USM/MICUA Education Deans & Directors Meeting

Location:  Loyola Graduate Center, Room 259

May 14, 2010 Minutes

I. 10:16 am -  Welcome & Introductions (Attendees:   Mickey Fenzel, Henry Reiff, Sister Sharon Slear, Traki Taylor-Webb, Karen Verbeke, Kenneth Witmer, Virgina Pilato, Ray Lorion, Diane Hampton, Barbara Martin Palmer, Dennis Pataniczek, Gene Schaffer, Nancy Shapiro, Donna Wiseman, Candace Caraco, Gwendolyn Smith, and Tom Bogar)
Staff - Teia Robinson. 

II. 10:18-10:25 am – Review of December 7th Minutes

· Karen Verbeke volunteered to make corrections and edits.

· Move to accept minutes & amendments.  Accepted by all.
III. Discussion:  Fingerprinting process

· Every county has a different process

· Examples of different fingerprinting procedures discussed:

· PG County Community College does their fingerprinting all at one time.  An official comes on campus to fingerprint teachers on a designated date.  

· UMES (Dr. K. Verbeke) – the process is uniform for all students.  The fingerprinting cost is $18 through CGIS.

· Towson (Dr. R. Lorion) - students are fingerprinted before they enter the teaching program.  The students are required to sign a form stating that if they are arrested for DUI, drugs, or in the appeals process for charges they cannot participate in the program.  

· Additional concerns around student background information

1. Training institutions/Universities are not being made aware of the reasons a student may be disqualified from completing an internship.

a. Information obtained in background checks, post admittance, are not being shared with the institutions. 

2. Online profiles and social networking sites

a. Can institutions disqualify students or remove current students from their programs based on the negative imagery found on their social networking sites (i.e. Facebook & MySpace)? 

· Suggestions from Deans Group Members:

· To ensure that we (the universities) are aware of what comes up in our students background check, we (the universities) should request the report.  This way the information comes directly to us/the university/training school and not the student or just the school. 

· Dr. Lorion suggests that we have a joint MOU so that it automatically goes back to the institutions and the LEAs.

· Negotiate with the superintendents on how and when they want to do the fingerprinting.

· Have the counties perform the fingerprinting, in which case, it will cost $65.

· Since it is up to the districts to change the fingerprinting process, Dr. Gaither’s suggests we begin to draft legislation that would encompass us (USM) and its partners as a teacher education program.  

*Potential Action Item – Obtain a meeting with the county superintendents to develop an efficient fingerprinting process with the LEAs.

· Consider including the HR directors in future discussions.

· Dr. N. Shapiro will speak with MSDE/Dr. Grasmick’s office to determine how best to proceed. 

· If deemed appropriate, the next step will be to determine who will attend the meeting once we know which superintendents will attend. 

IV. Discussion: Collaborating on Online Program (Sister, Sharon Slear, College of Notre Dame)

· We have a highly technical workforce.   In some of our counties, the population exceeds that of some states (Ex: Delaware). 

· Online education is quickly growing.  We need to give it attention now or risk being at a disadvantage.  Without it we do not appear innovative or efficient to our customers/the students. 

· MHEC has developed a task force to look at program approval regulations, including regulations for online education.

· Some of the items they may address are: articulation agreements, what constitutes an in-state institution, and faculty requirements.
· As higher education institutions we should be able to bring this service to the table and not have to look outside our group.

· Dr. N. Shapiro proposes that the group start with just a set of modules (geared towards the state’s standards).  Ultimately, all courses and online programs must be aligned with MD standards.  

· Write a white paper or a similar document to the MHEC Task Force on how we can get our on faculty together to construct at least module programs.  

· Concerns:

· Organizations and online venders outside of the higher education institutions are deciding how “best” to provide education to our teaching population.

· Can our “comprehensive” teaching programs compete with online providers and proprietary schools like Phoenix?

· Quality versus Efficiency – What is the product that is being produced by these efficient online programs. 

· Obtain top-down support.  Dr. R. Lorion suggests that without a 
top-down mandate from the Chancellor and university presidents for institutions to create online teaching modules and programs, institutions maybe in competition with one another. 

· We need to work with MSDE to ascertain whether teachers who go through the alternative programs (1) know and can apply the pedagogy and (2) are retained at the same rate as teachers from “comprehensive” programs. 
· Suggestions from Deans Group Members:

· Higher education institutions should partner with schools to provide online teaching training programs. Put together a collaborative Ed Dean’s group to facilitate the process. 

· Improve our marketing techniques so that students are encouraged to choose our programs.

· Move away from referring to our programs as “traditional” when speaking of alternative versus traditional programs.  The term “traditional” implies that we are old.  Instead use “comprehensive” program (Dr. K. Witmer). 

· Look at UMUC’s online program.  It has a sophisticated infrastructure that could be modeled. 

· Obtain buy-in from MHEC.  Before approaching MHEC’s task force, obtain buy-in from all USM representatives.

