Minutes of the NCATE Chairs meeting

11/06/02

Submitted by Deb Eldridge, convener

Minutes area also available electronically at www.hunter.cuny.edu~ct/ScarletN

Present:  Shirley Cohen, Yvonne De Gaetano, Anne Ediger, Deb Eldridge, Kate Garnett, Sherryl Graves, Mario Kelly, Gess LeBlanc, and Bill Rosenthal.

We began with the announcement that there will be a “field trip” on December 6th to Lehman College from 10 to 12 to view their document room.  Details will be forthcoming. Deb and Anne will probably drive. We can arrange carpooling later.

Each Committee chair reported on the status of their committees:

Yvonne De Gaetano reported on Standard 4—Diversity.  The committee members are:  Tom McIntyre as co-chair, Linda Perkins, Luis Reyes, Gloria Zuazua, and Connie Mejia.  They have met twice and each person has chosen an “element” of the standard to be their responsibility.  They have chosen to model their portion of the Institutional Report on the University of Idaho documents.  They are beginning to talk about what documents they will need.

Shirley Cohen reported on Standard 6—Unit governance and resources.  The committee members are:  Mario Kelly as co-chair, Tony Picciano, Lillian Buckley, Bettye Steinberg and Roseanne Polito (a student in program 1).  They did not feel that an “outside” person would be pertinent to their work.  However, Shirley is going to contact Michael Griffel about recommending an appropriate person to represent Arts and Sciences interests and relationships with us.  They have begun to discuss what documents they will need and are beginning to collect as placeholders until newer documents replace them.  It was mentioned that there were organizational charts of the College and the School of Education submitted in the NCATE pre-conditions.  Deb will facilitate the copying of the pre-conditions documents onto a CD from a zip disc (with the help of PT3 technology) and make a copy of the CD available to each committee.  Her committee asked why they were starting so early when the visit isn’t until Spring of 2004.  Deb responded that collecting documents at this time serves to show the progress we have made to the visiting team.  So early document collection is not a waste of time.  Second, there is an unwillingness on the part of the NCATE coordinator to find ourselves scurrying around at the last minute trying to find things.  Collections and documents take time.  Twice as long as you might think.  Starting early gives us the leisure to do the work at our own pace, carefully and thoughtfully, without placing and unduly heavy burden on any of us.

Sherryl Graves reported on Standard 5—Faculty Qualifications.  The committee members are:  Bill Rosenthal (co-chair), and Roseanne Silberman.  There is a need to include a district person because “faculty” in NCATE terms includes cooperating teachers in the field.  An Arts and Sciences person needs to be represented as well.  They have not met as a committee yet.  However, Sherryl pointed out that there may need to be some form of assessment that we design to document the “standards” that we hold for cooperating teachers.  Deb mentioned that Kate Steffins of St. Cloud Universsity had mentioned that she went to her faculty only once for the items that are needed.  Sherryl’s committee will need C. V.’s, for example.  We should decide on a common format and have it available electronically for faculty to submit updated C. V.’s for documentation.  A common syllabus format was also used by St. Cloud.  Deb will get Kate Steffins’ phone number for Sherryl to call her.  Kate already agreed to share the CV and syllabi formats with us.

Gess LeBlanc reported on Standard #3—Field Experience and Clinical Practices.  The committee members are:  Migdalia Romero  as co-chair, Ellen Trief, and Jody Sanders. Victor Bibetsky (music) will be invited to help.  Student and schools representatives are being sought.  Gess raised a couple of issues for discussion:

1) Field experiences should be developmental, building upon each other.  But there is a lot of variability in this approach across programs.  How do we address this?

2) To what extent is there a need to develop a coherent, consistent assessment tool that can be applied across programs.

It was mentioned that the EDIMS system will be available to adapt to some of these needs as it is currently ready for piloting.  It may be able, later, to integrate a system of program standards, with student evidence of attainment, with rubric ratings, and the capacity to aggregate that data and print reports for us.

Shirley mentioned that there are students without the skills to be able to make use of these tools.  There seems to be a need to include in the graduate catalog a line that alerts students to the technology demands that will be placed upon them in our programs.  Kate pointed out the new resource room (to be open on November 15th) will be staffed ten hours a week with two graduate assistants who can help students learn and practice the technology skills they need.

