DRAFT

NCATE Executive Steering Committee

May 4, 2010
3:00pm – 4:30pm

Room B-111 Van Hoesen

MINUTES

Members Present:  M. Goodwin, J. Mosher, J. Bailey, D. Farnsworth, M. Barduhn, C. VanDerKarr, R. Janke, M. Canfield, S. Cunningham, G. Wood, A. Berg, S. Cohen, B. Mattingly
I.  Approve Meeting Agenda:  Approved without modification or addition

II. Approve Meeting Minutes from April 27, 2010:  Tabled until the next meeting.
III. Old Business

a. Update on the revision of the Conceptual Framework-J. Mosher:  Progress continues to be made and, at this point, the committee has completed the draft.  An updated list of references has also been completed.  The first of several presentations on the Conceptual Framework will be held on Friday from 3-4:30pm in Corey Union’s Exhibition Lounge.  Kath Howarth has also updated the Power Point highlighting changes/modification to the Conceptual Framework.  That is now down to about 6 slides representing an overview of the updated Conceptual Framework.  The presentations represent what we have lived with to date and discussion will center on how the Conceptual Framework should evolve from this point forward.    There will also be a breakfast presentation on May 13, from 8:30 to 10:00am in the same location.  
b. NCATE Response to how we should represent our school placements in the IR (by majority percentage or individual school building placements)-S. Cunningham:  Steve shared the results of a conversation with Donna Golnick at NCATE with regard to our options for presenting data on school placements for early field experiences and student teaching.  The questions for this discussion arise from issues with Tables 8 and 10 of the Institutional Report and the required data we are to collect.  As is clarified in the synopsis prepared by Steve apparently we are not required to collect data on cooperating teachers in the school districts unless we want to in order to demonstrate diversity of faculty that our candidates work with, etc.  It appears that as long as we record how we are presenting the data then it really doesn’t matter one way or another.  See the synopsis appended to these minutes for further detail.
c. Organization for the Electronic Exhibits Room-D. Farnsworth, A. Berg, M. Barduhn

i. Responsible Parties

ii. HTML Model-Hierarchy

iii. Organization

We will place this item on the agenda for the May 18th meeting of the Executive Steering Committee.  Dennis will put together a compilation of Chapter Titles for reference that reflect how a number of other institutions have structured their electronic exhibit rooms.  In the meantime, sub-committee chairs can instruct their members to create appropriate links in support of meeting the various standards into the body of the text addressing that standard and maintaining a list of other related links.
d. Review and discuss-S. Cunningham

i. The Graduate Survey-The proposed graduate survey was reviewed and suggestions were accepted to address gaps in the survey.  The survey was designed to address the elements of Standard 1 so the survey itself can be rather general in scope. Carol VanDerKarr and Steve Cunningham informed the committee that the questions in the Graduate Survey were also reviewed and revised by the members of the Standard 1 sub-committee.  Once the survey is finalized it will serve as a model for development of the Employer Survey that we will distribute late in the summer of 2010.  Distribution of the survey was discussed.  It was recommended that we use a website such as facebook, etc., to direct alums to the site where the survey resides, but the survey itself will be maintained on our SUNY Cortland servers.  It was also noted that we could also inform alums of the survey by posting an informational piece in the columns.   

ii. The Employer Survey-More to follow after development.
e. Follow-up with regard to CTE Results being used for evidentiary support of Standard 5 elements:  B. Mattingly-JoEllen brought up the fact that evaluation of college student teacher supervisors is not the same as the STE (Student Teacher Evaluations).  Also these evaluations are not done or stored electronically so they will not be readily accessible or even easily retrieved.  As a result of this information Bruce decided that we would just strike the language on “STEs” for College Supervisors from the letter he drafted from the Steering Committee and from the ballot language.  Carol recommended that we modify the language to reflect that the data from CTEs be aggregated by unit rather than by school. Prepare an alternate proposal for TEC to be distributed at the council meeting.  Amy noted that a review conducted by G. Wood in committee uncovered that there is no consistency in using the “8 required questions” on all CTEs.  Therefore the data is not at all consistent.  Bruce thought there was no choice in using the 8 required questions.  Departments can use their own questions in addition to the 8 required questions but they had to use the 8 required questions.  Bruce suggested that we go ahead and collect the data and if there are inconsistencies we will have to address that in our written reports.  

