February 12, 2009

1:00-3:00 p.m.

USM Chancellor’s Conference Room

AAT Oversight Council Minutes
Meeting Participants: Susan Arisman, Therese Bushner, Candace Caraco, Richard Cerkovnik, Sandra Dunnington, Colleen Eisenbeiser, Jennifer Frank, Tracy Jamison, John Jeffries, Michael Kiphart, Fran Kroll, Ben Passmore, Dennis Pataniczek, Brad Phillips, Virginia Pilato, Nancy Shapiro, David Stevens, Lois Stover, Donna Wiseman

The meeting was called to order by Jennie Pilato, who provided a welcome and led introductions.  
A motion was made to approve the minutes of the previous AAT Oversight Council Meeting.  The motion was seconded and passed.
Lessons Learned from AAT for ASE Oversight Council

Candace Caraco (MHEC) and Richard Cerkovnik (AACC) provided an update on the status of the Associate of Science in Engineering (ASE) degree.  Two ASE degrees are being proposed: one in Electrical Engineering and one in Computer Engineering.  This degree is designed to facilitate the transfer of students from two-year to four-year engineering programs in Maryland, thereby helping to increase the number of engineering graduates in the state.  Engineering faculty from two-year and four-year institutions are now in the final stages of approving outcomes for the first two years of engineering.  (Outcomes have already been agreed upon, but they need to give final approval to the mathematics outcomes and decide upon a process for continuous review.  The final regulations could be ready as early as this spring.)   The ASE Oversight Council is chaired by Judy Ackerman (Montgomery College), Donna Hamilton (UMCP), and Vic Maconachy (Capitol College).  

The AAT Oversight Council shared lessons learned from the AAT that might be relevant to the ASE, both in terms of process and content.  The following were the major themes from this discussion:   

· Importance of having a continuous program review process to stay current and responsive to changes that will occur in the engineering curriculum once the degrees are approved.  (The same goes for teaching, which prompted some thinking about the role of the AAT Oversight Council in the continuous review process for the AAT).  
· Importance of bringing key stakeholders together early in the process (deans of education, deans of arts and sciences, faculty, etc.) so everyone walks away with the same message.  Using the “bully pulpit” for higher education segment leaders to provide visible support.   This public “kickoff” for the AAT really helped to set the stage and context for the disciplinary faculty meetings. 
· The AAT Resource Group worked well as a mechanism for helping to ensure broad-based involvement and buy-in.  It seemed to be an effective strategy for planning stakeholder engagement within and across campuses and into and out of the Oversight Council.  

· “Outcomes versus courses” continues to be an issue with the AAT.  Do not assume that faculty and others will understand this concept on the first pass.  Even after all of these years working with the AAT, there is still a tendency among institutions to want to compare courses.

· Much of this work is learning through trying.  There were some false starts (e.g., assuming that the secondary AAT degrees would follow a similar path as the elementary AAT since the process was already developed and in place).    
· Importance of defining the long-term role of the Oversight Council once the degrees are implemented (e.g., to provide continuous review and feedback).  You will need to factor in turnover on the Council and the “re-education” that will need to occur as members join and leave the group over time.  
· The creation of a specific timeline with targets and the drafting of regulations helped to force the issue with those who were not on board.   (At the time the AAT was created, there was extensive external pressure from legislators to “fix” transfer/articulation issues.)  This sense of urgency did help move things along.
· It is important to remember the administrative support structures that need to be on board with the rollout of this degree program (e.g., admissions, registrar, academic advisors, etc.).  Institutional outreach, communication, and education need to be built into this process.  

· Think ahead of time about how you are going to identify and track the ASE students.  This has been an ongoing challenge for the AAT.  These students can get lost when they are below the “program completer” level. It has often been difficult for receiving four-year institutions to correctly identify AAT students at the time of transfer (since they often come ahead of their paperwork and can be put on the wrong track).  
· Prepare community college students that the educational delivery modes may not be as flexible once they reach the four-year institution.  A large percentage of AAT students attend school part-time and work part-time or full-time—posing major challenges as they try to fit into a more traditional degree program.  

