  The special education search is going well. There has already been some interest  
      shown in the position. Del has approved the job description at the department level and 
      it is moving through the appropriate university offices for approval.  
 
     4d.  M. Young inquired as to whether or not the Director of Online Learning will be a 
     tenure-track position.  S. Brown also inquired as to whether this person should be a part 
      of CILT or not.  S. Brown is accepting any comments from the faculty.  The committee 
      is still working on the job description. 
 
     4e. The MEA committee is also still working on the job description.  Also, this person 
     will be the director of the MEA Center which does not exist just yet. 
 
     4f.  B. McCoach presented a new course to the faculty.  The course is “Structural  
     Equation Modeling” – EPSY 6613.  The course was taught in the psychology  
     department.  However, Dave Kenny is retired and so this course is no longer taught 
     there.  The Department of Psychology has strongly suggested that we teach the course. 
     The content would be similar. 
 
     J. Gubbins seconded the motion.  The course was approved unaminously. 
 
     5.  Other Business  
     5a.  Tech Tips – the faculty was encouraged to share information concerning 
     iPad/iPod/iPhone applications. 
 
6.  Adjournment 
     M. Faggella_Luby motioned for adjournment.  M.Welsh seconded the motion. 
     The meeting adjourned at 11:55 am. 
 
                



Recent EPSY Grants Awarded 
Megan Welsh – $22,084 – UCRF – Validation of Student Learning Objectives as a Teacher Evaluation Tool 

Michael Faggella‐Luby ‐ $24,898 – UCRF – Project VISIBLE: Validating Implementation of Secondary 
Instructional Behaviors in Literacy & English 

Joe Renzulli ‐ $750,000 – Jack Kent Cooke Foundation – Renzulli Academy Summer Enrichment Program: 
Explorations and Investigations 

Robert Colbert – $368,000 – Balfour Foundation – Effects of Implementing an Equity‐Based College 
Readiness Curriculum in Two Urban Schools 

Michael Coyne ‐ $163,917 – Providence School District – Development of the K‐12 English language Arts 
Curriculum Framework (ELA Providence III) 



2012 Process for Reviewing Graduate Applicants 

1. Students apply electronically through Hobson 

2. Graduate School transfers applicant’s Hobson information to PeopleSoft within 24 
hours. 

3. NSOE transfer applicant’s information from PeopleSoft to SIS. 

4. Cheryl Lowe identifies new application in SIS and copies recommendation letters and 
transcripts from Hobson to SIS (these documents do not automatically transfer). 

5. Cheryl Lowe prepares a paper file of the applicant’s material. 

6. Cheryl Lowe sends an email to the Program Chair with the applicant’s name. 

7. Program Committee reviews applicants’ files either electronically through SIS or via 
paper folders prepared by Cheryl Lowe. 

8. Program Committee indicates applicant’s acceptance or rejection either within SIS or on 
paper folder (Program Committee should use one or the other). If paper is used, folder 
is returned to Cheryl Lowe. She enters acceptance or rejection into SIS system. 

 

MA and 6th Year: Department Chair checks applicant’s status in SIS and enters Program 
Committee’s decision into Hobson for Masters and Sixth Year applications. Grad School 
process applications and notifies student of decision. 

 

Ph.D.: Cheryl Lowe prepares a spreadsheet for the Dean’s office of the Program 
Committee’s decision for all Ph.D. applicants. The spreadsheet contains names, 
program, GRE Scores, GPA, and decision. Department Head reviews the spreadsheet 
and sends it to Dean’s office. Dean reviews the spreadsheet, gives final approval of 
Program  Committee’s decision, and returns spreadsheet to the Department Head. 
Department Head enters final decision into Hobson, and Graduate School processes 
application and notifies student of decision. 

 

 









UConn Daily Digest  
Tuesday, January 31, 2012  

Annual Compliance Training Begins 2/6/12  

Annual Compliance Training Announcement 

In-Person Training 

In-person sessions of the Annual Compliance Training are scheduled to begin on MONDAY, 
February 6, 2012. This year, faculty and staff will be able to attend any session, as the material is 
the same for all audiences. Because seating is limited, employees are required to register online for 
the in-person sessions. 

Storrs Campus in-person training will be held at the Dodd Center in the Konover Auditorium. 
Regional Campus employees may attend sessions at their campuses. To view the complete listing of 
all sessions and to register, visit the Office of Audit, Compliance and Ethics (OACE) website at 
http://www.audit.uconn.edu/training.htm. You will need your NetID to register for in-person 
sessions. (Contact UITS at 486-HELP if you do not know your NetID.) Liz Vitullo, at (860) 486-4526, 
is available to assist with registration for employees who do not have computer access. 