f. Update on progress with Title II Report Card Preparation and Next Steps (due 4/30/10):  M. Barduhn, S. Cunningham-  There has to be much more transparency with regard to Title II data.  We need to develop Institutional goals for STEM areas (science. Technology, math, and TESOL), as well as work on several other report areas in order to be able to state emphatically that our teacher education candidates can teach effectively.  

g. Report from Standing Sub-committee Chairs on readiness to write the first standard draft for the SUNY Cortland IR (due on 5/30/10):

i. Standard 1:  Surveys will go out within the next month.  We are also looking at a request for information to help us put together a unit assessment for Standard 1.  We are asking folks for specific info related to initial or advanced, spa, non-spa, teaching, non-teaching, etc.  There will be areas that were not addressed by the SPA reports where programs will be required to provide additional responses to be included in the IR, particularly related to key assessments.

ii. Standard 2:  Merle, JoEllen and Steve reported that they are busy actually writing the various elements of the Standard.  Currently going through the draft and rewriting and editing to bring the statements up to date.  Marley asked about the Assessment Handbook but no decision was reached.  We will discuss this area in more detail at a later meeting of the steering committee.
iii. All 23 questions for the standard have been answered and they have a list of supporting documents for the three elements of each of the 23 questions.  They are ready to begin the writing process.  Kathy Beney has been instrumental in providing graphs, charts and tables to support the standard.

iv. Standard 4:  Sheila has not yet seen the final list of schools but we will now be providing data on schools by percentage.  Steve C. indicated that he will provide updated information to committee members at our next meeting.  They are also waiting for data on program completers on GE6 and GE11.  They have everything else they need and Sheila will begin the writing as soon as the semester is over.  Carol mentioned that GE11 will include waivers so they may see a gap.

v. Standard 5:  They have met weekly.  All members have assignments to draft sections of the template.  They will have a draft ready for May 30.

vi. Standard 6:  No report due to John’s absence.  

h. Continuing Discussion on Draft Memo to Provost on The Appointment of an Assessment Coordinator:  Marley and the members of the committee reviewed our discussion from last meeting.  The replacement cost of the individual appointed to serve in the capacity of Assessment Coordinator would be between 6 and 9 thousand dollars that will need to budgeted in the NCATE budget, given that an adjunct instructor would need to be hired to replace for release time.  Bruce thought that it would be more effective to have the provost come to a meeting where we can present a rationale for the appointment.  We need to come to consensus before proceeding.  We should pull the job descriptions for assessment coordinator, if there are any to be found.  Amy feels that it would not be effective to ask for another position when there is no performance program for the Asst. Provost for Teacher Education so that we can identify where there is overlap, etc.  We definitely need to say how it is going to help the faculty and the programs with the SPA reports and the storage, retrieval and use of data.  We have not clearly defined what needs to happen with assessment and the faculty/staff we currently have before we can see the big picture and evaluate what our needs really are.  Dennis will work to uncover any job descriptions for this position that currently exist.   

i. Draft Charge for the TEC Assessment Committee:  M. Barduhn-The original charge has been modified and will be disseminated electronically to members of the steering committee for feedback. 

j. Advisory Board 

i. Members from last cycle

ii. suggestions for membership

iii. Linking the Advisory Board into our work:  Charge to this committee.

