Evaluation of YSU’s Full Proposal Masters degree in Athletic Training:

[bookmark: _GoBack]Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your full proposal for the Masters degree in Athletic Training. We have a few minor concerns about the program as described, but believe some adjustments could be made to strengthen it and alleviate those concerns. Our major concerns regard adequacy of space and the rigor of graduate programming. Following, we outline our areas of concern.
 
1. Designation – The designation as described reflects several gaps in contemporary involvement in the educational terminology utilized that we believe are important to address.  As a field, our definition has expanded beyond athletic injuries yet your proposal cites “athletic-related injuries” in the core statement, almost to an exclusion of other aspects of our definition. We would encourage the inclusion of the more comprehensive definitional criteria as defined by our field.

2.  Description – We have a concern regarding 30 hours of swing classes for the undergraduate program.  Most institutions will allow 12 hours of dual/slash courses toward a degree program.  It will be important to describe how the level of rigor for the UG credit varies for the graduate credit and the distinction that establishes the graduate level work from UG level work.

4.  Please double-check the information presented regarding Ohio Licensure.  As a board appointed member of the AT section, I can unequivocally support that Ohio has not increased licensure requirements recently nor added significant regulatory oversight in our practice act.

5.  Faculty – There are shortages of doctoral trained athletic trainers.  Seeking a Clinical Education Coordinator to commence on the first day of the program is may be very difficult to achieve.  Our concerns surround issues of whether you do not have a Clinical Educator Coordinator (CEC) ready to begin when needed and how that may impact placement. It might be helpful to outline alternatives to ensure that someone is responsible for establishing, monitoring and evaluating clinical sites from the beginning of the program.  

5. Medical Director – The role of the medical director is essential.  Although defined in the proposal, it does not discuss who would serve in this role.  If you have a commitment, it might be helpful to identify who that might be and show how the individual will schedule his or her time to the program. 

6.  Designated teaching space and equipment – Perhaps one of our greatest cautions in this proposal is the establishment of dedicated teaching and laboratory space.  Athletic facilities (aka Athletic Training Rooms) are typically not suited to accommodate athletic health care services while teaching students.  Sharing the equipment will likely limit access to AT students or athletes (one or the other).  Most athletic training rooms will not shut down to have labs taught due to the scheduled athletic commitments.  This is a huge issue that has been in the accreditation standards for many years.  With the admission cohorts this proposal suggests, it seems impossible to serve the educational needs of the AT students without DEDICATED teaching and lab space equipped with contemporary and sufficient quantity of athletic training equipment and supplies.  

7.  Course Sequencing – It is unclear whether all courses will be taught each fall and spring or if they are on a rotation.  This is a very important element in curricular planning that lacks clarity in this proposal. For example, what happens if students do not pass one of the courses?  Will they be required to sit out for a year until it is offered again? It would be very helpful if the proposal described how sequencing and prerequisite courses be impacted by the sequencing structure.  

8.  Course rigor – Although the space and equipment needs are an area of caution for us, the rigor of the courses proposed is a greater concern. The course descriptions provided are nearly identical to undergraduate courses offered in many accredited programs across the country.  Although the degree is considered an entry-level degree, in our collective opinion, it must include rigor sufficient of a graduate degree.  Overall, this program as proposed looks like an UG program based on the course descriptions and expectations. 

9.  Inaccuracies of factual information – Throughout this document, there are inaccuracies regarding regional need and competing programs. Kent and UA both have a strong UG history and are transitioning to the ELM.  Further, accrediting standards and competencies are administered by CAATE, not NATA.  



