Lock Haven University  
Council on Teacher Education
 September 24, 2010
1:30-3:30 p.m.
Bentley S-06 
Members Present:  Terry Brink, Denise Tyson, Paul Ballat, Michelle Eaton, Melissa Becker, Stephen Bugaj, Michael Cullin, Christine Remley, Steve Williams, Judy Yoho, Kurt Smith, Richard Fetzer, Nate Hosley, Shane Jones, Jim Meek, and Madeline Hoff, with Brett Everhart presiding.  
Excused:  Alyce Baker, Jane Penman, Cathy Traister

I. Approval of Minutes:  April 23, 2010
Motion by Terry Brink
Seconded by Judy Yoho
Unanimously Approved.
II. Director’s Report
A. New Graduate Assistant – Madeline Hoff
B. Freshman Transfer Meetings are mentioned, with a total of 266 students attending them.  Dr. Everhart went through the exact number of students for each specific discipline.  Alternative meeting for students who were unable to attend due to conflicts will be decided on, perhaps via webcast.  
C. Director’s goals for the Teacher Education Office for 2010-11.
a. Assessment System data collection/entry process
· Would like to make it more efficient, especially with the use of LiveText.  
b. Program reporting and Timeline for D3M submission
· D3M forms are needed by the end of the semester so they can be recorded.  Terry Brink mentions putting the D3M form on the website.  Dr. Everhart comments on TracDat being used with this as it saves the changes and remains there forever.
D. LiveText rubric labels modified to allow for better data aggregation across years/semesters
· New rubric  labels do not indicate the specific semester: Senior Portfolio Rubric, Developing Portfolio Rubric.  LiveText shows the most recent one, and this will be more helpful when aggregating data as well as making it less confusing for students.  
E. PDE initiatives
· Full program reviews will be starting.  Once they begin, the university has 14 months to turn their report in.  You don’t need an onsite visit if forms are submitted electronically.  Department is collecting all the needed data to begin with.  Handout gives detailed information about it, including what data is needed for PDE.  Terry Brink is concerned about when reviews might start, and where LHU might fall into it as certain things still need several years to catch up on or transition over.  Dr. Everhart says that old data is OK as some programs have transitioning to do, and that if an electronic assessment meets approval, PDE doesn’t need to re-asses them.  On-campus visits can be requested if needed, for example, in case the institution isn’t providing enough funds and it is causing issues with the data.  We don’t know which schools are on the list or the order.  Dr. Everhart would like to have an annual system to keep track of data.  
F. New Teacher Education Office website
· Website is being overhauled and is almost ready to go.  There are new sections, including a video tutorial for students with LiveText and their portfolios.  
G. Conceptual Framework revision process update
· Dr. Everhart has a group working on updating the framework under the leadership of Dr. Priya Poehner.  An update should be available by the end of the year to get feedback on.  Trying to update the literature and blend in areas (globalization, technology, etc.) and the best way to get approval for it.  
H. New video tutorial for LiveText C1 and other help guides
· Mentioned during the new website discussion.
III. LiveText question for COTE:  Target Met vs. Not Met -  (C. Remley)
· This is specific to the teacher work sample.  What data is being submitted?  If all targets are met, then what is the use of the data as it doesn’t seem to tell us anything.  Why does the data need to be collected and aggregated in LiveText if everyone is doing it?  
When the purpose of collecting the data is to see that what we’re doing is right, how can we tell when the only thing that comes up in the end shows that all of the students have passed and we cannot see the progress they made.  
Paul Ballat comments on the fact that some students were just handing things in because they knew the professors would meet with them and tell them what needed to be fixed.  
If the data is helping us pass the SPAs, why is it meaningless?  
Nate Hosley says that an assessment is needed to show that students are 
Jim Meek says Middle State wants to see that we gather information to improve our programs. 
Dr. Everhart says that when TracDat comes, it will help us keep better track of the data.  Michael Cullin says that with initial submission in TWS, he prints out the 6 rubrics for each stage and scores it on paper, then copies it, the student fixes it, and he corrects it later so he has a record of the first submission and can compare first and last ones.  Steve Williams says there could just be a second rubric in LiveText.  Different labels should take care of the issue.  
Christine Remley asks that the data be consistent.  We need to know how many times it takes the students to get it right so we can see the weaknesses in the program.
Paul Ballat comments that there could be an initial assessment and then submit a final one.  It is the process of inputting the data that seems to be the issue.  
Everyone agrees that Shane Jones can do an initial test and final rubric for it this semester.  Not everyone has to use it, but it will allow them to look for ways to solve the issue.  
IV. Approval of NETS-T standards in the TWS –  (J. Yoho)
· New standards were released in 2008.  Several professors have been using them in the Developing and Senior Portfolios.  Judy Yoho asks that everyone uses the new standards, and if they should be descriptive of the levels and which rubrics to use.  Michael Cullin believes it has already been decided that there would be artifacts for 5 different performance indicators, for 5 different standards.  (1 for each standard at the beginning level.)  New standards need to be put in LiveText/the portfolios and the rubric needs to be rewritten to make the requirements clear.
At the moment, no one is tracking students’ progress on these, nor does NCATE require developing data.  Terry Brink mentions that we could ask which artifacts students did, and then next time, check if they did different ones and compare them.
New standards were approved in a COTE meeting a while ago, but it needs to be in LiveText with new directions.  
Dick Fetzer says that there needs to be a transition period.  Steve Williams is in favor of the students going through all 5 of them, or showing that they have gone from the beginning in the Developing, or show that they are at the beginning in another one.  