Marley reviewed the composition of the Advisory Council from the last accreditation cycle in order that members get a feel for who should participate.  Dennis reviewed the stipulations for the advisory group from the TEC Bylaws of 2009.  Marley asked the members to think about who might be invited to participate in the group and several recommendations were forthcoming from the membership.  Fred Amante:  Principal from Cortland-Sheila

Connie Miller Filzen-Maureen- 

Mary Anne Murphy-Joy

William Doughty-Maureen

Maureen Goodwin volunteered

Maria DeRado-Sheila
IV.  New Business:  None

V. Other?

Adjourned at 5:04p.m.
The next meeting of the NCATE Executive Steering Committee will take place on Tuesday May 11, 2010 from 3:00pm to 4:30pm in Room B-111, VanHoesen Hall

Dated 4-30-10

Conceptual Framework Working Draft*:  30 April 2010 5th version
I. Our Vision for Teacher Education – SUNY Cortland’s vision for teacher education programs is shared by our faculty who appreciate Cortland’s historical commitment to teacher education and to program excellence. Teacher candidates are the focus of all our endeavors. SUNY Cortland is dedicated to developing candidates’ knowledge, integrity, professional standards and commitment to their future students and school community. Our vision is based on a set of common values related to teacher preparation.
The College:

-provides opportunities for candidates to “graduate with the knowledge, integrity, skills and compassion to excel as leaders, citizens, scholars, teachers and champions of excellence” (SUNY Cortland College vision 2010-2020);

-values the collective knowledge, skills and talents of its teaching community; 
-provides diverse learning experiences and quality instruction, based on best practices and a strong knowledge base;

-expects collaboration among liberal arts and professional members of the unit; 

-supports collaboration among members of the unit and professionals in public schools;

-expects faculty leadership in professional organizations;

-celebrates faculty commitment to lifelong learning and engagement in social issues.
II. Our Mission is congruent with the College mission and is framed by a fundamental commitment to liberal learning. Program curricula are based on a sound theoretical and empirical framework to provide candidates with knowledge and practical experiences necessary to become reflective and effective teachers. The unit prepares teachers to contribute to their profession, their communities and to the democratic development of society. 
III. Our Philosophy for teacher education is built upon a foundation of liberal learning and pedagogical knowledge and skills emphasizing personal responsibility, social justice and global understanding. Personal responsibility is addressed as candidates confront issues of integrity, ethics, commitment and moral choice. Social justice is addressed as candidates seek, through words and actions, full participation for all people in a global society. Global understanding is developed as candidates are exposed to multiple perspectives and a variety of school environments. They are prepared to teach immigrants and international students and to address the physical, emotional, and intellectual needs of a diverse and multicultural student population. The Cortland apple tree symbolizes our approach to teacher education (link) as detailed below. 
IV. Candidate Proficiencies and Knowledge Base – Our teacher education programs provide opportunities and experiences to help candidates develop the knowledge, skills, and dispositions required for effective teaching. The following thirteen proficiencies ensure that our teacher candidates will make a difference in the classroom and beyond:
• KNOWLEDGE BASE – Candidates will:  

1. Demonstrate a solid foundation in the arts and sciences;

2. Possess in-depth knowledge of the subject area to be taught;

3. Understand how students learn and develop;

4. Manage classrooms structured in a variety of ways to promote a safe learning environment;

5. Know and apply various disciplinary models to manage student behavior;

• Professional commitments – Candidates will:  

6. Promote parental involvement and collaborate with other staff, the community, higher education, other agencies, and cultural institutions, as well as parents and other care givers, for the benefit of students;

7. Continue to develop professionally as reflective practitioners who are committed to ongoing scholarly inquiry;

• Standards – Candidates will: 

8. Integrate curriculum among disciplines, and balance historical and contemporary research, theory, and practice;

9. Demonstrate good moral character;

• Diversity -- Candidates will:
10. Apply a variety of teaching strategies to develop a positive teaching-learning environment where all students are encouraged to achieve their highest potential;

11. Foster understanding of and respect for individuals’ abilities, disabilities and diversity of variations of ethnicity, culture, language, gender, age, class, and sexual orientation;

• Assessment – Candidates will:  

12. Use multiple and authentic forms of assessment to analyze teaching and student learning and to plan curriculum and instruction to meet the needs of individual students;  

• Technology – Candidates will:  

13. Demonstrate sufficient technology skills and the ability to integrate technology into classroom teaching/learning.

These outcomes align with national, state, institutional and SPA standards (see Crosswalk). The narrative below explains how faculty based them on existing research and best practice.

