DRAFT
NCATE Executive Steering Committee

February 23, 2010
3:00pm – 4:30pm

Room B-111 Van Hoesen
MINUTES
Members Present:  B. Mattingly, C. VanDerKarr, J. Bailey, J. Cottone, J. Mosher, R. Janke, S. Cohen, D. Farnsworth, M. Canfield, G. Wood, S. Cunningham

I.  Approve Agenda:  Agenda approved without modification or addition
II. Approve Minutes:  February 9, 2010 and February 16, 2010:  Minutes were approved without modification or addition.
III. Old Business:  
a. Standards Sub-Committee Status Reports -Standard 5:  B. Mattingly :  Bruce indicated that although there have only been two meeting of the committee so far there has been a great deal of progress made.  He then presented the final version of the Standard 5 sub-committee action agenda.  See the attached Action/Plan Agenda for Standard five.  In item #4 of the agenda there was a question of who could view the CTE’s and whether or not we could use the CTE’s in support of element 4.  What if the data were aggregated?  Because it is a course evaluation and a teacher evaluation there is a question about the validity of the data once aggregated.  G. Wood will look to see if there is a way to anonymously aggregate the data and report back to the committee at the next meeting.  Bruce feels that we need to clarify how our faculty does with teaching and we may need to talk to Kathy Morris and Jamie Dangler to see how we might be able to use the CTE’s.  For item #5 Bonni Hodges has a question about whether we have the capacity to use hyperlinks to faculty scholarly works and articles as a means of demonstrating this element.  Item #7 is complete.  This will be evidenced by three links to the faculty handbook.  Item #9 will be a challenge as we don’t evaluate faculty.  We will be able to provide data for non-tenured faculty and perhaps we can use DSI as an indicator.  Other than that it will be problematic.  Laura Gathagan will be considering a number of ways to support this element.  There is a Board of Trustees document that speaks to policy on Professional Development, but there is really no policy per se on PD.  Language regarding Continuing Growth might help support in the absence of actual policy.  Bruce is concerned that we will be unable to draw a straight line from needs identified in faculty evaluations to offerings in professional development, as required by the standard.  JoEllen mentioned that in item #8 she aggregates the data derived from faculty evaluation forms for student teaching and this might support the element as a sample.  
b. Status for all sub-committees agendas, minutes, and schedules:   Sub-committee Reports-Chairs 

i. Sub-committee #1-next meeting will be this week.  Have now gone through the initial template and an issue of honesty cropped up.  Are we going to identify deficits upfront or are we going to hide them.  John mentioned that we hope to identify all gaps and at the same time identify how we will be correcting the problems.  It is not necessarily that we have gaps.  In some cases we have data but no evidence that we are using the data to address the gaps and make corrections.  Two areas that exemplify this situation are employer surveys and grad surveys.  Are the assessments at the “unit level” for a norm.  J. Cottone asked if there is a plan in development about how best to do a unit assessment.  Carol indicated that there will be a plan to set this in motion.  Joy mentioned that just adding a question to the annual reports might go a long way to address unit level assessment.  Carol asked committee members to remember that Standard 1 is outcomes based so we need to be careful to reflect that fact in the IR.  “Have you met this element or not?”

ii. Sub-committee #2- “We met” (M. Canfield).  We are still working the action plan.  Dennis mentioned that Marley attended a session at the recent AACTE conference on fairness, reliability and validity, the core foundations of standard 2, and that information would be available at next week’s NCATE Steering meeting.
iii. Sub-committee #3-has met and the members have homework.  Kathy Beney is using the list to review the documents that NCATE expects but how long a period do we cover for things such as budget, etc.   Dennis will ask for clarification from resources at NCATE.
iv. Sub-committee #4-Nothing new to report other than the fact that Nancy Aumann has joined the committee and additional information has been received and will be reviewed by committee members.

v. Reported today see above.
vi. Sub-committee #6- Have not met since John’s report to the committee last week.  Will be meeting later on this week.  Would like clarification on the timeline to be used for elements other than data.

