DRAFT
NCATE Executive Steering Committee

February 9, 2010
3:00pm – 4:30pm

Room B-111 Van Hoesen
MINUTES
Members Present:  B. Mattingly, C. VanDerKarr, M. Barduhn, J. Bailey, J. Cottone, J. Mosher, R. Janke,

D. Larison, M. Goodwin, D. Farnsworth, M. Canfield, S. Cunningham

Guest:  Kath Howarth, Co-Chair of the TEC Ad Hoc Committee on the Conceptual Framework

The meeting was called to order at 3:05PM by M. Barduhn and Kath Howarth was introduced to the committee members. 

I.  Approve Agenda:  Agenda approved without modification or addition
II. Approve Minutes:  February 2, 2010:  Minutes approved. Grammar correction from Joy.

III. Old Business:  
a. Distribute and review the  final Charge to the Teacher Education Council Ad Hoc Committee on the Revision of the SUNY Cortland Conceptual Framework:  M. Barduhn, J. Mosher, and Kath Howarth
The Charge to the TEC Ad Hoc Committee on the Conceptual Framework was reviewed.  Revision of the Conceptual Framework and importance to the NCATE process was discussed.  Marley stated that we are not looking to revamp it all, just look at it to reaffirm sound pieces and what might need updating. It’s about 58 pages long and needs to be pared down. Look at mission, goals, theory, wisdom of practice, etc.  Ideally we would have been working on this years ago, but we are working on parallel tracks and this review is first.  The Conceptual Framework will be informed by our unit assessment plan. How you do it may include pot luck dinners, open meetings. Want to be mindful of involving the k-12 partners. May use regional pds or Cortland PDS.  First part is revision and then a mind to how this will be disseminated to students, faculty, and campus. Looking for this to be done by May 31st. At each TEC meeting we will be asking for a brief progress report.  This effort is strengthening the framework and affirming that our Conceptual Framework still represents us. 

DF: There are number of resources on NCATE website under institutions and resources. To find them, use the search box and type in conceptual frameworks. Kath has already done this. There are presentations on assessment that also talk about the connection between conceptual framework and unit assessment.  

Kath: I couldn’t quite work out the scope of what we are undertaking.  I downloaded 30 pages that I thought the committee would be interested in looking at and on NCATE there seem to be 2 pages with links for other documents and parts of the CF. What do you want the committee to produce? The short form or the full SUNY Cortland Conceptual Framework with all of the links and associated documents?


Dennis:   Just be aware that there is a current movement in NCATE to present material electronically. Where you can find documents that exist, we can just refer to those in our synopsis for the IR. Not sure if they are more work or less. 

Kath: I’m wondering if the thirty odd pages exist somewhere online? 

Discussion on this is not clear?  
Are we responsible for the other things that are referenced? These were on the exemplar examples. Or will these documents exist and we just link to them. 

Steve: clarify the difference between the actual conceptual framework and the summary of the conceptual framework that is required for the institutional report.

Committee will look at the actual framework, assess it, and hopefully cut it down
Kath: Should we relate this to Strategic Plan? Yes. Other documents? SUNY strategic plan is due out in June, but there aren’t many others ready right now that address how teachers are trained.

People on the committee: Bryan Barrett, Angela Pagano, Joy, and Kath. Have a meeting set for the 22nd. 
Maybe inform Kath that she could have a review group that isn’t on the ad hoc committee, but look at things electronically as consultants.

D. Larison said that he could probably find someone to serve on the Ad Hoc Committee and be at Monday meetings at 9 am. 

Thanks Kath. 

b. Standards Sub-Committee Status Reports -Standard 4:  S. Cohen
i. Sheila was not at the meeting.  John Cottone offered to report on standard 6 and what they’ve done thus far. Mostly looked at exhibits. Committee is starting meetings. Probably working individually with people, as it is almost impossible to get everyone together at the same time each week. Sending out action plan to committee and list of exhibits. Reviewed the 2004 exhibits to see what was in each file—many of the files didn’t correlate with the institutional report. Not sure what the relevance was, so we may need to cut some of this out if not needed.

John mentioned that in reviewing the 2004 Board report it became evident that with all of the recent changes we need to be very clear of the delegated duties for the Dean, as well as the assistant provost for education roles to make sure certain things aren’t missed. It was mentioned in the 2004 visit report that the TEC policies and procedures manual is important and we need to follow that carefully. Not sure we follow it that way. Needs updating. Haven’t gone through the more recent manual. We need to show effective communication path between TEC, advisory TEC, and NCATE steering. Clarify membership, standing committees.  Office of graduate studies was unclear—the office was not fully operational at the time of the last visit. Now that we’re dismantling—who will be overseeing compliance. Issue of budget—we’re going to have to have a good response to budget cuts and if they are impacting the education programs. More concerned about the role of adjuncts and part times. Need to verify who is considered part of the teacher education faculty, especially those who teach in the education program.  Same with issues of professional development. Technology should be at target.  After this exercise John felt that if he were to look at the environmental scan again he might be a bit more critical. We’ll just need to be careful at how the area is reviewed. 