• Knowledge Base

Candidates demonstrate a solid foundation in the arts and sciences. Our philosophical commitment to a foundation in the arts and sciences in our teacher education programs can be traced to John Dewey’s (1916, 1938) stance that the liberal arts connect the growth of democracy and sound educational practice. Candidates must acquire a broad foundation in the arts and sciences as well as critically analyze that knowledge and recognize its often contested nature (e.g., Banks, 1999; Apple, 2004; Nieto and Bode, 2008).

Candidates possess in-depth knowledge of the subject area to be taught. Alongside pedagogical knowledge, teachers’ subject matter knowledge has consistently related positively with student achievement (e.g., Monk, 1994; Darling-Hammond and Youngs, 2002).

Candidates understand how students learn and develop. Candidates acquire understanding of a broad range of historical and contemporary developmental and learning theories in order to select appropriate pedagogical strategies and materials to support students’ cognitive, social, physical and emotional growth (Darling-Hammond, 1998); Gardner, 1993; Piaget, 1970; Vygotsky, 1978).

Candidates manage classrooms structured in a variety of ways to promote a safe and orderly environment for learning and to teach the skills of living responsibly in society. The skills and attitudes students learn are powerfully related to the nature of the society. Democracies give great power to citizens; responsible citizenship is built in some part through what students learn from teachers’ approach to classroom management and discipline. Candidates must understand the theoretical perspectives and practical applications of the range of humanistic and behavioristic management/discipline models. 

• Professional Commitments
Candidates promote parental involvement and collaborate with other staff, the community, higher education, other agencies, and cultural institutions as well as parents and other caregivers for the benefit of students. Research demonstrates that family involvement in schools has an especially positive impact on student achievement (cf., Fan & Chen, 2001).  Teachers, college faculty and community members should collaborate to design effective and up-to-date curriculum for teacher education programs (Goodlad, 1990; Darling-Hammond, 2006).

Candidates continue to develop professionally as reflective practitioners who are committed to ongoing scholarly inquiry. Technical skills, knowledge, behavior and ethical and political judgments are critical components of reflective thought and effective teaching (Zeichner & Liston, 1996). The reflective practitioner (Schon, 1983) keeps abreast of current research and technology in the field. The reflective practitioner constantly reads, researches, analyzes and questions issues in the profession (Berliner & Biddle, 1995). 

• Standards

Candidates integrate curriculum among disciplines and balance historical and contemporary research, theory, and practice. Candidates’ understanding of the social, historical, and philosophical context of education informs their critical analysis of existing theory and practice. When learning is disconnected from a meaningful context, student engagement in the process is minimized. Candidates link knowledge across areas of study to help students make connections. Benefits include increased learning, motivation, ability to apply concepts and utilize higher-order thinking, comfort and constructive behavior. Candidates demonstrate good moral character. Candidates learn to educate for character as well as for intellect. They embody the highest ethical standards in establishing and maintaining a psychologically and socially safe, respectful, and supportive environment where all children can learn (Noddings, 2002).

• Diversity

Candidates apply a variety of teaching strategies to develop a positive teaching-learning environment where all students are encouraged to achieve their highest potential.  Candidates utilize a variety of strategies to address the individual needs of students in the diverse classroom (Bruner, 1960; Gardner, 1993). 

Candidates foster understanding of and respect for individuals’ abilities, disabilities and diversity of variations of ethnicity, culture, language, gender, age, class, and sexual orientation. Respect for diversity is one of the most central tenets of social justice. Many factors contribute to children’s “difference,” including race, ethnicity, social class (e.g., Kozol, 1991), culture (e.g., Heath, 1983), gender (e.g., Gilligan, 1982), disability status (e.g., Mercer & Mercer, 1998), linguistic variation (e.g., Delpit, 1995) and sexual orientation (e.g., Nieto, 2000). Candidates must transcend simple recognition and “tolerance” of differences, promoting respect and appreciation for differences among humans. 

• Assessment

Candidates use multiple and authentic forms of assessment to analyze teaching and student learning and to plan curriculum and instruction to meet the needs of individual students. Evaluation serves as a basis to improve learning and instruction and includes a variety of evaluation techniques. Meaningful evaluative data is best yielded through both formative and summative assessments grounded in authentic performance (Wiggins & McTighe, 1998). 