c. Status of the NCATE BOE visit: D. Farnsworth  mentioned that Marley has been in contact with both the State Education Department and NCATE regarding dates for our upcoming Spring 2011 BOE on site visit.  Fived days will be devoted to this visit with the team of examiners arriving in Cortland beginning on Saturday afternoon and departing on Wednesday.
d. Update the committee on status of SPA Templates, Review Process, and Option to Complete Pilot Submission:  D. Farnsworth :  Dennis asked the deans if they had received all program reports for review.  John has received all reports except the Literacy reports.  They were waiting to add faculty information.  Dennis indicated that he finished the faculty information for the department this morning so the reports from Literacy should be forthcoming.  Also pending review is the MST Report for Health.  All other reports have been received.  Brtuce indicated that he is only waiting for ICC report for Adolescence Education French 7-12 and both the undergrad and grad reports for English (NCTE).  All outstanding reports should be received in the very near future.  The French report cannot be reviewed independently as the report itself cannot be generated until the Spanish report has been submitted, as it is a linked report.  Bruce wanted to be certain that we recall how strong our programs at SUNY Cortland are and that we constantly get that message out.
e. 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  This item will be tabled again until the meeting on 3/2/10.:  
f. Continue to discuss and draft a definition of the TECAS system:  Is it a reporting system or a database?   Review the definition developed by Merle, Carol and Steven:  M. Canfield, S. Cunningham, C. VanDerKarr:   Merle passed out a handout that indicated the true nature of TECAS by quoting from several reports including our IR from the last cycle, the NCATE BOE report from the last cycle, etc.  So, after reviewing these definitions Merle wrote a new description of the methods to access data.  This statement has been further refined by adding an historical statement of how the four data systems have been collectively referred to as TECAS, even though the other three systems have maintained their own identities.  Joy felt that there was a need for a topic sentence and Merle said that he would take care to write one.  (Historical statement and new definition are attached to these minutes for review).      
g. Issues Update:

i.  length of the Institution Report: D. Farnsworth-There was a general sentiment by committee members that the length of the document would be predetermined by the character limits within the online template.
ii. Need to provide long-form vitae for NCATE BOE:  This will be determined in cooperation with the Middle States Accreditation committee so that we are not mandating multiple vita formats.
iii. Use of Routing Slips-Dennis indicated that the routing slips had been emailed to the Provost, Assistant Provost and deans today for use in transmitting the Spa reports.
iv. Data requirements (timeframe):  Further clarification of this issue is needed.  Marley will check with the Provost to determine what timeframe he would like us to use in the IR.
v. Identification of Teacher Education Faculty:  further clarification is required, although the committee felt that a review of the College Catalog would yield all faculty associated with teacher education programs.
h. Template for Program/Course Syllabi-Dennis Farnsworth-Current of most recent version of desired and/or required elements.  Looking toward Middle States there should be one form for all vitae so that we are not requiring multiple vita formats.   
IV. New Business:
a. Discuss a Draft Charge to the Teacher Education Council Ad Hoc Committee on Teacher Education Unit Assessment:  M. Barduhn  Tabled until 3/2/10
b. Discuss nomenclature with regard to the SUNY Cortland Professional Development Initiatives.  Sentiment is to include a qualifier such as planning, initiatives, etc..

V. Other

a. TEC Policy and Procedures Manual.  John addressed an email from Amy Berg with regard to scanning potential for the TEC P & P Manual.  John felt that rather than going to the extreme of scanning the entire document we may be able to get away with using only 4 or 5 pages from the manual that actually reflect policy and procedure as a starting point and then proceeding from there with revised/updated P & P.  The majority of the committee concurred.
The meeting wad adjourned at 4:29pm.  The next meeting of the committee will be held on 3/2/10 from 3:00 to 4:30pm in Room 111-B, Van Hoesen Hall.
	Action Steps

What Will Be Done?

Items 1-12 listed below are the exhibits required for Standard 5 (specific element listed in parentheses)
	Responsibilities

Who Will Do It?


	Timeline

By When? (Day/Month)


	Resources

A. Resources Available

B. Resources Needed (financial, human, political & other)
	Challenges

A. What roadblocks, barriers and challenges exist?

B. How might they be overcome?

	1: Summary of faculty qualifications and assignments (5a) 

	Bruce
	4/16/2010
	A. Table 11 on faculty qualifications will be compiled by AIMS from information  entered in “Managing Faculty Information”

B. Deans will review list for accuracy

	

	2: Licensure of school-based clinical faculty (e.g., cooperating teachers, internship supervisors) (5a)


	Karen
	3/24/2010
	A. Data on supervisors are available.
.


