DRAFT

NCATE Executive Steering Committee

May 11, 2010
3:00pm – 4:30pm

Room B-111 Van Hoesen

MINUTES
Members Present:  M. Barduhn, D. Farnsworth, J. Cottone, B. Mattingly, R. Janke, J. Bailey, S. Cunningham, M. Goodwin, S. Cohen, G. Wood, J. Mosher
I.  Approve Meeting Agenda:  Approved without modification or addition
II. Approve Meeting Minutes from April 27, 2010 and May 4, 2010:  Both sets of minutes were approved without modification or addition.
III. Old Business

a. Update on the revision of the Conceptual Framework-J. Mosher, K. Howarth:  Marley provided a brief update on the work of the Conceptual Framework committee.  She mentioned that the presentation to the general faculty on Friday May 7, 2010 was attended by a small number of people but that the conversation resulting from the presentation was on point and lively.  The next public presentation will be held on Thursday May 13, 2010 from 8:30am to 10:00am in the Exhibition Lounge at Corey Union.
b. Update on our school placements in the IR (by majority percentage)-S. Cunningham- Steve has been looking at some of the data on the NCES website and has matched that up with our actual data on diversity to determine if using a random sampling of the data would make our diversity numbers look better or worse.  As yet, he has been unable to make that determination but will come to next week’s meeting prepared with a microsoft excel spreadsheet so that we can take a look at the actual data from both sources and make a decision on which way we want to go.  He also mentioned that there are similar data available for comparison on school lunch but not for students with disabilities, so we may have to look elsewhere for that data.  Dennis mentioned that the data on student disabilities (at least as reported by the districts as a percentage) are available on the BEDS sites. 
c. An aggregated survey from the Standards Sub-committees-Steve C.:  We have received some info from standard 5 and standard 1.  The other chairs will have to get their info to me by June 19.  The survey would then be distributed to the Chairs for a response .  The issue of how much time would be required for the Chairs to respond was entertained.  Bruce felt that the chairs should be able to respond by the same time as the annual reports are due (June 19, 2010).  Assuming that to be true he would have no problem completing the initial draft by May 30 with a mid-August deadline for a second draft.  All Standards sub-committee chairs concurred.  John made the point that we will also need to begin deciding and compiling the attachments and exhibits that will be needed to support our IR.  So we will need some additional time to complete this task as well.  We can dedicate one of our summer meetings to this issue.  Therefore, the first draft will not include attachments and other exhibits, other than to indicate where in the report they would go.  Bruce asked if there was any problem with multiple writers being on the template at the same time.  Dennis will get an answer to this question and report out next time.  
d. Review and discuss-S. Cunningham

i. Update to the Graduate Survey:  Steve Cunningham revised and updated the Graduate Survey taking into account the feedback he received at our last meeting but he was not aware that the Standard 1 sub-committee was meeting on Friday of last week and so he did not modify the document based on feedback from that committee.  For this reason we will hold our final discussion on the Grad survey until our meeting on the 18th.
ii. The Employer Survey:  No Report
e. Follow-up from the May 6, 2010 meeting of the TEC and ballots that will be distributed this week.

i. CTE Results being used for evidentiary support of Standard 5 elements:  B. Mattingly
ii. Ballot to approve the new unified application to Undergrad and Grad Teacher Education Programs:  D. Farnsworth
iii. Ballot to approve the Disrupted Placements procedures (see narrative and flow chart):  D. Farnsworth

iv. Dennis also shared that several other actions were taken by vote of the TEC, including reinstatement of the standing committees for the Review and Revision of the Bylaws of 2009, Reinstatement of the Standing Advisory Group, and Re-establishment of the standing committee on the conceptual framework. 