• Technology

Candidates demonstrate sufficient technology skills and the ability to integrate technology into classroom teaching/learning. The positive impact of technology on learning and development is well substantiated (Papert, 1980), but effective instruction requires thoughtful guidance. Candidates must know how and when to use and integrate technology effectively and appropriately (Compaine, 2001). 
V. Candidate Assessment

Candidates are assessed at key transition points; assessments address knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Candidates in initial programs are assessed at: program application, completion of field work, student teaching eligibility, student teaching, program completion, and post-graduation. Candidates in advanced programs are assessed at: program application, candidacy, practicum eligibility, practicum completion, culminating project, post-graduation. *The original CF can be found at:


http://www.cortland.edu/ncate/conceptual%20framework.pdf
Synopsis of April 29 conference call between Marley, myself and NCATE’s Donna Gollnick:

One of the primary questions we focused on related to the reporting of school-based data for Tables 8 and Table 10. Table 8, Faculty Demographics, is required to report the ethnic and gender breakdown of our faculty. The table is further broken down into categories for faculty in teacher education, all faculty at the College, and “school-based faculty who supervise clinical practice.” The last category presents the major challenge we have been unsure how to best approach, given that we do not collect demographic data on school faculty and that we place students in hundreds and hundreds of schools every year. Table 10, Demographics on Sites for Clinical Practice (referring to P-12 students) presents a similar challenge, though not as bad as Table 8, because much of the school-based student data is available from NCES. Nevertheless the potential volume of data for Table 10 would also be enormous.

The Steering Committee, with Kathy Beney’s input, had discussed using a non-random sample of school districts, selecting those that covered a substantial segment of our candidate placements (50%?, 67%?). We asked Donna for guidance as to whether we were permitted to use a sample of all our field placements. If so, would we need a random sample, or could we use some alternate sampling method?

With regard to Table 8, Donna first emphasized that school-based faculty demographics are NOT required, they are optional. The Table includes space for school-based faculty data, in case it would be beneficial for us in order to demonstrate that we have a sufficient level of diversity among the faculty who work with our candidates. Also, if we decide to try to collect school-based faculty data, NCATE will allow the type of sampling we had in mind, provided that we clearly explain our sampling methodology.

With regard to Table 10, Donna pointed out that we do not have to include Field Experience placements, we can limit the data to Student Teaching placements. Also, we can provide data at the School District level, rather than having to drill down to the individual School level. This would substantially reduce the volume of data we would need to gather and report on related to Table 10. In addition, as with Table 8, we could use the type of sampling technique we have discussed. 

SC

Memo to:
Teacher Education Council

From:

NCATE Executive Steering Committee

Date:

April 28, 2010

Re:

Reporting CTE and STE results

SUNY Cortland’s NCATE Institutional Report (IR) is expected to include links to key electronic exhibits that provide evidence that the standards for continuing accreditation have been met.  The complete list of exhibits may be found on the NCATE web site: 

www.ncate.org/documents/accreditation/ExhibitsList.doc
The required exhibits for Standard 5 include candidate evaluations of faculty teaching and summaries of results. To satisfy this reporting requirement while maintaining the confidentiality of data on individual faculty members, the NCATE Executive Steering Committee proposes that we report results from course teacher evaluations (CTE) from teacher education courses, aggregated by school. The committee further proposes that we report the results from candidate evaluations of student teaching supervisors (STE), also aggregated by school. 

The committee therefore submits the following motion for consideration and approval by the voting members of the Teacher Education Council:

Be it resolved that the NCATE Executive Steering Committee be authorized to include CTE data from teacher education courses, aggregated by school, and STE data aggregated by school, as an exhibit accompanying the SUNY Cortland NCATE Institutional Report.


[image: image1.emf]To: Mark Prus, Provost 

From: NCATE Executive Steering Committee  

Date: May 1, 2010 

Re: Appointment of an Assessment Coordinator to the Teacher Education Unit  

In October, 2009 a committee representing teacher education across all three schools at the 

college prepared and submitted for your review a series of recommendations derived from the 

perceived needs of the Unit in meeting reaccreditation requirements through the National 

Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education.  

