DRAFT

NCATE Executive Steering Committee

September 14, 2010
2:30pm – 4:30pm

Rm. 1304 Cornish
MINUTES
Members Present:  J. Bailey, D. Farnsworth, J. Cottone, M. Goodwin, M. Canfield, S. Cunningham, M. Barduhn, R. Janke, J. Mosher, B. Mattingly, A. Berg, S. Cohen
I.  Approve Meeting Agenda:  Marley provided an update on a presentation that she did for the President’s Cabinet related to NCATE Reaccreditation.   There was also some discussion about departments feeling disenfranchised and not involved in the decisions that are being with regard to what effects decisions made have on faculty/staff/programs/resources, etc.  An example involved a recent decision related to tennis courts.  There seems to be a feeling that faculty and staff are not being involved in decisions that directly impact their areas and their students.  Although not directly related, these feelings may negatively impact the NCATE accreditation process as it is very difficult to separate one thing from the other.  Rena asked how (outside the regular communication channels) the message about NCATE reaccreditation items and activities will be disseminated.  Marley talked briefly about the opening session, which will devote a substantial amount of time to NCATE reaccreditation efforts and about plans to do things like sandwich seminars.  John talked about bringing up the topic at administrative seminars in order to familiarize everyone on what will be taking place and/or needs to be done with regard to NCATE.  We might also advertise on the student broadcast network, involving student government representatives, etc.  JoEllen mentioned involving current student teachers and grads who are here.  During the last cycle it appeared that the examiners really enjoyed and talking with these candidates and gleaned a good deal of positive information from them.  See fact sheet attached to the minutes.  The Agenda was approved without modification and/or addition.       

II. Approve Meeting Minutes from September 7, 2010:  The minutes were approved without modification or addition.      

III. Old Business

a.  Continue to review/refine the short and long-term goals developed at the September 7, 2010 meeting.  (Appended)-M. Barduhn:  The first question asked was the status of the Assessment Coordinator.  Again, Marley updated the committee, giving a background synopsis.  (See the minutes from Sept. 7, 2010.)  A decision has been reached to hire a professional staff person to work in Merle’s office.  Currently a job description is being written to elaborate the duties and responsibilities of the individual to be hired.  Merle indicated that he did not have much information with regard to the proposed position either, as he was not part of the conversation regarding the position.  Marley informed the committee that we will be setting up a visit with Marilyn Feldman to consult with us in the near future on matters related to Standards 1 and 2 in particular, and all other standards in general.  Mark has also had a conversation with Mary Todd, Buff State, with an eye toward developing a set of exemplars that we know will work based on the Buffalo State experience.  JoEllen acknowledged Marilyn Feldman’s expertise and mentioned that we should do a lot of prep work in advance of her visit in order to maximize our effectiveness.  Bruce feels this would be the ideal time to engage everyone involved from Teacher Education as we have just received feedback from the SPAs so we are absolutely current with our understandings, particularly as they relate to the program and institutional assessments.  This would seem to be the best way for us to move forward with the assessment plan.  Bruce is also concerned about priority items 1 and 2 (see the attached list) as we have had a history of getting lost in conversation when it comes to items such as these.  Joy related that she is busy and doesn’t want to waste her energy making decisions that are not ours to make.  She feels that it may be advantageous to engage in a discussion about goals and roles but agrees with Bruce that we do not want to get lost on tangents related to goals and roles.  John stated that he feels such a discussion might be valuable as there seems to be some confusion in that some people are unsure whether they are volunteering for NCATE activities/committees or for standing committees of the TEC that will last forever.  He also mentioned that right now the TEC acts as though they are subordinate to the NCATE Executive Steeing Committee when, in fact, it is exactly the opposite.  We need to articulate these roles better.  Marley shared that some of the committees are time limited/sensitive, such as the Title II committees while others are, by nature, intended to be longer term assignments (assessment).  In some cases there may need to be a marriage between short-term NCATE committees and standing committees, particularly where convenient overlaps occur.  Maureen indicated that it would be advisable for us to identify whichever software program we will use well in advance of the BOE visit.  Bruce and Amy indicated that we need to identify our key assessments before we identify a hierarchy.  Maureen stated the need to first identify what we are doing well before we do anything else.  Next week we will look at each of the institutional report drafts for Standard 6 and 5, and if practical we will then look at each of the remaining standards in subsequent meetings.  Priorities 1, 8, 9, and 10 were identified as high priority with 2 AND 3 as medium, 4 and 5 low priority and 6 and 7 will be focused on after 1 and 8.   
b. Review the list of concerns from the August 10, 2010 meeting of the committee-D. Farnsworth:  This item was combined with item IIIa.
c. Review and Update the list of Committee Appointments-M. Barduhn:  Marley reviewed recent appointments to the various committees and asked for assistance from the deans and other committee members in filling unoccupied vacancies.
d. Discuss Unit Assessment Needs and Continue to address how best to meet these needs-M. Barduhn:  The committee briefly discussed this and determined that it would be included in our high priority items.  JoEllen reminded the committee members that there is a list of assessment needs that can be utilized to drive that discussion in future. 
e. Update status of NCATE Standards Review Process and the SUNY Cortland Timeline-M. Barduhn:  As we reviewed the timeline for the NCATE IR Timeline we discovered that several dates and issues remain to be address by the timeline.  Marley and Dennis will take a look and make revisions as appropriate and report back to the committee on September 28, 2010.
IV.  New Business