New Trainer Introduction 

This year, in-person sessions will be conducted by Meredith Trimble, former Director of Education 
for the Connecticut Office of State Ethics. Meredith comes to the OACE team with higher education 
experience: she developed the state's Ethics Code curriculum and trained state employees annually, 
including the faculty and staff in the Connecticut State University System, Connecticut Community 
Colleges and the Department of Higher Education. 

Online Training 

An online version of the training is scheduled to be available by the end of February. Please stay 
tuned for future announcements regarding the online training. 

Additional Assistance 

Please email our office at compliance.training@uconn.edu if you will need Sign Language Interpreter 
Services or Accessibility considerations. OACE should be notified at least two weeks prior to the 
session in order to confirm availability. 

Please also feel free to contact the OACE at (860) 486-4526 or the email address above with any 
additional questions. We look forward to the informative and engaging sessions ahead! 

Compliance Training must be completed by May 18, 2012. 

LIZ VITULLO University of Connecticut OFFICE OF AUDIT, COMPLIANCE AND ETHICS 9 Walters 
Avenue, Unit 5084 Storrs, CT 06268 Phone: 860-486-2530 Fax: 860-486-4527 
Elizabeth.Vitullo@uconn.edu 

 

 

http://www.audit.uconn.edu/training.htm
mailto:compliance.training@uconn.edu
mailto:Elizabeth.Vitullo@uconn.edu
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Siegle, Del

From: UConn School of Education Faculty [UCEDUC-L@LISTSERV.UCONN.EDU] on behalf of 
Pichette, Valerie [valerie.pichette@UCONN.EDU]

Sent: Monday, January 30, 2012 11:49 AM
To: UCEDUC-L@LISTSERV.UCONN.EDU
Subject: FW:  President's Research Award Information
Attachments: President'sResearchAwardNotification

Importance: High

Sent on behalf of Dean Thomas C. DeFranco 
 
 

Dear Faculty, 

 
The President’s Research Award is designed to enhance faculty research in all disciplines.  The University will support 

two outstanding faculty research projects that have the potential to improve the quality of life for people in the state 

and nation.  Each award will be worth $50,000. The awards will be granted through the Office of the Vice President of 

Research and proposed guidelines state,  

 

“Each school/college may submit one nomination.  The College of Liberal Arts and Sciences may submit two 

nominations.  The proposals must be routed through the office of the dean of the school/college.  Collaborative 

interdisciplinary proposals are encouraged”.   

 

According to the Proposal Guidelines, 

 

Proposals should not exceed four pages in length (excluding cover page).  Proposals should be single-spaced, 

prepared on standard (8.5x11”) paper, with one-inch margins and font no smaller than 12 point.  The proposals 

must be paginated as a single document and should be submitted electronically as an attachment (.pdf format) 

to Larisa.zagorski@uconn.edu.  The proposals should include: 

 

1. Cover Page 

Include title of project, listing of PI/Co-PIs and total budget requested. 

 

2. Project Description 
The project description should be written so as to be understood by non-experts.  Avoid jargon and 

hyperbole.  The following must be included in the project description: 

 

� Project Justification.   

� Objectives.  List specific, measurable objectives to be accomplished. 

� Time Lines.  Provide a timetable for the project including milestones for major project 

functions. 

� Outcomes.  Clearly explain what outcomes will be achieved.  Discuss how these funds 

will be leveraged (including obtaining external funding, if applicable). 
 

2.            Key Personnel 

List the key personnel involved in the project.  For each, briefly describe their roles and responsibilities.   

 

3.            Budget 
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Provide a budget including graduate assistant(s) and student labor salaries and fringe benefits, 

equipment, supplies, and travel needed to conduct the project.  Justify the budget proposed in terms of 

the objectives.  There is no requirement for matching funds. 