Kate Garnett reported on Standard 2—Assessment System  The committee members are:  Deb Jensen as temporary co-chair, Peggy Chen (who has experience with institutional research), and a place-holder for the new HEO line: Director of Accreditation and Assessment (temporary title).  The paperwork for this position is in Charles Hayes office and Deb will research the status of this line.  It was suggested that Kate solicit the input of a school person (two names were mentioned), a district person that Janet Patti knows who teaches courses on data-driven decision making for her program, and Joan Tronto  who is very interested in this work.  The small committee of three has talked through the standard, reading together and coming to understand it.  they have given assignments to each other to learn together.  They are trying to conceptualize what data we want to collect and have available to us 5 years (and more) into the future.  David Smith’s work (the Teacher Evaluation Assessment Tool in excel form) is being looked at—it is available to everyone on the Scarlet N website under Smith.  A different system (database) called Passport can be previewed on the Scarlet N under the name of Blanchard.

A number of issues were raised:

· The need to have a spreadsheet that keeps track of the documents being collected by the various committees (web accessible).

· The issue of synchrony across sections of the same course.  We need to establish the minimum assessments used in a given course, the standards being met, and the rubrics used to rate these assessments.  Adjuncts need to be apprised of this information at the time of hiring.  It was suggested that perhaps a full-time faculty member should be assigned to each “discipline” to serve as the point person for questions about course content or assessments.

· The need to alert people to the data collection, aggregation and work sample “promises” made in various program review documents.  This fall semester we should be collecting what we can and aggregating data as much as possible.  It was agreed that we would get the work out at the following:

· Department meetings

· Program coordinators meeting

· Committee meetings

· Meanwhile, we need to create documents that could be given to adjuncts that identify the standards in our courses, the assessments that must be completed, and the rubrics or criteria for judging those assessments.  Toward that end Deb will get the ACEI childhood Ed documents off the zip disc and onto CD’s for distribution to all committees (thanks, again, to PT3).

Anne Ediger reported on Standard 1-Candidate Knoweldge, Skills and dispositions.  The committee is Kimberly Kinsler as co-chair, Bob Gyles from district 4, Pam Mills from Arts and Sciences, Elaine Gale from Sped and Doreen d’Amico from OES.  They are working on finding a student.  Kim and Anne have met a couple of times. The  full committee has met once.  Anne brought up the issue of the committees gathering information that other committees need.  For example, standard one asks for a collection of the rubrics used to judge student work.  The assessment committee is working on having the EDIMS system contain these.  She also brought up the larger issue of how to report the information:  As program standards, or as standards that are related to our conceptual framework.  It was agreed that we wanted the standards to relate to the conceptual framework but that was work that the faculty needed to do together, not something that the Standard One Committee could design on its own.  A discussion followed on the need to have more work done on the conceptual framework so that from it we derive our Hunter College expectations/standards for ALL our graduates.  It was mentioned that the last meeting on the conceptual framework didn’t go far enough because we ran out of time.  The committees suggested that we should have another full day retreat to have the time to work this out together.  They suggested that it be held a day in advance of the scheduled retreat on January 22nd (tentative date mentioned by Sherryl).  We agreed to meet another time to plan the additional retreat if one is approved by the Dean.  Each of our respective committees needs to have input into what is needed from the conceptual framework for their own work and into the goals for what the faculty would need to accomplish.  

We set the next meeting date on December 18th, during Dean’s hours, in 1111 West.  The field trip to Lehman on the 6th may well provide us with ideas about what we need to accomplish on a retreat.

Unresolved issues:

1) What is the feedback loop for information that needs to be generated/created/revised?

2) How can the handbooks best be used to further our work?

3) How will the conceptual framework link back to the assessment system and the expectations for our candidates?

4) What is the timeline for our work to be drafted, collected, completed, and on exhibit?

To create a reasonable timeline we need to know exactly when our visit will be, and we will not know until we receive feedback on the pre-conditions.  In the meantime, I suggest we use April 15th as a touchstone.  The following is a timeline based on the April 15th “best guess” estimate.

September 15th a draft form of your section of the institutional report to the NCATE coordinator for preliminary editing, circulation, and feedback.  
September 15th through January 14th--Continued collection of data, documents, and report narrative should be supplemented as available. 

January 15th should be the date that your committee submits final revisions to the NCATE coordinator to give to the document editor for incorporation into the institutional report, final editing, copying, and binding.

February 15th (two months prior to the visit date) the Institutional Report in final form has to be mailed to NCATE

April 15th -ish, Board of Examiners arrive on a Friday night and leave on Wednesday night.