The handout details how the performance is to be assessed.  Denise Tyson asks if there will be recommendations for activities that will help students meet the requirements, but more for instructors.  Terry Brink is concerned about rubrics becoming roadmaps and Christine Remley agrees.  
Main consensus is that the technology task force needs to meet up and discuss the issues before coming back with recommendations for approval.  Someone should also check the minutes from previous years to make sure new standards were approved.    
V. Discussion of Stage I disposition form (paper or LiveText) – C. Remley)
Christine Remley asked COTE members to provide their thoughts concerning whether or not to require students to submit the Stage I Disposition form in LiveText or as a paper copy.  Discussion revolved around the need for assessment data in the Teacher Education office and that in the present form, numerical data are not generated from this disposition requirement.  Dr. Everhart indicated that a simple rubric needs to be developed and associated with the disposition form so that performance data can be collected in relation to candidates’ dispositions.  Dr. Yoho described the simplicity of the form that is on LiveText and discussion was focused on whether freshmen should be required to buy LiveText or not.  The members agreed that it would be possible for candidates to buy LiveText as sophomores and submit the Disposition form in LiveText at the beginning of the sophomore year since the candidates must have 45 hours completed for candidacy anyway and this form is a candidacy requirement.  The discussion ended with no change made to the present requirement for submitting the form in LiveText.  The suggestion was for students to purchase LiveText as sophomores and complete the form at the beginning of the sophomore year in LiveText if they do not want to do so earlier.
VI. Discussion of what COTE wishes the policy to be for recommending certification in regard to PRAXIS 2 flexible requirements  
A. Website to find information on this
· http://www.portal.state.pa.us/portal/server.pt/community/testing_requirements/8638
· Discussion focused on the 3.0 cut-off average and how some students go to PDE because they are not recommended for certification due to not meeting certain requirements.  Would we like to try and use some flexibility?  (High PRAXIS scores and a GPA that is just under 3.0.)
PDE requires 3.0 for graduation, but not candidacy.  Do we want to require 3.0 at candidacy and graduation, or would we like to allow some flexibility with candidacy?  If departments are going to use PDE’s rules and allow flexibility, everyone needs to do it, not just one or two.   (For example, a PRAXIS of 150 with a GPA of 2.999)
It was decided that everyone would take the discussion back to their departments and discuss the options.  
· COTE will vote on whether to follow PDE’s flexibility laws or not.
· Motion by Steve Williams
Seconded by Dick Fetzer
VII. LiveText course feature update
· Tabled until the next meeting.
VIII. PDE 430 form and social security numbers – (D. Fetzer)
· Dick Fetzer mentions that it is uncomfortable having the SSN on the PDE430 forms, and wonders if it’s possible to make sure the SSN isn’t there.  The office doesn’t keep it on file anyway, but some suggestions are made to fill in the form with XXX’s.  Also, since the forms are usually done electronically (PDF), that field is not filled out.  SSN should not need to be on the form at all.  
Does PDE require us to keep a hard copy?  We will have to check into that, though hopefully they do not.
IX. Dick requests that COTE adopt a policy so that student teachers in the fall must show evidence of taking PRAXIS II or that they will be taking the PRAXIS II during student teaching. Dick recommends that the Director of Student Teaching should not process any application from students who will be a student in the fall unless they show evidence of obtaining at least $1,000,000 liability insurance coverage from the beginning of student teaching to the end of both placements. Dick suggests setting deadlines.
· There were some issues at the beginning of the semester where students who were supposed to be student teaching did not have coverage.  Students had insurance when discussing things in the spring, but did not seem to realize that it would expire before their student teaching started.  Insurance is needed for the entire student teaching placement.
· If they have Homeowner’s insurance/insurance company, they also need a letter specifically confirming that they are covered for at least $1,000,000 in the schools.
· COTE will vote on whether or not to give Dick Fetzer permission and the flexibility to set a cut-off date of June 1st for liability insurance. 
· Motion by Michelle Eaton
Seconded by Stephen Bugaj
X. Other Reports:
A. Teacher Education Assessment Committee:  Brett Everhart – No report.
B. Technology Task Force:  (Mike Cullin, Judy Yoho, Christine Remley, and Shane Jones)  -  No report, but they plan to meet soon.  
C. Secondary Education Advisory Council:  Steve Williams – Main task for the year is to figure out how to meet new PDE requirements for field experience hours (150 hours).    
D. Student Teaching Supervisors Committee Report:  Dick Fetzer – 45 student teachers in the field.  At this point, they are in the process of placing about 150 students.  Most students want to go to the East and/or stay in this area instead of heading towards the West.  We are hoping to appeal to Keystone Central SD in the hopes that they will waive the one student teacher per year in some situations.  
The issue of visiting student teachers is brought up.  Some students do not tell them where they are planning to apply and others tried to apply to universities that are not part of the agreement.  Dick Fetzer would like everyone to look over the handout and give him suggestions.  Should he have something available that explains the visiting student teacher process in detail?  The students need to know what the requirements are and who to go to if they need help with it.  (It concerns the university they are applying to and doing their student teaching at, not us.)   The issue of students asking us for recommendations when they did their student teaching at another university exists, too.   Take the handout, look it over, and bring it up at the next meeting.
E. M.Ed. Program:  Nate Hosley – The leadership program got back to them over the summer about things they needed to rewrite in order to meet their standards.  There need to be rubrics and some things regarding score agreements.  Looking at a resubmission around October 30th and a start-up next summer.  
XI. Adjournment