 

 

If you would like to submit a proposal for this competition please send to the Dean’s office your proposal no later than 

February 10, 2012. The Department Chairs and the Associate Dean will review all proposals and a determination will be 

made as to which proposal will be forwarded to the Office of the Vice President of Research. I’ve attached the 

notification and all the information regarding this opportunity. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tom 

 

 

-- 

Thomas C. DeFranco 

Dean, Neag School of Education 

Professor, Dept of Mathematics 

University of Connecticut 

 

tom.defranco@uconn.edu 

(860) 486-3815 
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Dissertation Proposal Guidelines 
Department of Educational Psychology 

 
The Dissertation Proposal Guidelines document provides the following information and 
documents: 
 

• Overview of Proposal Guidelines 
o Purpose of the Dissertation Proposal 
o Proposal Preparation, Approvals, and Timelines  
o Dissertation Proposal Format 
o Guidelines for the Review of Literature 
o Dissertation Advisory Committee Composition 
o Readers for the Dissertation Proposal 
o Oral Defense 
o Required Forms and Procedures 

• Doctoral Dissertation Proposal Process 
• Appendix A: Criteria for Assessment of Dissertation Proposals 
• Appendix B: Format of the Dissertation Proposal 
• Appendix C: Dissertation Proposal Reader Review Form 
• Appendix D: Dissertation Proposal Advisory Committee Review Form 
• Appendix E: Dissertation Proposal Flowchart 

 
Purpose of the Dissertation Proposal 

 
The purpose of the Dissertation Proposal is to ensure that the student has a strong 
understanding of the literature and methods relevant to the intended study, and that the 
student has used this understanding to develop a high-quality plan for the dissertation. 
Specifically, the Dissertation Proposal should highlight the theoretical framework and the 
rationale for the study and incorporate established research methodology to address the 
research questions. 
 
For the doctoral student, the Dissertation Proposal represents an opportunity to move 
from structured academic and research experiences to more independent, original 
research.  
 
The Graduate School’s Standards and Degree Requirements provide the following 
guidelines for review of Dissertation Proposals: 
 

Dissertation Proposals are reviewed with the following questions in mind: (1) Is the 
proposal well written, well organized, and well argued? (2) Does the proposal 
describe a project of appropriate scope? (3) Does the student demonstrate a 
knowledge of the subject and an understanding of the proposed method of 
investigation? (4) Does the student show awareness of the relevant research by 
others? and (5) Does the student consider how the proposed investigation, if 
successful, will contribute to knowledge? 
(http://catalog.grad.uconn.edu/sadr/sadr-page12.html) 

http://catalog.grad.uconn.edu/sadr/sadr-page12.html
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A helpful resource for graduate students who are preparing their Dissertation Proposals is 
the Criteria for Assessment of Dissertation Proposals (Appendix A) 
(http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/dpg/assessdp.html), which suggests questions for 
reflection for each section of the proposal. 
 

Proposal Preparation, Approvals, and Timelines 
 
Please see the Doctoral Dissertation Proposal Process table for details on the specific steps 
involved in the process of preparing and acquiring approval for the Dissertation Proposal. 
A summary of key components of the process follows below. Additionally, Appendix E 
contains a flowchart to guide Advisors and students through the Dissertation Proposal 
Process. 
 

• Initial Preparation of Problem, Questions, and Design as informed by the literature 
(Steps 1, 2, 4) 

• Identification and Invitation of Advisory Committee and Readers (Step 3) 
• Complete Comprehensive Literature Review (Step 4) 
• Development of full Dissertation Proposal (Step 5) 

o Proposal must be ready for Initial Advisory Committee review at least 6 
months prior to intended graduation date.  

• Initial Advisory Committee review – Advisory Committee reviews and provides 
feedback (Step 6).  

o Allow minimum of 2 weeks for review. 
o Major Advisor tracks the proposed timeline. 

• Scheduling and Preparation for Oral Defense – upon completion of revisions in 
response to Initial Advisory Committee review (Steps 7-8) 

o Oral defense scheduled 
o Revised proposal provided to Advisory Committee and Readers  
o Allow 2 weeks between sharing this version of the proposal and the 

Oral Defense 
• Oral Defense with resulting Advisory Committee decision (Step 9) 
• Completion of revisions and follow-up approvals (Steps 10-14) 

 
Dissertation Proposal Format 

 
The Dissertation Proposal typically will consist of a 12-25 page document that includes the 
components identified in the Format of the Dissertation Proposal (Appendix B). The 
Dissertation Proposal must have adequate detail to fully convey the design of the study 
such that the Advisory Committee and Readers may judge the quality and merit of the 
proposed study. The Advisory Committee will make the determination regarding final 
format based on the specific needs of the student and the study being proposed.  
 