One of the recommendations suggest ed that it would be in the best interest of the Teacher 

Education Unit to appoint an Assessment Coordinator  who would work closely with SUNY 

Cortland teacher preparation programs in order to create a culture of assessment, 

accountability and evidence refle cting best practices in candidate assessment, institutional 

capacity and strength, and assessment of P -12 student learning.  Additionally, emphasis would 

be placed on accuracy, fairness and consistency of assessments and the use of  rubrics to ensure 

these qualities. 

At the December 1, 2009 meeting of the Teacher Education Council, assessment was identified 

as the Council’s highest priority  and , in the short term, it was decided that the teacher 

education unit should compile a handbook of all of our present assessment needs by the end of 

the Spring 2010 semester.   

Having a well articulated and comprehensive Teacher Education Assessment plan with 

systematic and routine reports at regular intervals is critical to our success as a teacher 

education unit, as well as in securing reaccreditation of our Teacher Education Programs 

through NCATE.    

As envisioned, the role of Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator would be 

multifaceted.  The Assessment Coordinator would  work closely with the Assistant Provost,  the 

Teacher Education Coordinator, and the Information Technology representative to  manage the 

development and implementation  of a comprehensive program of assessment for the purpose 

of unit improvements in accordance with  reaccreditation requirements and  in support of 

institutional effectiveness.  The  proposed coordinator would chair the Teacher Education 

Council Standing Committee on Assessment and work with faculty, staff, and administrators to 

develop and refine unit-wide assessments.  The Assessment Coordinator would provide 

ongoing support for assessment activities, assist with the analysis of assessment methods and 


results and coordinate reports for internal and external purposes with an emphasis on program improvement as a result of periodic review of the data derived from such assessment activities.

These things being considered, it is the recommendation of the NCATE Executive Steering Committee that you appoint a Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator by June 1, 2010.