	A. FPO does not have data on cooperating teachers
B. We can summarize our procedures, standards and expectations for selection of cooperating teachers



	3: Summary of instructional strategies, including the use of technology, used by faculty  (5b)


	Bruce
	4/2/2010
	A. Faculty, Department and School Annual Reports; faculty applications for reappointment and promotion; Hailey Ruoff may be able to provide information on eLearning activities

	A. There is no easy way to summarize information from annual reports and faculty portfolios
B. Ask department chairs and/or SPA writers to summarize key strategies in writing


	4: Candidate evaluations of faculty teaching and summaries of results (5b)

	Girish, Karen
	4/16/2010
	A. CTE information is maintained electronically

B. The ability to generate summaries of CTE results would be helpful


	A. It is not clear whether we can provide access to CTE results



	5: Samples and summary of faculty scholarly activities (5c)

	Bruce, Bonni

	4/16/2010
	A. Faculty, Department and School Annual Reports; faculty applications for reappointment and promotion

B. Links to electronic versions of faculty publications would be useful
	A. There is no easy way to summarize information from annual reports and faculty portfolios
B. SUNY Cortland could have its own electronic portfolio. Faculty could send links and/or PDFs of scholarly work.



	6: Summary of projects completed by faculty in service and/or collaboration with professional community (5d)

	Girish
	3/19/2010
	A. Information on PDS activities; CEE events; grant information from RSPO; Civic Engagement activities

B. Will need to ask programs for more info to add. Not all of these show up on any of the reporting sources listed


	

	7: Promotion and tenure policies and procedures (5e)


	Bruce
	2/8/10


	A. Relevant policies and procedures are described in the College Handbook, Section 220.06, 220.07 and 230
	

	8: Samples of faculty evaluation forms (5e)

	Girish
	3/5/2010
	A. Sample CTE form; sample evaluations of college supervisors completed by student teachers and cooperating teachers
	

	9: Summary of faculty evaluations (5e)


	Judy
	4/16/2010
	A. Provide data on number of faculty granted reappointment, continuing appointment and promotion?

Provide data on DSI?

Provide data on faculty awards?
	A. We do not systematically evaluate tenured faculty



	10: Professional development activities offered by the unit (5f)


	Laura
	3/5/2010
	A. List of activities sponsored by FDC, CEE and RSPO
	

	11: Professional development activities in which faculty have participated (5f)


	Laura
	4/2/2010
	A. List of activities sponsored by FDC, CEE and RSPO
	A. We may not have information on participation in events by teacher education faculty

	12: Unit policies related to professional development (5f)


	Laura
	3/19/2010
	A. FDC and RSPO web pages; BOT policies on sabbatical leave; college support for faculty travel
	 

	13. Write first draft of Chapter 5 of IR
	Bruce with input from all
	4/30/2010
	
	


Copy of text from an email to D. Farnsworth and J. Cottone dated 2/23/10 from Amy Berg
I cannot come to the NCATE meeting today, but wanted to pass along some information concerning the TEC document John had last week.  It can be scanned into Word or Excel very easily.  There are several scanners around campus that can do it.  I don’t know if your office or the Dean’s Office has a scanner.   My office has a scanner that is OCR compatible, and we tested it last week – works great.  Hailey is aware of how to do this now, so she may be the best resource to get this document into Word/Excel.  I am not suggesting that Hailey actually do the work.  I am suggesting that she can help you once a scanner is located that can be used.  If you can’t find a scanner, contact Wendy Fairchild to use ours.

Amy

Quotes that indicate the true nature of TECAS.


Teacher candidates are assessed at multiple checkpoints during their teacher education program as shown in the list below.  The assessment is tracked through the automated and online Teacher Education Candidate Assessment System (TECAS).  The TECAS, described in detail under NCATE standard 2, provides multiple assessments of the candidate at each checkpoint to insure that the candidate is making satisfactory progress toward becoming a successful practicing teacher.  The TECAS is available online to the candidate as well as the advisor so that the candidate can monitor their own progress.  The TECAS also serves as the information warehouse for unit operations. 

Checkpoints for Candidates in Initial Programs 

	1) application to the Teacher Education Program

	2) completion of 100 hours of field work

	3) eligibility to student teach

	4) during the student teaching experience

	5) completion of the program

	6) post-graduation


.