 
 

  

http://www.gifted.uconn.edu/dpg/assessdp.html
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Guidelines for the Review of Literature 
 
Preliminary Review of Literature 
 
The Review of Literature (step 1) is an important part of the Dissertation Proposal. A 
thorough Review of Literature identifies the strengths and gaps in the existing literature, 
thereby providing justification for the study. Additionally, the Review of Literature targets 
the research questions and informs the dissertation study methodology, including the 
study design, the measures, and the data analyses, among other aspects of the study. The 
Major Advisor should ensure the student has completed a review of the existing literature 
prior to the development of the Dissertation Proposal. 
 
Comprehensive Literature Review 
 
The Comprehensive Literature Review (step 4) is written based on the Review of Literature 
(step 1) and overseen by the Major Advisor. It is suggested that the Comprehensive 
Literature take one of the formats below. The Comprehensive Literature Review should be 
available upon request to any member of the Advisory Committee or a Reader. 
 

1. Review of Literature written as part of the comprehensive exam; 
2. Review of Literature written for a course and strongly tied to the dissertation topic 

and methods; 
3. Chapters 1 and 2 of the traditional dissertation format; 
4. Review of Literature that is part of a pilot study or related published/presented 

works; and, 
5. Other products under the discretion of the Major Advisor.  

 
Dissertation Proposal Literature Review 
 
The Dissertation Proposal Literature Review (step 5) included in the Dissertation Proposal 
should be a succinct summary of key points from the Comprehensive Literature Review 
(step 4). This proposal section should provide the context for the study and display 
sufficient evidence of the student’s depth of understanding of the literature.  
 

Dissertation Advisory Committee Composition 
 
The student’s Dissertation Advisory Committee is composed of a Chair (the Major Advisor) 
and at least two Associate Advisors. The Chair must hold Graduate Faculty status in the 
student’s Area of Concentration (AOC). If there is no AOC, the Field of Study (FOS) takes 
precedence. At least one of the Associate Advisors must hold University of Connecticut 
Graduate Faculty status, and at least one must be from the student’s AOC or FOS. If an 
external Associate Advisor is desired, the guidelines for securing this appointment (found 
in the Graduate Catalog http://catalog.grad.uconn.edu/advisory.html) must be followed.   
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Committee decisions regarding the approval of the Dissertation Proposal as well as the 
Comprehensive Examination, the written dissertation, and oral defense of the dissertation 
must be unanimous.  
 

Readers for the Dissertation Proposal 
 
Upon preliminary approval of the written draft by the student’s Advisory Committee and 
approval to schedule an Oral Defense, the Major Advisor (acting on behalf of the Head of 
the Department or Program to which the student was admitted), in collaboration with the 
student, will select two Readers from outside the Advisory Committee to review the 
proposal. Readers should have a doctoral degree, and should have expertise relevant to the 
dissertation topic and/or methods. Readers may be within the Neag School of Education, 
the broader University of Connecticut faculty, or outside of the University. The role of the 
Readers is to serve as external reviewers of the quality and merit of the proposed 
dissertation. It is strongly suggested that EPSY faculty who serve as Readers and have 
Graduate Faculty status should be added as Associate Advisors for the dissertation. 
 
When conducting the review of the proposal, the Readers shall use the Dissertation 
Proposal Reader Review Form (Appendix C) to guide their comments. Written comments, 
including a decision to approve or revise and resubmit, must be provided by each Reader to 
the student and the Advisory Committee prior to or at the time of the Oral Defense. 
 

Oral Defense 
 
After the Advisory Committee’s review and initial approval of the proposal, the student 
may schedule the Oral Defense. The student sends the Dissertation Proposal, which has 
been revised based on committee feedback, to the Advisory Committee and Readers and 
allows for 2 weeks for the review process. 
 
After approval to schedule the Oral Defense, the student contacts the EPSY Administrative 
Assistant to (a) reserve a room for the date and time agreed upon by the Advisory 
Committee, and (b) provide the information necessary for notification to the broader EPSY 
community of the student’s Dissertation Proposal Oral Defense. This information includes 
the student’s name, program, Dissertation Proposal title, and the date, time, and location of 
the Dissertation Proposal Oral Defense. This must be completed two weeks in advance of 
the Oral Defense date. 
 