Dennis: I think when you get to the TEC manual you’re going to have to start at ground zero.  There’s not really policy and procedure in that. 

I would guess these policies are in the pre-teaching handbook. JBailey. 

TEC advisory is not really a functional group. Found minutes from 2003.  Had community partners.

Discussion on the advisory group to the TEC.  We explored whether some members of the PDS group might be tapped to serve in this capacity. Could be explored. PDS has been more focused on candidates rather than curriculum and policies and procedures.  Maybe they feel professional development is more tangible, but it was started as a dialogue about needs of student teachers—originators would agree it was a part of the whole concept. 

Will approach this at PDS. John---calls for students to be on advisory committee. Could we have students on the PDS?

Dennis: I would suggest you approach a couple of key people about leading that group and looking for people. Rather than us coming externally and asking, be more strategic. 

Maureen asked if there are Tompkins County people in the PDS and Marley reviewed participating schools. 

Resolution: Marley, Deans, and Dennis will collaborate on using regional pds as vehicle for the TEC advisory committee. 

Doug has put professional development person on PDS, but we can find other people to work on these other issues to get more people involved. 

Dennis asked if there was a principal’s group for county that could be approached. Doug indicated that the trick is in different groups and principals not having the time to attend those meetings.  But, he could get principals to come and talk. 
Marley: About the policies and procedures, will your group be working on these? 

John: I don’t think the group can do this as they are outside the teacher education unit. You may need to consider adding another Ad Hoc Committee to the TEC. 

Dennis: This will be a very time consuming and lengthy process as all policies may need to go through and be approved by SUNY Counsel etc.
JoEllen: what are these policies about? The TEC functions or the policies that the TEC creates.

John: TEC manual documents procedures, plan for the unit.  In other words this is how teacher candidates will be prepared. 

Marley: Fair process policy is example of this.  Several policies and procedures that could be incorporated. 

Again, JoEllen asked if TEC can’t create policy but only recommends, what are these policies for? 
John will bring table of contents to the next meeting. 

Regarding the Graduate Studies issue—where are we with that whole thing. Change is beginning to occur and at what point will change be final. Just need to be clear to identify where these are and how can we ensure that graduate students are being served?  Oversight of Mohawk Valley where does that go?

John Cottone will bring this to Provost’s attention at Provost cabinet tomorrow morning to ensure that we will meet.
c. Status for all sub-committees agendas, minutes, and schedules:  

i. Group 1:  meeting on Friday.  Need a hard copy of meeting times and posting of minutes to web.
ii. Group 2: field trip to look at exhibits from the last NCATE BOE visit and wondered how they passed, as many of the documents that were presented as evidence did not relate to the standard.  Rena asked about the length of the IR.  Dennis indicated that the entire report could not exceed 100 pages, exclusive of attachments.  He will look into this one more time to verify that information.  Steve showed the committee a blank template of the IR along with all associated character limits.  The committee determined that it would be helpful to have the blank template displayed for the sub-committee chairs to work with.  Steven and Dennis will work on posting the blank template to our myRedDragon site.
iii. Group 3 all set
iv. Group 4:  no report
v. Group 5 met on Feb. 1st. minutes, but not agenda that will be put on group
vi. Group 6 reported on earlier
d. Status of the NCATE BOE visit:  M. Barduhn reported that Barbara Downs is fairly supportive of first week in March so it is looking like that will probably be our visit date.

e. Update the committee on continuing issues with SPA Templates, formatting, character counts, wrong templates, etc.:  D. Farnsworth 
Continuing to wonder why a number of our SPA writers have not even looked at their templates. Marley announced at Joint Chairs and it was announced at TEC that all of the Program Report Templates were available for writer use and review. A number have already uploaded data and will only need to add the data Steve and Merle are just beginning to put out.

Ed Leadership, PE done and just waiting for fall 09 data. Sciences undergrad is making great headway and Angela has looked at her templates. 

There was another issue on Sunday with FSA uploading to the template when they realized that the template they were working with was for an advanced program leading to a professional certificate rather than an advanced program leading to an initial certificate. Margie Crutchfield put correct template up and that will be another finished.  This was the third template that was not correct which highlights the importance of SPA writers at least reviewing the loaded template in the PRS.
Buxton, John and Dennis spoke with consultant from the IRA about the number and content of reports for Literacy.  We will be asking Margie Crutchfield to confirm the fact that all Literacy programs are SUNY Cortland programs and that we do not have any branch campuses that would require disaggregation of data for those students completing coursework at SUNYIT.  When we receive confirmation it will be included in the Section I context section of the literacy reports in order to avoid confusion by BOE members. 

Continued to add content to tips/resources document as they learn from the experiences of other SPA writers.  Working through many issues as the initial reports are submitted. 