Checkpoints for Candidates in Advanced Programs 

	1) application to the Program

	2) acceptance to candidacy

	3) eligibility for practicum/internship if required

	4) completion of practicum/internship if required

	5) master’s project, comprehensive examination, or portfolio 

	6) post-graduation



With an actual candidate everything would be “Not Met” at the time of initial application.  As the candidate moves through the program the indicators would change to “Met” until eventually everything is “Met” at graduation.  All the information in the TECAS is automatically updated whenever the report is accessed through the web.  

 


There is a summary row for each Learning Outcome.  Once all the indicators for that learning outcome are met at a particular checkpoint, the appropriate cell in the summary row automatically changes to “Met”.  Similarly, once all the Learning Outcomes under a particular checkpoint have been “Met”, the cell in the overall summary line at the top of the form automatically changes to “Met”.

 


The data for assessing the candidate comes from several different sources.  The remainder of this report, following the TECAS sample, shows the source of the data and the decision rule for each indicator.  Most of the data is available through online databases with information about the particular student.  For example, several of the indicators come from the online Student Teaching Evaluation Form that is completed during the student teaching experience.  This is an online form that is completed independently four times during student teaching by the candidate, the student teacher supervisor, and the cooperating teacher.  Other data comes from sources such as the field experience assessment system and the Registrar’s Office records. There are a small number of indicators that are entered by hand when the indicator has been met. 

 


The data is stored in an Oracle database on the same computers that store the candidate’s academic records in the Registrar’s Office.  This data is available for planning and program improvement purposes through an SQL query.  Any of the outcomes and indicators can be compared in any combination desired.  By using the same database as the student academic records, the variables in the TECAS can be analyzed along with the hundreds of records already in the database for each student.  For example, the entering SAT score could be compared to successful completion of the outcomes to determine the strength of the predictability of the SAT.  Using this same database for all student records also simplifies the system with a single portal, a secure interface, and all student records accessible in a single location.  The maintenance of the system is also simplified with mundane but time-consuming tasks such as changes to mailing addresses and telephone numbers being handled outside the teacher education assessment system.


The SUNY Cortland Teacher Education Candidate Assessment System (TECAS) provides a means to assess the preparation of candidates over their academic program.  This system for initial candidates was brought online at the beginning of the spring 2004 semester.  The system will be refined and tested over the spring semester.  Based upon this testing the system for initial candidates will then be expanded to a system for advanced programs.  The system is a dynamic system and is available online to the individual candidate as well as advisors, other faculty members, and administrators.  Access to individual candidate records is controlled through Banner Web Access so that a candidate can access only their own record but faculty members can have access to appropriate multiple candidate records (e.g., advisees).  The TECAS is available to candidates and advisors through a web interface and the report can be viewed on the computer screen or can be printed.  The TECAS is designed to incorporate, complement, and use data from the Curriculum Advising and Program Planning (CAPP) report that shows all requirements for a candidate’s major and the candidate’s progress in meeting those requirements.  The CAPP for advanced programs is already operational and will form the heart of the TECAS for advanced programs.
Another example of the system providing data to improve the efficacy of programs and clinical experiences is in the assessment of the 100 hours of field experience.  Initially, the college had planned for the candidate to interact with parents during the 100 hours of field experience.  The TECAS database system showed that for many of the 100 hour placements there was not a logical place for this interaction with parents.  During student teaching there are several places for parent interaction such as parent’s nights, individual conferences, and Individual Education Program staffings. Thus, based upon use the data from the system the parental interaction requirement was changed to take place in either the field experience or the student teaching placement.

The four methods of accessing the data are: (1) BANNER itself, (2) the SUNY Cortland Teacher Education Candidate Assessment System (TECAS), (3) the Curriculum Advising and Program Planning (CAPP) report, (4) requesting summary data from the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment.  The first three methods provide individual advisors and students information (and could provide summary information) while the request for summary data provides for unit analysis.  The system is dynamic and is available online to the individual candidate as well as advisors and other faculty members.  Candidates can access only their own record through Banner Web Access; faculty members can access multiple candidate records (e.g., advisees).  In previous documents these systems as a collection have been referred to as the TECAS system.  However, each system has maintained its own identity so that users may, or may not, refer to each system as TECAS.  BANNER, CAPP, even STEs have maintained their own identity even though data from these related systems can be integrated, aggregated and summarized. 