The Administrative Assistant will notify the EPSY faculty and Ph.D. students of upcoming 
Dissertation Proposal Oral Defenses (providing the student’s name, program, title of 
Dissertation Proposal, date, time, and location) scheduled for the current week and the 
following week through email and/or the EPSY website home page. 
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Required Forms and Procedures 
 
There are several forms that are part of the Dissertation Proposal process: 
 

1.  Appendix C: Dissertation Proposal Reader Review Form 
2.  Appendix D: Dissertation Proposal Advisory Committee Review Form 
3.  Dissertation Proposal for the Doctoral Degree (the cover sheet must be filed with 

the graduate school once a proposal is approved). 
http://grad.uconn.edu/documents/newdoc/dissertation_proposal.pdf 

4. Institutional Review Board Forms  
http://irb.uconn.edu/forms.html 
 

 

http://grad.uconn.edu/documents/newdoc/dissertation_proposal.pdf
http://irb.uconn.edu/forms.html


 

 

Department of Educational Psychology 
Doctoral Dissertation Proposal Process 

 
Steps Who Supervises (S)/ 

Approves (A) 
Key Components/Tasks Details 

1. Conduct  Preliminary 
Review of Literature 

Major Advisor (S) • General overview of relevant 
literature 

• Purpose: To inform and identify potential Research 
Questions, a preliminary Statement of the Problem, 
and a preliminary Research Design to answer the 
Research Questions. Students may have already 
begun and/or completed this process through course 
activities or comprehensive exams. 

2. Prepare preliminary 
Statement of the 
Problem/Research 
Question(s)/Research 
Design 

Major Advisor (S) • Preliminary Statement of the 
Problem  

• Preliminary Research Question(s) 
• Preliminary Research Design 

• All are preliminary and may be revised based on 
Comprehensive Literature Review outlined in Step 4. 

• Format is at the major advisor’s discretion. 

3. Identify committee 
and potential Readers  

Major Advisor (S) • Formation of Advisory Committee 
• Identification of potential Readers 

• Committee is composed of the Chair (Major 
Advisor) and at least two Associate Advisors 

• In addition to the Advisory Committee, two 
additional persons will be selected as outside 
Readers for the Dissertation Proposal. The student 
and Major Advisor should work together to identify 
potential Readers. Readers should have a doctoral 
degree, and should have expertise relevant to the 
dissertation topic and/or methods.  
o Readers may be within the Neag School of 

Education, the broader University of 
Connecticut faculty, or outside of the 
University.  

o The Readers are intended to serve as external 
reviewers of the quality and merit of the 
proposed dissertation and to provide feedback 
on the proposal at the point of the oral defense.  

o It is strongly suggested that EPSY faculty who 
serve as Readers and have Graduate faculty 
status should be added as Associate Advisors 
for the dissertation. 
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Steps Who Supervises (S)/ 
Approves (A) 

Key Components/Tasks Details 

4. Complete 
Comprehensive 
Literature Review 

Major Advisor (S) 
Advisory Committee 
(discretion) 
 

• Comprehensive Literature Review 
(e.g., concepts, existing research, 
dependent/independent 
variables, methods, analysis) 

• Statement of Research 
Question(s) 

• A recursive process with Step 2 
• Completion of a comprehensive Review of Literature 

specific to the proposed dissertation study (i.e., 
focused on the preliminary Statement of the 
Problem, Research Questions, and Methods). 

• The Review of Literature serves as a resource for 
what will be included in the dissertation. 

• Options for format of the Comprehensive Literature 
Review include the following, at Advisor/Committee 
discretion: 
o As part of the comprehensive exam 
o A Review of Literature written for a course 
o Chapters 1 and 2 of the traditional dissertation 
o Reviews as part of pilot studies or related 

published/presented works 
5. Prepare full 

Dissertation Proposal 
Major Advisor (S) • Title page 

• Abstract 
• Introduction 
• Statement of the Problem 
• Literature Review 
• Research Questions and/or 

Hypotheses 
• Methods 
• Limitations 
• References (cited in proposal) 
• Appendices (if necessary) 

• Developed with input from other Advisory 
Committee members, as appropriate. 

• The Dissertation Proposal should have adequate 
detail to fully convey the design of the study (for the 
Advisory Committee members/Readers to judge the 
merit of the proposed study). 

• Points that are at the Advisor/Committee discretion 
o 12-25 pages (in most cases, approximately 20-

25% of the proposal should be dedicated to the 
literature review.) 

o Dissertation Proposal Literature Review should 
be a concise synthesis of the salient points related 
to the proposed study. 

6. Receive approval to 
send Dissertation 
Proposal to Advisory 
Committee 

Major Advisor (A) • Dissertation Proposal ready for 
Advisory Committee feedback 

• Proposal should be ready for committee review at 
least 6 months before expected date of graduation. 