a. Brainstorm how best to involve the SUNY Cortland TEC Advisory Board in meaningful work related to Teacher Education Issues and Challenges-M. Barduhn:  Tabled until 9/28/10
b. Arrange and Prepare for a Conference Call with Dr. Mary Todd At Buffalo State-D. Farnsworth:  Not addressed other than to indicate that the Provost asked that Marley have a conversation with Dr. Todd about using some of the Buffalo State documents as models for SUNY Cortland development.
c. Discuss request from Pearson for SUNY Cortland to pilot test the new Performance Assessment Video during Quarter 2:  Marley indicated that she would address this directly with Interim Dean Cottone outside the meeting.
V.  Other:  None

The next meeting of the NCATE Executive Steering Committee will take place on September 21, 2010 in Sperry Hall, Room 309 following the AACTE Web Conference on 21st Century Assessment:  Your Programs, Your Candidates.

September 7, 2010 Priorities

i. Institutionalized Assessment
ii. Identify goals and roles for the NCATE Coordinator and Steering Committee Members
iii. Identify goals and roles for all groups such as the Teacher Education Council and place each group in a hierarchy to determine who answers to whom.
iv. Identify decisions that need to be made with regard to planning for the next NCATE accreditation cycle, 2014 (including vision and strategic plan).

v. Identify the pathway for the 2014 accreditation process.

vi. Identify procedures to monitor program status.

vii. Develop hierarchy and use of TaskStream (or another tool) for systematic data review.

viii. Identify key unit assessments.

ix. Identify and build upon what we are already doing well

x. Consider Title II and what we need to do to address the Title II Report.                                      
August 10th 
· SPA issues should be addressed through individual meetings with the writing departments.

· Each department should plan for addressing the reviewer’s report, rewriting, and resubmitting by 9/15 whenever possible.

· The administration should convene group meetings for writers/ department faculty.  We may also want to look seriously at the assignment of mentor writers who have met with success in writing exemplary and/or strong reports in their own content areas.

· SPA writers or department chairs should undertake consultation with SPA representatives for clarification or feedback.

· SPA writers/contributors and department chairs should seek to establish stronger links with SPA representatives for department level meetings, networking, and subsequent appointment of our faculty as SPA reviewers.

· Writers and chairs should be encouraged to access the 250 new SPA Exemplars on a regular basis.

· Administration and/or NCATE coordinator will seek clarification from NCATE on the SPA Rejoinder Process (who reviews the re-dux).

· We will look into whether or not we need to hire/take advantage of individual content consultants or (in some cases) send representatives from the departments to the professional association meetings.

· Whenever possible we will take advantage of SUNY Cortland staff and faculty as consultants and content specialists.

· Attempt to create closer bonds with our contacts at Buffalo State, other SUNY and private college campuses.

· Identify and partner with content specialists in public schools.