f. 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:  D. Farnsworth reported that the Standard 1 committee is ready to survey on the following question:  What are your key assessments?  At his point in time they are not interested in actual data.  This question needs to be addressed to spa/non spa, initial/advanced programs.  They also expressed some concern over the time frame for responding to the survey.  They are also interested in finding out whether there is money for people to work over the summer to fine-tune the Standards reports?  Marley will discuss this issue witrh the provost when she meets with him on Friday.
ii. Standard 2:  No individual report 
iii. Standard 3:  No individual report
iv. Standard 4:  No individual report
v. Standard 5:No individual report
vi. Standard 6:  No individual report
g. Review the status of the request to the provost on the appointment of a Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator:  M. Barduhn reviewed the updated and revised rationale for this position request.  So far there is a Rationale, a Preliminary Assessment, Typical Responsibilities, and some associated costs in the document.   In the title we should include the word ‘Assessment.”  Item 1C.  Rena asked if that would include writing the template and hierarchy for TaskSTream.  Marley indicated that it would.  Gail also felt that consulting with TaskStream should be included as that is part of our contract.  Marley asked about the costs.  Does she need to consider hidden costs like benefits.  Bruce indicated that the position would break out to be 2/3 release if computed as written.  If we truly want the position to be viewed as half-time, it should reflect that in the first semester there would be release time for two courses and the incumbent would teach one and in the spring semester teach 2 courses and be released one.  It was questioned whether we have faculty members who have the appropriate skill set to negotiate the tasks as elaborated (a-j)?  Because the itemized tasks are so intensive it was suggested that it may be necessary to request full time assignment as opposed to half-time.  The cost per couse would be $2590 not $3000.  If we went to a full time request the total would be approximately $16000.     It was recommended that Ed Caffarella’s title be included in the report.  Other challenges associated with the tasks of the Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator position were discussed such as Teacher Work Samples, etc.  Bruce suggested that this may be an area where we enlist Laura Gathagan’s offer to do Professional development along specific lines associated with Teacher Education.  We will update the document and represent again next week.       
h. Review the Charge for the TEC Assessment Committee (approved by the TEC on May 6, 2010:  M. Barduhn presented the document in finished form for the information and review of the committee.  This charge was approved by the TEC at its meeting on May 6, 2010.  Marley just wanted the steering committee to see it as it was presented to the TEC.
i. Update on the proposed members of the Advisory Board
i. Review the TEC Bylaws on the Advisory Board 

ii. Linking the Advisory Board into our work:  Charge to this committee.-  Marley mentioned that follow-through is critical to the success of this group and we will need to make that happen in such a way that the members feel they are doing meaningful work.  Joy feels this is a crucial group and we need to be very careful in designing and defining the tasks so that the members aren’t making recommendations that cannot possibly be met.  This was an apparent side effect of the last time this committee was empanelled.  
iii. Update on invitations to potential members:  Maureen Goodwin reported that Connie Miller Filzen, Principal at Groton Middle School is thrilled to be asked to join the TEC Advisory Group.  She has also made contact with William Doughty who will be out of town until next week but will consider the invitation.  Dennis Wright has also agreed to serve.  Joy mentioned that Mary Ann Murphy did not attend the CF meeting this week so she was not able to ask her.  Bruce asked if it would be advisable for us to view the current Regional PDS as the Advisory Group.  Discussion revealed that there are many other constituent/stakeholder groups that need to be included in the Advisory Group that would not be reflected if we worked soley with the PDS.    
iv. Potential date for the first meeting of the Advisory Board (Monday June 7, 2010 at 3:00pm):  The steering committee will discuss this issue and a charge to the group in greater depth at our next meeting.
j.  Discuss the proposed Assessment Retreat:  C. VanDerKarr, J. Mosher, B. Mattingly

i. Proposed dates for the retreat are June 14, 16 or 17.  J. Cottone also volunteered to serve on this committee.  More to follow at the next meeting.
ii. Who should be invited or involved

iii. What should the focus be? 
IV.  New Business:  
a. Summer NCATE Executive Steering Committee Meetings

i. Proposed dates are June 15th, July 13th, and August 10th or 17th from 1:00pm to 3:00pm-Brief discussion was followed by approval of the summer dates and times for proposed meetings.
V. Other?  Dennis advised the committee that the next two meetings (May 18 and 25) will be held in the Dean’s Conference Room (1242), Education Building, due to the MEOP Clothing Drive.
The next meeting of the NCATE Executive Steering Committee will take place on Tuesday May 18, 2010 from 3:00pm to 4:30pm in Room 1242 Education Building (Dean’s Conference Room)
Proposal for Teacher Education Unit Coordinator