• Allow a minimum of 2 weeks for feedback from 
Advisory Committee members. Major Advisor tracks 
the proposed timeline. 

7. Revise Dissertation 
Proposal and receive 
approval to schedule 
Oral Defense 

Advisory Committee 
(A) 
 

• Revisions made to Dissertation 
Proposal based on Advisory 
Committee feedback  

• Student revises proposal based on feedback from 
Advisory Committee members. 

• All Advisory Committee members must approve 
before student may proceed to Step 8. 
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Steps Who Supervises (S)/ 
Approves (A) 

Key Components/Tasks                               Details 

8. Schedule Oral Defense 
and submit proposal 
to Advisory 
Committee and 
Readers 

Major Advisor (S) • Revised document and committee 
approval 

• Public notification of Oral Defense 
for EPSY faculty and Ph.D. 
students 

• Student schedules Oral Defense date with Advisory 
Committee and Readers. 

• Student sends (revised) proposal to Advisory 
Committee and Readers.  

• Allow a minimum of 2 weeks for review. 
• The Readers are not required to attend Dissertation 

Proposal defense, but must provide written feedback 
(if not attending) prior to the Oral Defense. The 
written feedback is provided to the advisor, the 
Advisory Committee members, and the student. 

• Public notification of Oral Defense for EPSY faculty 
and Ph.D. students  

9. Complete Oral Defense Major Advisor (S) • Oral Defense presentation and 
discussion 

• Major Advisor convenes and conducts Oral Defense. 
• Major Advisor conveys the protocol and procedures 

for the Oral Defense to those in attendance. 
• The Advisory Committee members must attend, and 

Readers may attend. 
• Additional guests (those outside EPSY faculty/Ph.D. 

students) may attend at the Advisory Committee’s 
discretion. 

• University faculty may ask questions or provide 
suggestions after the Advisory Committee 
members/Readers have completed their questioning 
or suggestions. Other guests may ask questions or 
provide suggestions at the committee’s discretion. 

• During the discussion of approval to proceed to the 
next step, only the Major Advisor, Advisory 
Committee members, and Readers remain in the 
room. 

  

7 



 

 

Steps Who Supervises (S)/ 
Approves (A) 

Key Components/Tasks                                           Details 

10. Receive approval to 
proceed to next step 

Advisory Committee 
(A) 

• Dissertation Proposal 
• Oral Defense 

• The Advisory Committee determines the result of the 
Oral Defense based on the following options: 
o Pass: Approval to proceed (no revisions needed); 
o Pass: Approval to proceed (minor revisions—

Advisor withholds signature); 
o Pass: Approval to proceed (major revisions—

Advisor withholds signature; relevant committee 
members may withhold signatures); 

o Revise and resubmit: All Advisory Committee 
members withhold signatures (Advisory 
Committee could decide that the student should 
return to Step 1). This decision requires another 
Oral Defense. Students are allowed no more than 
2 Oral Defenses of the Dissertation Proposal 
after an initial Resubmit decision. 

• All Advisory Committee members must reach 
consensus. When there is lack of agreement among 
the committee, the Department Head will serve as 
the mediator. If the Department Head is a member of 
the Advisory Committee, then the Major Advisor will 
designate a mediator. 

11. Submit to IRB (as 
applicable) 

Major Advisor (A) • IRB-1 protocol or 
IRB-5 exemption form and other 
required documents as 
appropriate to the study 

• If the proposed study does not involve human 
subjects or is based on secondary analyses of de-
identified data, IRB review may not be required (e.g., 
meta-analysis, simulation studies). 

12. Secure IRB approval 
(as applicable) 

IRB (A) • IRB-1 protocol or IRB-5 
exemption form 

• IRB may request changes in the protocol, which 
requires adjusting the timeline for the subsequent 
steps. 

13. Submit to 
Department 
Head/Dean/ 
Graduate School 

Major Advisor (S) • Dissertation Proposal Graduate 
School forms 

 

14. Initiate dissertation 
study 

Major Advisor (S)  • Data collection related to the proposal cannot be 
conducted until IRB approval (or exemption) is 
obtained, if IRB review is appropriate. 
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1.  Introduction and Statement of the Problem:  

• Does the introduction provide a general overview of the issues surrounding the 
study? 

• Is the problem under investigation clearly stated? 
• Is evidence used to demonstrate the significance of the problem? 
• Are important terms defined? 
• Are assumptions clearly stated? 
• Are major assertions that lay groundwork for the study articulated? 