· Organize deficiencies into common areas of impact across SPAs such as those derived from the Unit Student Teacher Evaluations (STEs).

· Look for and make use of exemplars that are of similar complexity and size to our TE Unit and Programs.

· Standardize common assessments for both SPA Programs and Unit Assessment needs.

· The Steering committee needs to identify what supports and provision of resource we can offer to assist in the response efforts.

· Create permanent line items in the NCATE budget that will support ongoing efforts to train new SPA writers and familiarize them with SPA/NCATE Standards.

In order to bolster sagging morale we will request that Eric or Mark send letters of encouragement reinforcing that our response efforts are not intended to be punitive in nature and drawing a comparison to the grant-writing process when the referee comes up with his report and the writer goes back to the drawing board to correct and improve areas of concern.

Committee Vacancy and Appointment Status Report

NCATE Accreditation Process

September 7, 2010

TEC Assessment Coordinator:

Brief canvass of interested parties has yielded 5 adjunct faculty, all without background experience and qualification.  
TEC Assessment Committee:

1. Jo Ellen Bailey

2. Lynn Couturier ? John to confirm

3.   Kathleen Beney

4.   Amy Schutt

5.  Faculty Rep from Education……….

6.  Merle Canfield, OIRA

7.  Donna West

Title II-English Language Learners Committee:

1. Luis Columna 

2.   Paulo Quaglio
3.   Charlotte Pass

4.   Robert Ponterio

5.   Lin Lin

6.   Hong Li Fan

Title II Special Education Committee:
1. Judy Duncan-Chair

2. Michelle Kelly 
3. Kim Rombach 
       3.   David Smukler
       4.   Tim Davis
       5.
Maryangela Chandler
Title II Technology Committee:

1. Shufang Shi (has related proposal for Cortland PDS, but not submitted in spring)
       2.   Stephen Yang
       3.   Gretchen Douglass
       4.   Chris Widdal
       5.   Cynthia Sarver
       6.   Gail Wood

Institutional Report:  Standard 4 Sub-committee:

1. Regina Grantham will co-chair until January 1, 2011 and then assume full responsibility.
2. Noelle Paley
Regional Professional Development School Coordinator Position (Release Time)

1.  Joy Mosher (filled)
Teacher Education Unit Assessment Coordinator Position (Release Time)

1.  Vacant as of September 14, 2010
Teacher Education Council Advisory Group (Voting Only)
1. Connie Filzen-Miller
2. Eileen Wright
3. Dennis Wright
4. Lawrence Hinkle
5. Mary Lee Martens
6. Maureen Goodwin
7. Shana Snyder
8. Thomas Turck
9. Bonnie Calzolaio
10. Jo-Anne Knapp
11. Vacant 
NCATE Board of Examiners Site Visit Committee

1. Mickie Gibbons-Chair    
2. Karen Seibert
3. Karen Hempson
4. Dennis Farnsworth
5. Sheila Gregoire
6. Mike Pitaro
7. Phil Buckenmeyer

8. Amy Dahlman

9. Mary Ware

10. Orvil White

11. Jeffrey Walkulski

12. Beth Klein
Dispositions Committee

1. Chair







2. Vacant  Renee Potter?
3. Vacant  Mary Gfeller
4. Vacant  Ann Burns-Thomas
5. Vacant  Nan Pasquerello
6. Vacant  Brian Barrett

7. Vacant  Mike Kniffen

Teacher Education Council Steering Committee (as mandated by T.E.C. by-laws)

1. Chair of T.E.C…..Marley
2. Vice Chair of T.E.C…….Bruce and John
3. Teacher Ed Coordinator……Dennis
4. Unit Head……Mark
5. A member of the teaching faculty from each school:
a. Education:   Joy Mosher 
b. Prof. Studies: Vacant
c. Arts and Sciences:  Vacant
NOTE: FIRST MEETING OF THIS COMMITTEE IS SCHEDULED FOR 11:00 A.M. FOR Friday, Sept. 3

SUNY CORTLAND NCATE TIMELINE

Submission Deadline:  03/15/10

09/08/09:
Steering Cmte meets to decide on review process



Recommendations for SPA Review Committee structure and function

09/22/09:
Finalize SPA Review Committee structure and function.