· We need to do a better job of educating students that they still may have to take general education courses once they transfer, depending on the individual institution’s upper-level general education requirements.  This has been a source of frustration and confusion for AAT students, since they are accepted as juniors and tend to assume that they only have major courses left to take.
· Think about the formal decision-making mechanism for the Oversight Council.  Is it a vote?  Is it a nod around the room?  Are you looking for a majority?  Complete consensus?  The AAT Oversight Council tried hard to reach consensus at each juncture point, but a more formal process for decision-making (and record-keeping for documenting these decisions) would have been useful.  In a similar vein, will you have a mediator/ombudsman when disputes arise between institutions?  
How Community Colleges Identify AAT Students 
Sandra Dunnington shared the results (handout available) of a recent query she conducted with the community colleges asking them how they identify their AAT students.  This is part of the broader issue of how to “count” AAT students as they move in and out of the educational pipeline.  The easy answer is that AAT students are picked up in institutional counts and coded as such when they declare their intention to pursue an AAT degree in a community college.  In this respect, they are identified immediately.  However, since students obviously cannot graduate with an AAT unless all degree requirements are met, some end up switching off to the traditional AA or AS degree (which have a lower GPA requirement and do not require PRAXIS or as much science and mathematics).  If this is a widespread issue for AAT students (i.e., a “leakage” or “bottleneck” in the pipeline), it should be picked up in the Jacob France Institute study of the AAT.  (See below for additional information on this study.)  At the same time, it is important to acknowledge that we do want these lower-division AAT courses to have a screening effect—not all students who initially enter the pipeline should become teachers.    
Jacob France Institute Study of the AAT 
Working with David Stevens and his colleagues at the Jacob France Institute at the University of Baltimore, the AAT Oversight Council will oversee a study of the AAT pipeline.  This study is also being done in conjunction with the state’s “Making Opportunity Affordable” grant from the Lumina Foundation.  This study involves the assembly and analysis of a statewide longitudinal dataset of all Maryland students who have been “touched” by an AAT program since its beginning, their progression through the education pipeline, and their transitions into four-year institutions.  The purpose is to understand more about AAT students as they progress through the pipeline: What are the problems and issues they encounter?  Where are the leakages?  What happens once these students get to a four-year institution?  What is the overall impact of the AAT on the teacher education pipeline?  Based on these findings (expected to be completed by September 2009), surveys and focus groups will be conducted in targeted areas to assess the impact of the AAT on student decision-making and progression.  It was suggested that this latter stage involve both teacher education and offices of institutional research on each campus.  It was also suggested that we think about additional funding to follow other transfer degree programs in a similar manner (e.g., nursing).  

COMAR Change

A recent change in the COMAR language was circulated and discussed.  This was the result of an extensive review process.  The change involved the removal of the specific mention of the “PRAXIS” examination to reflect the following: “Requires evidence of qualifying scores as established by the State Superintendent of Schools on the teacher certification tests approved by the State Board of Education.”  (This means that student scores on alternative tests to PRAXIS may be considered, including the SAT, ACT, and GRE.)  Michael Kiphart raised his concerns that this new language muddies the waters since different institutions have different standards for these teacher certification tests, and some may have more restrictive requirements than the stated above.  For example, a potential teacher candidate at UMCP must submit the actual qualifying scores on the PRAXIS (e.g., the mathematics score), not just the composite score.  If you allow certain institutions to require something above and beyond what the state requires, are you undermining the intent of the AAT altogether?  This is something that the AAT Oversight Council was encouraged to keep an eye on.  
Other News and Issues from the Field

Need to keep the development of a P-20 statewide longitudinal data system on the radar screen; many states are making good progress on this front (see the Data Quality Campaign’s Web site: http://www.dataqualitycampaign.org).
Make sure that AAT students know upfront that they will be required to pass a background check in order to do fieldwork in the schools.
Agenda Items for the Next Meeting
The following were offered as potential agenda items for the next AAT Oversight Council meeting:

· Spend some time discussing/documenting ongoing challenges with the AAT (beyond anecdotal evidence).  For example, MADTECC has a list of issues and concerns about the AAT (there are some transfer/articulation issues with individual four-year programs that have never been successfully resolved).  What is the process for resolving these issues?  The AAT Oversight Council?  A mediator/ombudsman?  (Nancy Shapiro has informally served in this role.)

· Talk about developing and implementing a continuous review process for the AAT (in light of the ASE discussion).

The meeting was then adjourned.  The next meeting of the AAT Oversight Council will be held on Wednesday, April 8, 2009.
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