2.  Review of the Literature:  
• Is the study grounded in a larger body of research? 
• Is the review current and representative of work in the area? 
• Are related studies examined critically and gaps identified? 
• Does the review provide a clear rationale of the study? 
• Is the review well organized, using subsections where appropriate? 

3.  Research Questions and/or Hypotheses:  
• Do the research questions and/or hypotheses develop a specific focus for the study? 
• Do the research questions and/or hypotheses support the problem statement and 

background sections? 
• Are the research questions worded so as to imply responses more complex than 

"Yes/No"? 
4.  Methods and Limitations:  

• Is the research design described clearly and appropriate for the study? 
• Are the sample and participants fully described? 
• Is the sampling plan appropriate for the study? 
• Are data gathering procedures fully explicated and appropriate for the study? 
• Are analytical procedures fully explicated and appropriate for the study? 
• Is the technical merit of instruments described clearly? 
• Are issues related to limitations and/or trustworthiness satisfactorily identified and 

addressed? 
• Do the sampling, data collection, and analytical procedures appropriately match the 

problem statement and research questions? 
• Are the instruments or interview guides acceptable and appropriate for the study? 

5.  Other Concerns:  
• Does the proposal demonstrate a high quality of written expression? 
• Is the proposal cohesive and coherent? 
• Does a consistent conceptual framework or paradigm unite the problem statement, 

research questions, and methods section? 
• Is the tone of the proposal impartial, unbiased, and scientific? 
• Are applicable support documents (appendices) included and satisfactory? 
• Is an appropriate style (e.g., APA style) used correctly and consistently? 
• Does the proposed study adhere to relevant ethical codes? 
• Does the abstract summarize the contents of the proposal clearly and accurately? 

Appendix A  
Department of Educational Psychology 

Criteria for Assessment of Dissertation Proposals 
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The Graduate School lists the following required elements of the Dissertation Proposal: 

1. The completed and signed Dissertation Proposal Approval form (with a copy 
attached of current IRB approval for human subjects and/or IACUC approval for 
animal subjects to be used in the research) 

2. An accurate title 
3. A concise statement, which includes (a) the purpose, importance, and novelty of the 

study; (b) methods and techniques to be used; (c) availability and location of 
research facilities; and (d) a statement concerning the use of any human or animal 
subjects that are involved in the research 

4. A selected bibliography 
 
Although the Advisory Committee will make the final decisions related to format and length 
of proposal, the following format is strongly suggested: 
 
Format 

1. Title Page 
2. Abstract 
3. Introduction 
4. Statement of the Problem 
5. Review of Literature 
6. Research Questions and/or Hypotheses 
7. Methods  
8. Limitations 
9. References (Limited to those cited in the proposal) 
10. Appendices (if necessary) 

 
Page Considerations 

1. The Title Page is not numbered. 
2. The Abstract is not numbered. 
3. The Introduction starts on a separate page, and is numbered page 1. 
4. The length of the Dissertation Proposal is 12-25 pages. In most cases, approximately 

20-25% of the proposal should be dedicated to the literature review. 
5. This page range estimate does not include the Title Page, Abstract, References, or 

Appendices. The format of the proposal shall follow APA guidelines, such as double 
spacing, minimum of 12-point font, and1-inch margins, as well as APA style for 
headings, references, and other elements.   

6. Please note: Due to the requirements of the Graduate School, in cases where a 
student completes the first three chapters of the traditional dissertation format for 
the proposal, the student should prepare a short literature review synthesis (2-3 
pages) to attach to Chapter 3 (Methods) for submission to the Graduate School. 

 

Appendix B 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Format of the Dissertation Proposal 
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Students should consider the use of Appendices to present such items as instruments, 
consent forms, tables, figures, and lengthy descriptions that do not need to be in the body 
of the proposal.  If any of these documents are lengthy, they may be abridged. 
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Instructions to the Major Advisor: Complete the top portion of this form, attach it to the 
proposal, and share with the Reader.  
 
Date:   _________________________ 
 
Name of Candidate: ___________________________________ 
 
Major Advisor:    ___________________________________ 
 
Reader:     ___________________________________ 
 
Title of Dissertation:_______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 

Instructions to Reader: Please rate the proposal on each of the following criteria. Please 
return the form to the Major Advisor on or before the Oral Defense date. 
 
 Acceptable Unacceptable 
1. Contribution of proposed project to knowledge within 

the field. 
  