May, 2010

A.  Rationale:  Our Teacher Education Unit is in its final months of preparation for our upcoming NCATE Site Visit in March 2011.  Our final Institutional Report is due following our previsit in early January, 2011. In September, 2009 a ten-member NCATE Institutional Orientation group of faculty and administrators attended an accreditation preparatory conference and recommended to Provost Prus that a three-person minimal team be established to strategically position SUNY Cortland for the significant work involved in re-accreditation of its 54 teacher preparation programs.  At this conference, the Group listened to exemplar institutions strongly recommend the following minimal personnel for this task:  a) an NCATE coordinator, b) a teacher education assessment coordinator, and 3) a data management coordinator.  According to the position announcement for the newly created Assistant Provost for Teacher Education, that person is responsible for “the NCATE accreditation process and all services that support campus-wide teacher education programs.”  Under the broad scope of this new position, it is essential to have a teacher education assessment coordinator to provide oversight for the development of a new teacher education assessment system which would allow us the opportunity to create and sustain a culture of assessment and a chain of transparency from data collection through to program improvements based on analysis of data.  The larger national context of teacher education has moved from an ‘input-based” system of accountability to an “output-based” system, which is new to our campus, wherein the direct effects of teachers on student learning will not only be measured and tracked throughout students’ K-12 years, but on into their college years as well, to a P-16 or 20 model.

As this type of data collection is meant to be a continuous, sustainable endeavor it is important that a position or part of an individual’s workload be dedicated to this task and supported at the outset of undertaking accreditation.  However, it is strongly advised that an electronic data-gathering/data-analysis interface be adopted.  This is preferable not only because it is a more efficient way to work with necessary data, but it also facilitates the dissemination of gathered data to the involved parties, i.e. program chairs, directors of student teaching, deans, etc.  It is key that these various groups or individuals communicate easily and have access to candidate information as they progress through the various teacher preparation programs.

 Preliminary Assessment:  The previous several years have yielded little discernible progress toward national accreditation preparations based on initial assessment provided by Barduhn in September, 2009 and further corroborated through the Environmental Scan Assessment by the Executive Steering Committee during the fall, 2009 semester, submitted to the Provost in early 2010. Concerns within each Standard indicated major areas in need of attention.  According to the Accreditation Readiness Model by Edward Caffarella, SUNY Cortland is currently at risk for failure of Standards 1, 2 and 4.  The NCATE Executive Steering Committee has made significant progress during the AY 2009-10 on all Standards.  However, with our current T.E.C.A.S. system, there remain critical areas needed for improvement in our assessment procedures and creation of a new teacher education assessment system overall.  Previously, in 2004 accreditation efforts focused on the ‘inputs’ for teacher candidate preparation, e.g. course syllabi, faculty credentials and curricula.  However, with major shifts in teacher education, national accreditation now focuses on data-driven, evidence-based decision-making and is ‘output’-driven in terms of accountability for student learning. 
NCATE recommends that assessment systems for institutions of teacher educators base candidate performance on multiple assessment measures implemented across the duration of the program, from admission to completion (2006b). Because these measures directly relate to candidate success, the Professional Educational Unit is responsible for continuously conducting, evaluating, and revising procedures to eliminate bias, as well as to establish fairness, accuracy, and consistency of performance assessment procedures (Gollnick, 2006). Accountability of this process is achieved by sharing information about program effectiveness with all stakeholders
B.  Costs for additional personnel: Provost Prus had indicated in Fall, 2009 meeting with the Steering Committee that due to serious institutional limitations based on the New York State financial crisis, that it would not be possible to appoint any additional personnel to the tasks of assessment coordinator and data management coordinator.  In consideration of the continuing financial difficulties faced by the institution, we are recommending that a qualified faculty member receive half-time course release for AY 2010-11 to assume the duties, as outlined below, of assessment coordinator.  To hire adjunct faculty for teaching these released courses, a total of $12,000 ($3000 per course x 2 semesters) would be needed for course teaching coverage.