TEC ADVISORY GROUP 2001-2003

ADDRESSES

Jim Weiss

McGraw Jr. Sr. High School  - on e-mail listserv

W. Academy Street

McGraw, NY  13101

Lori Megivern

Cortland Jr. Sr. High School  - on e-mail listserv

8 Valley View Drive

Cortland, NY  13045

Dr. Patricia Floyd-Echols

Dr. Martin Luther King Magnet School  - on e-mail listserv

Syracuse, NY  13205

Phone # 315-435-4588

Cynthia Giamichael

Principal, Alternative Programs Principal

BOCES

1710 NYS Route 13

Cortland, NY  13045-9618

Dr. John Lutz, Superintendent

Cortland City Schools

Board of Education Offices

1 Valley View Drive

Cortland, NY  13045

Maureen Goodwin

Director of Instruction and Special Projects  - on e-mail listserv

Groton City Schools

400 Peru Road

Groton, NY  13073

Susan Griffin

Cortland Area Childcare Council  - on e-mail listserv

111 Port Watson Street

Cortland, NY  13045

Bonnie Calzolaio, Director

Cortland Homer Teacher Center

20 Raymond Avenue

Cortland, NY  13045

Home Address:  3691 Westvale Drive



   Cortland, NY  13045

Judith Hawkins

48 Jacobs Road

Appalachin, NY  13732  - on e-mail listserv

Home:  607-625-2978

Suzanne Palmiter

15 1/2 Graham Avenue – on e-mail listserv

Cortland, NY  13045

Jennifer Westervelt

7742 Rock River Road

Interlaken, NY  14847-9688

Paul Goodwin

Cortland City Schools

Board of Education Offices  - on e-mail listserv

1 Valley View Drive

Cortland, NY  13045

Ellen Newman

4905 Troop K Road  - on e-mail listserv

Manlius, NY  13104

Roy Hunt

464 Lehigh Road

Pulaski, NY  13142

(315) 298-4938

Dick Davidson

3299 LaFayette Road  - does not have e-mail

Jamesville, NY  13078

Mary Ann Baner

145 Chamberlain Road  - on e-mail listserv

Jordan, NY  13080

Dr. Richard Peagler

Counseling  - on e-mail listserv

Van Hoesen

Dr. Anthony Papalia

16 Lamont Circle  - on e-mail listserv

Cortland, NY  13045

Dr. Charles Yaple

Glover Road  - on e-mail listserv

Marathon, NY  13803

Dr. Jack Sheltmire

Director of Center for Outdoor Education  - on e-mail listserv

P.O. Box 624

Cortland, NY  13045

Sheila Vormvald

780 Sleepy Hollow Road – on e-mail listserv

Cortland, NY  13045

Martha Marriott

Grant Middle School  - on e-mail listserv

2400 Grant Blvd.

Syracuse, NY  13208

Home:  101 Windsor Drive


  DeWitt, NY  13214

Home:  315-446-0190

Work:  315-435-4433

A. Advisory Group to the Teacher Education Council

The Advisory Group (AG) to the TEC shall be established by a vote of the TEC and shall serve as a liaison between the Teacher Education Unit and the education community at large.  In particular, the AG shall provide feedback on issues pertaining specifically to teacher education and to education in the broader context.  Members of the AG shall be from the educational community outside the college.

The following guidelines shall guide the establishment of the Advisory Group.

· Members shall be appointed by the TEC Chair and Vice-Chairs in consultation with the TEC and shall serve staggered three-year terms.

· The Advisory Group shall elect its Chair, who shall serve as the liaison between the AG and the TEC.  Her/his responsibilities include presenting TEC initiatives to the AG, reporting AG feedback to the TEC, and presiding over AG meetings.  The AG Chair shall serve as a voting member of the TEC.

· The Chair and Vice-Chairs of the TEC serve in an ex officio capacity.

· The Advisory Group shall be composed of eleven members, who shall broadly represent the educational community outside the college.  They shall meet no less than twice a year.

· Meetings shall be open to registered representatives of the TEC and all members of the College community.
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To:
Mark Prus, Provost

From:
NCATE Executive Steering Committee


Date:
May 1, 2010


Re:
Appointment of an Assessment Coordinator to the Teacher Education Unit


In October, 2009 a committee representing teacher education across all three schools at the college prepared and submitted for your review a series of recommendations derived from the perceived needs of the Unit in meeting reaccreditation requirements through the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education.


One of the recommendations suggested that it would be in the best interest of the Teacher Education Unit to appoint an Assessment Coordinator who would work closely with SUNY Cortland teacher preparation programs in order to create a culture of assessment, accountability and evidence reflecting best practices in candidate assessment, institutional capacity and strength, and assessment of P-12 student learning.  Additionally, emphasis would be placed on accuracy, fairness and consistency of assessments and the use of rubrics to ensure these qualities.


At the December 1, 2009 meeting of the Teacher Education Council, assessment was identified as the Council’s highest priority and , in the short term, it was decided that the teacher education unit should compile a handbook of all of our present assessment needs by the end of the Spring 2010 semester. 

Having a well articulated and comprehensive Teacher Education Assessment plan with systematic and routine reports at regular intervals is critical to our success as a teacher education unit, as well as in securing reaccreditation of our Teacher Education Programs through NCATE.   


As envisioned, the role of Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator would be multifaceted.  The Assessment Coordinator would work closely with the Assistant Provost, the Teacher Education Coordinator, and the Information Technology representative to manage the development and implementation of a comprehensive program of assessment for the purpose of unit improvements in accordance with reaccreditation requirements and in support of institutional effectiveness.  The proposed coordinator would chair the Teacher Education Council Standing Committee on Assessment and work with faculty, staff, and administrators to develop and refine unit-wide assessments.  The Assessment Coordinator would provide ongoing support for assessment activities, assist with the analysis of assessment methods and results and coordinate reports for internal and external purposes with an emphasis on program improvement as a result of periodic review of the data derived from such assessment activities.

These things being considered, it is the recommendation of the NCATE Executive Steering Committee that you appoint a Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator by June 1, 2010.