2. Demonstration of knowledge of the content area and 
awareness of relevant research by others. 

  

3. Appropriateness of the methodology to answer the 
research questions. 

  

4. Demonstration of adequate understanding of proposed 
methodology. 

  

5. Clarity and organization of writing.   
 Approve Revise/Resubmit 
Overall Recommendation   

 
Signature of Reader:  _______________________________________Date: ________________________ 
  

Appendix C 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Dissertation Proposal Reader Review Form 
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Instructions to the Major Advisor: Complete this form at the Dissertation Oral Defense, 
give a copy to the student, and submit one copy to the EPSY office to be placed in the student’s 
file. 
 
Date of Dissertation Proposal Oral Defense:    ____________________________________ 
  
Name of Candidate:  ____________________________________ 
 
Major Advisor:    ____________________________________ 
 
Associate Advisors:  ____________________________________ 
    
   ____________________________________ 
 
Title of Dissertation:___________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Status Result of Dissertation Proposal Defense 
 Pass: Approval to proceed (no revisions needed) 
 Pass: Approval to proceed (minor revisions—Advisor 

withholds signature) 
 Pass: Approval to proceed (major revisions—Advisor 

withholds signature; relevant Advisory Committee members 
may withhold signatures) 

 Resubmit: Revise and resubmit—all Advisory Committee 
members withhold signatures. This decision requires 
another Oral Defense. Students are allowed no more than 2 
Oral Defenses of the Dissertation Proposal after an initial 
Resubmit decision. 

 
 
Major Advisor signature:  _________________________________ 
 
 
Student signature (receipt): _________________________________ 
 
  

Appendix D 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Dissertation Proposal Advisory Committee Review Form 
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Appendix E 
Department of Educational Psychology 

Dissertation Proposal Flowchart 
 



EPSY Dissertation Proposal Flowchart 
 

 
After all steps are complete, initiate the dissertation study! 

Completion of Revisions and Follow-up Approvals 
- Complete revisions of Proposal - Submit IRB and receive approval (as applicable) 

Notes:  
- Readers are NOT required to attend the Dissertation Proposal defense                

Oral Defense with Resulting Committee Decision 
- Oral defense presentation and discussion - Receive approval to proceed to the next step 

Notes:  
- Allow 2 weeks between sharing this version of the proposal and the scheduled Oral Defense. 

- ALL Advisory Committee members must approve revised proposal document prior to oral defense. 

Schedule Oral Defense and Provide Revised Proposal to Committee and Readers 
- Schedule Oral Defense with the revisions and Committee approval  
- Public notification of Oral Defense for EPSY faculty and Ph.D. students 

- Submit proposal to readers  

Notes: 
- Must first receive approval from Major Advisor to send Dissertation Proposal to Committee for review 

Initial Committee Review 
- Dissertation Proposal ready for Committee feedback (at least 6 
months before graduation)  
- Revise Proposal based on feedback 

- Send to Committee Members allowing minimum of 2 weeks for 
feedback                             
- Receive approval from Committee to schedule defense 

Notes: 
- 12-25 pages (at the Advisor/Committee discretion and in most cases, approximately 20-25% should be dedicated to literature review) 

- Dissertation Proposal LIterature Review should be a concise synthesis of the salient points related to the proposal study.  

Development of Full Dissertation Proposal 
- Prepare full Dissertation Proposal: Title Page, Abstract, Introduction, Statement of Problem,  Dissertation Proposal Literature Review, 
Research Questions/Hypotheses, Methods, Limitations, References, Appendices 

Notes: 
- This Comprehensive Literature Review serves as a resource for what will be included in the final Dissertation 

- Preparation process of this Comprehensive Literature Review is at the Major Advisor's discretion (see table for options) 

Complete Comprehensive Literature Review 
- Comprehensive Literature Review (e.g., concepts, existing 
research, dependent/independent variables, methods, analysis) -Statement of Research Question(s) 

Notes: 
- Committee is composed of the Major Advisor, at least two Associate Advisors, and two readers 

- The student and advisor should work together to identify readers (see recommendations in narrative) 

Identification and Invitation of Advisory Committe and Readers 
- Formation of Advisory Committee - Identification of potential readers 

Notes:   
- All are preliminary and may be revised based on subsequent Comprehensive Literature Review 

- Format is at Major Advisor's discretion 

Initial Preparation of Problem, Questions, and Design as Informed by the Literature 
- Preliminary Review of the Literature 
- Preliminary Statement of the Problem 

- Preliminary Research Questions 
- Preliminary Research Design 