C.  Responsibilities of the teacher education assessment coordinator:   The teacher education assessment coordinator would be responsible for the following:

a.  Consulting with faculty and I.T. to write the AMS implementation plan for TaskStream. Work on faculty recruitment for AMS; report on progress of adoption/implementation.

b. Create faculty training materials and customize for each academic program/department: orientation, discussion posting, developing the format for and writing and posting unit summaries of unit assessment findings and disseminate to programs.

c. Create and populate 27  AMS workplaces corresponding to SPA reports.

d. Build each program site: targets, SPA standards, unit and program assessments, 

e. Work with colleagues from OIRA to ensure that BANNER data accurately populate the AMS system.

f.  Work with colleagues in I.T. to create and employ name filing convention system.

g. Create a post-baccalaureate assessment system in BANNER.

h. Explore and schedule reports for annual NCATE report, Title II and program review and provide initial draft of institutional responses.

i. Work with Teacher Education Assessment Committee to plan and conduct faculty assessment retreats to build unit capacity on program assessment and modification.

j. Work with Teacher Education Assessment Committee to develop our teacher education assessment system.

It is particularly important to have a teacher education assessment person working on development and implementation of our overall teacher education assessment system at this critical juncture in preparations for accreditation.  It would be important for such a position to be in place until such time as we are fully operational with TaskStream and all teacher education programs.

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.

NCATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON TEACHER EDUCATION ASSESSMENT

SPRING 2010

Charge to the Committee:    The NCATE Subcommittee on Teacher Education Assessment  is charged to re-examine our existing Teacher Education Candidate Assessment System  (T.E.C.A.S.) and review existing teacher education assessment systems from NCATE-related and other exemplar institutions.  This Subcommittee will be constituted to specifically address the following:

Assist in developing a plan and system for the Teacher Education Unit to:


Incorporate information technology to support the unit and improve its assessment system

Reflect the conceptual framework and incorporate candidate proficiencies outlined in professional and state standards.

Provide regular and comprehensive data on program quality, unit operations and candidate performance at each stage of its programs.

Establish fairness, accuracy and consistency of assessment procedures and unit operations.


Regularly determine reliability, freedom from bias and validity of existing assessments.

Regularly examine the validity and utility of the data produced through assessments by which program modifications may be informed 

Ensure that the Unit is transparently using assessment results to improve student learning and make changes in its practices consistent with these results.

Routinely disseminate results of Unit assessments to the campus and public

The Committee should also develop a plan to involve the greater professional community to regularly evaluate the capacity and effectiveness of our teacher education assessment system.

Create an annual schedule depicting routine unit assessments and national reports and assist in the development of a Teacher Education Assessment Handbook for the teacher education unit.

May, 2010

Conceptual Framework Working Draft* May 2010 

1089 characters (to fit NCATE Template) 

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 College at Cortland, 2009);

-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 developed them from 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; Delpit, 2006). 

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, culture, gender, disability status, linguistic variation, and sexual orientation (Nieto and Bode, 2008). 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, but effective instruction requires thoughtful guidance. Candidates must know how and when to use and integrate technology effectively and appropriately (Floden and Ashburn, 2006). 

V. Candidate Assessment

Candidates are assessed at key transition point.  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
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NCATE Subcommittee for Standard 5:  Data-gathering “service activities” question for chairs of departments in which teacher education programs are housed 
Now that the call for annual reports has come out, on behalf of the NCATE Standard 5 Subcommittee, tasked with preparing the college’s report on teacher education faculty qualifications, performance, and development, I would like your assistance in providing our committee with information about the service that your various departments’ teacher education faculties perform.  Only teacher education faculty is the focus here.
Based on your teacher education faculty’s annual reports for this year, 2009-2010, and last year, 2008-2009, please categorize their service according to these three broad types of service activity:

1.  Committees and leadership

2.  Practice and involvement in P-12 schools

--student teaching supervision should not be considered as service

3.  Professional associations (should be active involvement versus simple membership)

What the committee would like from you specifically:

First, the total number of teacher education faculty in your department

Second, approximately how many (the number) of these faculty overall engaged in each of these three types of service in each of the last two years

Third, approximately how many different examples of each type of service did the faculty collectively perform in each of the last two years

Fourth, the rough percentage overall of your teacher education faculty involved in each type of service in each of the last two years

Our committee acknowledges the additional work that this request represents at a time when much else demands your attention; as current chair of the History Department, I will have to come up with these figures myself for our SST faculty!

We sincerely appreciate your cooperation and assistance in this important college-wide effort.