How do we light a fire under people because we cannot wait until the eleventh hour. At least getting people in to see if it’s the right template. Need to play around with it because it’s not that user friendly.  Hearing it takes 3-5 hours to upload from draft to template, so people do need to get in there.  On the opposite end, those further along in the process are asking if it’s ok for them to submit on their own. Mark Prus has indicated that it would good to have supervision and Marley agrees. Some writers are frustrated.  Will we allow, under certain circumstances, unsupervised submissions? 

Dennis thinks it is best for supervised. Address problems, make sure the sign off is ok.  Maybe have Lynn submit with Dennis and Hailey as a pilot. Maybe create the early bird special. 

Bruce suggested a change in terminology. Supervision might not be best term. We want to work with you to understand process. He fully understands the need to submit the reports under controlled circumstances however and pointed out that this is also the case with many grant submissions, where they need to be submitted through a certain office.  People are not realizing the amount of time involved. 

Bruce follow up on the topic of people not being in the spa templates. Two of spa writers are facing reappointment deadlines and he is working with them.

f. Review status of the draft memo to Provost on the charge to the Teacher Education Council  Ad Hoc committee on Assessment Tabled on 2/2/10:  C. VanDerKarr:  Tabled until 2/16/10.  
g. Continue to discuss and draft a definition of the TECAS system:  Is it a reporting system or a database?  Continuing issue that has stalled standard 2.  Problem with how it has been referred to. TECAS could be the individual data that is then aggregated.  It was decided that M. Canfield, S. Cunningham and C. VanDerKarr would take a stab at writing up a definition to show the full context of data:  input, warehouse, retrieval, reporting, etc.  This could show the context in which TECAS and Taskstream exists.
IV. New Business:
a. Discuss a Draft Charge to the Teacher Education Council Ad Hoc Committee on Teacher Education Unit Assessment:  M. Barduhn updated the committee on efforts by J. Bailey to pull assessment information from the conceptual framework related to the unit assessment process.  JoEllen mentioned that she has reviewed a Teacher Education Assessment Handbook from the Citadel that we may use as a model for creation of our own assessment handbook.  The model goes by each standard and element.  It was also discussed that the Standard 2 group is describing what has been done where the focus of an Ad Hoc committee from the TEC should be on what we should be doing.  Once the Standard 2 group finishes its work there will be better direction to determine what remains to be done. 
b. Discuss nomenclature with regard to the SUNY Cortland Professional Development Initiatives. Tabled until 2/16/10.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:50pm.  The next meeting will be held on February 16, 2010 from 3:00pm to 4:30pm in Room B-111, Van Hoesen Hall. 

Charge to the T.E.C. Ad Hoc Committee on the Conceptual Framework

February 9, 2010

The NCATE Conceptual Framework provides the foundation upon which all teacher education programs at SUNY Cortland are organized and guides curricular development.  The conceptual Framework:

. . .”gives conceptual meaning to the Unit’s operations through an articulated rationale and provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance, faculty scholarship, service and unit accountability.” NCATE Glossary 2008

The existing Conceptual Framework and logo were approved by the Teacher Education Council on January 15, 2003.

The TEC Ad Hoc Committee on the Conceptual Framework is charged with reviewing the existing NCATE Conceptual Framework and involving interested stakeholder groups on and off the campus in productive dialogue and discussion about future changes and revisions.  Theoretical underpinnings and philosophical bases should be included in the review.  All members of the Teacher Education Unit, as well as colleagues and departments providing relevant coursework for teacher education programs should be included in this effort to yield wide consensus on the Conceptual Framework as an accurate representation of our Teacher Education Unit and programs.

The Conceptual Framework should include:

· The purposes, goals, institutional standards, mission and vision of the Unit,

· Knowledge bases, including theories, research, the wisdom of practice, and educational policies that drive the work of the Unit,

· Candidate proficiencies related to expected knowledge, skills and professional dispositions, including proficiencies related to diversity and technology aligned with professional, state and institutional standards, and  

· A brief summarized description of the Unit’s assessment plan (in consultation with the TEC Ad Hoc Committee on Unit Assessment).

Following approval of suggested revisions by the Teacher Education Council, the Committee is further charged to develop:

· A comprehensive plan for dissemination to stakeholder groups, both on and off campus, to ensure broad recognition and continued use of the conceptual framework to guide teacher preparation here at SUNY Cortland.  The plan should also provide for orientation to the conceptual framework for new employees, and

· A timeline for dissemination of the plan to ensure that the campus is fully aware of the conceptual framework.

The end result of this work should be a revised SUNY Cortland Conceptual Framework which is concise, insightful and which accurately reflects the guiding principles of teacher education at SUNY Cortland.

A draft of the proposed revisions is due by May 31, 2010 to the Assistant Provost for Teacher Education.  Progress reports will be made at the monthly Teacher Education Council meetings.  The final proposal will be considered and voted upon by the full voting membership of the Teacher Education Council.