SPA Review Committee appointed and charged. 

10/05/09:
SPA Review Committee reviewer inter-rater reliability training begins.

10/30/09
Initial draft of SPA Report due to D. Farnsworth



Review period  10/30/09 till 12/05/09

12/05/09
Comments and dialogue with SPA preparers through Quality Circle Review Process.

12/06/09
Revision period for SPA documents:  12/06/09-2/16/10

02/17/10
Dean’s Review of Revisions:  02/17/10 through 02/22/10

02/23/10
Dean submits Final SPA documents to M. Barduhn for review and approval:  02/23/10 through 03/01/10

03/01/10
Provost Review and Approval to Submit:  03/01/10 through 03/09/10

03/09/10
SPA Submission Period to NCATE:  03/09/10 through 03/15/09

03/15/10
SPA Submission Final Deadline

08/01/10
Recognition Report Due Back to the Program by 8/01/10

9/15/10
Response to Conditions reports (Rejoinders) to be filed with NCATE- September 15, 2010

02/01/11
NCATE sends notification of the decision of the revised national recognition reports to institutions that submitted revised program reports the previous September.

SUNY CORTLAND NCATE TIMELINE CONTINUED

SPRING 2011
1/10/08
SUNY Cortland files Intent to Continue NCATE Accreditation form.

2/01/10
SUNY Cortland requests dates for a Spring 2011 NCATE BOE Visit.

3/15/10
SUNY Cortland submits electronic program reports to NCATE.

5/25/10
Initial draft of the SUNY Cortland IR due to the Assistant Provost for Teacher Education.

5/31/10
Review, comment and revision process of the SUNY Cortland Institutional Report begins. 
8/01/10
SUNY Cortland notified of the decision on national recognition 



reports for SPAs.

9/18/10
SUNY Cortland publishes an announcement of the upcoming visit in local news media to invite third party testimony.

10/15/10
All complete standards drafts for Institutional Report are due for editing.

10/22/10
Editing process for the SUNY Cortland IR begins
11/01/10
NCATE sends copy of third party testimony (if any) to SUNY Cortland for response.

11/30/10
Edits of the Standards documents and IR completed and forwarded to the Provost for  final approval.
12/31/10
The Draft SUNY Cortland IR posted to the AIMS website  

1/04/11
Responses to third party testimony have been reviewed by the BOE Team Chair.


Pre-visit arrangements are finalized.  (BOE chair, state representative, and SUNY Cortland personnel)  This may be a virtual visit. 60 days prior to actual visit.


SUNY Cortland makes draft version of IR on AIMS available for review by the BOE Team Chair.


SUNY Cortland submits (within AIMS) the final version of the Institutional Report (Online IR) as soon as the pre-visit is completed.

3/05/11
NCATE BOE visits SUNY Cortland Campus 3/05/11 through 3/09/11

5/02/11
NCATE has 52 days from the end date of the BOE visit to notify SUNY Cortland that the final BOE Report is complete and available for review.


Upon review of the completed final BOE report, factual corrections should be made as soon as possible.  (Factual corrections are opportunities to correct numbers, names of documents, an individual’s name, title or assignment, etc.  This is not an opportunity to point out incorrect conclusions made in the BOE report.)

6/02/11
SUNY Cortland has 30 days from the date we were notified that the final BOE report was complete and available for review to submit an Institutional Rejoinder electronically to NCATE.

Within 7–10 days after receipt of the Rejoinder by NCATE:  The BOE Team Chair has an opportunity to submit a Response to Rejoinder.

October 2011
The Unit Accreditation Board renders an accreditation decision.

Within 2 weeks after the UAB Meeting:  NCATE notifies the SUNY Cortland Unit Head, NCATE Coordinator, and state representative electronically and in hard copy of the UAB decision.

NCATE BOE Team Chair:

_Dr. Suzanne George NCATE BOE Team Members:

                                                            Dr. Laura Glass



  Dr. Patricia Fewell



  Mr. Orman Feres III
NYSED Consultant:


Barbara Downs____________________________

NYSED Team Chair:


_________________________________________