Regards,  Girish Bhat (History Department)

SUNY CORTLAND 
TEACHER EDUCATION GRADUATE SURVEY – 2010
In an effort to assess our teacher education programs, SUNY Cortland is surveying recent graduates. We are very interested in your insight on how well Cortland prepared you for your work in schools. The survey will take approximately 15 minutes and individual responses will be considered confidential. Your name is requested only to allow us to avoid sending follow-up reminders to those who have already replied.
A.
Background information:


Name (if changed since graduating, include your prior name):
First
______________________________________

Last
______________________________________
Graduation date ( year/month)
______________


Degree (BA, MST, etc.)


______

Major/ Program




_____________________
B.
Employment:

If you were a graduate level degree or certificate recipient and had prior work experience as a teacher or other school professional, for purposes of this survey we are primarily interested in your experience SINCE completing your Cortland degree, not whatever experience you may have had prior to attending SUNY Cortland

Have you been employed in your profession since graduating?
Yes / No
If no, please skip to C

How long have you been employed in your profession (since graduating from Cortland)?

________

Job title/ position (current or most recent)
____________________________________________________________

Name of school (or other employer)


_____________________________________________________________

Location:
City
______________________________
State
____


Workplace Website (if available)


http://www._______________________

Name of supervisor



__________________________________________

Supervisor’s job title/position
__________________________________________

C.
Continuing Education:


Have you continued your education since graduating?
Yes / No
If no, please skip to D

Name of college

_________________________________

Location (City, State)
_________________________________

Degree level


______________

Program of study

_________________________________

Completion date (actual or expected)
____________________
D.
Contact Information:


May we contact you for additional feedback regarding SUNY Cortland?
Yes / No
Street address
___________________________________________

City


_____________________
ST
____
ZIP
_______

Email address
___________________________________________

Preferred contact:
Postal Mail / Email / Other__________________

E.
Educational Preparation:


Even if you are not currently employed, for each of the following items, please indicate how well you think your SUNY Cortland education helped prepare you for your profession. The scale is as follows: 5 = strongly agree, 4 = agree, 3 = neutral, 2 = disagree, 1 = strongly disagree, or NA for no answer/not applicable. 

My SUNY Cortland education provided me with …

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 1)
in-depth knowledge and understanding of content in my field 

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 2)
in-depth knowledge and understanding of instructional theory and strategies

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 3)
ability to present content to students in clear and meaningful ways

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 4)
ability to integrate technology into my practice

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 5)
ability to reflect on my work as a professional

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 6)
understanding of and respect for student, family, and community diversity 

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 7)
understanding of the importance of analyzing and using educational research in my field

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 8)
ability to assess student learning, use these assessments to inform my work, and improve student learning

5 4 3 2 1 NA
 9)
ability to create a positive environment that supports learning and development for all students 

5 4 3 2 1 NA
10)
ability to build on students’ developmental levels

5 4 3 2 1 NA
11)
ability to understand educational and institutional policies that relate to my work

5 4 3 2 1 NA
12)
ability to demonstrate behavior that supports fairness and the belief that all students can learn

5 4 3 2 1 NA
13)
ability to manage classrooms to promote a safe learning environment

5 4 3 2 1 NA
14)
ability to use various techniques to manage student behavior

5 4 3 2 1 NA
15)
knowledge of a variety of teaching strategies to develop students’ critical thinking and problem-solving skills

5 4 3 2 1 NA
16)
ability to promote parental involvement to support student learning

5 4 3 2 1 NA
17)
knowledge and skills necessary to work with English language learners in my field

5 4 3 2 1 NA
18)
knowledge and skills necessary to work with students with disabilities in my field

19)
In what ways could your SUNY Cortland education have provided more thorough preparation?
__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

20)
Please provide any other comments or feedback you have regarding your SUNY Cortland experience or this survey:

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________________________________________

Thank you for your input!

Hi Dennis and Marley,
 

I won't be at tomorrow, but did want to let you know my Standard 1 committee's discussion on Friday regarding requests for department information from subcommittees. 
Apparently, there have been requests going out to some departments regarding different standards. The chairs of my subcommittee like the idea of one survey in an electronic format (even a word document) requesting all information. They also indicated that we should provide realistic time frames for the response. For standard 1 we're just asking what the key assessments are, not asking for the actual data at this point (as some of that I'll be able to pull from Banner, etc.). If we are asking for actual data, people need time to respond.
 

On another issue, is there money for people to work over the summer from the NCATE budget? 
 

Thanks!
Carol