V. Discussion: Shortage of Teachers and Alternative Teacher Certification

· Instead of course alignment, prospective teachers can now pass the praxis I & II.  

· Concern - “if we do this for career changers, we need to apply this to MAT students in the program and current career changers in our traditional programs” (Dr. N. Shapiro).

· It is time to examine across all paths to certification the manner in which we ascertain content knowledge; content pedagogy knowledge and the clinical skills and dispositions necessary to consistently achieve increases in student learning; 

· Dr. D. Pataniczek suggests we first consider the demographic entering the teacher education programs when trying to determine the best method of training.  Online programs/modules may not be appropriate for the 18-24 year olds.  For those who are adult professionals, who have been dealing with Math for 20 years, the alternative modular programs appear more appropriate. 

· The aforementioned re-examination of all paths to certification should include consideration of the demographic characteristics of those pursuing each pathway and the alignment between the respective users of those pathways in their respective professional development elements and practices. 

*Action Item:  Dr. N. Shapiro will send out an e-mail to the Ed Dean’s group with questions pertaining to what the group would like to address. 

(12-12:30) Lunch & Announcements

· Dr. B. Palmer - calls for people to attend the “Day on the Hill” event

· Dr. Vernon Polite passed away.  Dr. Taylor-Webb will take on his duties.  

· Bowie State University will hold a memorial for Dr. Vernon Polite on his birthday in August on campus grounds.  

· Dr. Donna Wiseman is the president elect for AACTE.

VI. Discussion: Race to the Top (Dr. N. Shapiro)

· Race to the Top application is due June 1st. 

· Another draft will be submitted for review the Friday before June 1st. 

· MSDE has been the primary writer on the grant.  A couple weeks ago they sent a request for information for the grant. 

· USM convened a group to discuss revisions to the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant proposal. The first half of the meeting consisted of a PowerPoint presentation. 

· A limited amount of time was provided for questions and comments.

· After the meeting we submitted comments and revisions to the draft.

· Next step:  Another draft will be sent out only to the steering committee.  Dr. Kirwan is on that committee.  Nancy and Diane will see the draft and disseminate it to the group.  

· N. Shapiro and C. Caraco have been working on sharing information about the “Common Core State Standards” in Math, Reading, Writing, Listening and Speaking for K-12; and Literacy in History, and Science for 6-12th grades.  They will be published May 24th.  Drafts are currently online. 

· Once we have those standards we then need to decide how to determine proficiency in those assessments. 

· Achieve is putting together a consortium of 26 states for the assessments.  They are asking that all presidents in each state agree to the common core high school exit assessment and its score.  

· “This means if a student is admitted to your institution and they have taken and passed the core assessment’s exam (that has been developed by this consortium of states); then they agree that the student is essentially ready for college work and should be placed in a college credit bearing course” (Dr. N. Shapiro).

· The goal is to align college ready competencies with a college credit bearing course.  

· The Assessment release application is due June 3rd.  
· Recommendations (regarding Achieve & Common Core): 

· If we are determining a set score for which to admit our students you (higher education) will want to be at the table.

· Dr. N. Shapiro encourages all higher education faculty and administrators to call-in and participate in the discussions. The dates are on the back of the handout.  The phone conference will include representatives from across the nation.  

· Dr. Kirwan will call-in on May 27th. 

· All presidents were made aware of these conversations last week and encouraged to participate. 

VII. Discussion: College Success Task Force (REDESIGN):

Comments:

· Dr. R. Lorion:  Who will pay for the PDS is not the most relevant/pressing issue.   Training programs vary and teachers are being qualified under varying standards.  That is the real issue. 

· Dr.  K. Witmer comments:   We should be able to address the course redesign in a way that allows us to say “My position and that of my colleagues at FSU is that we believe there are alternative ways to meet the essence of the Professional Development School mandate than those presented in the current implementation plan prescribed by MSDE.” 
· We need to work with MSDE to come up with a solution. 

·  PDS is too rigid in its policy.  There are good math and science teachers who can teach but are not in a PDS.  We do not have the flexibility to put them in the classrooms. 

· Concerns:

· In regards to NCATE how can we keep up with alternative programs when we are forced to adhere to rigid standards?  (Theme: Need for greater flexibility).

· The redesign document reflects an older view of how NCATE does things and not necessarily how they do things now (Dr. G. Schaffer).

· Dr. G. Schaffer points to pg. 38 of the document - “to conduct functional and behavioral assessments.”  The following questions arise after reading that statement: do I have to do this or is it just an indicator or is this a political act?

· The statements in the document infer “one size fits all.” However, each institution has a unique mission.

· Recommendations:

·  PDS is well intentioned.  Let’s not throw it out completely. Instead take the benevolence of the policy and re-develop it to address the quality of teachers, when to put teachers in low performing schools (not right away), and where to place them. 

· To obtain better quality STEM teachers.  Allow our faculty to go into the schools and co-teach with them.  

· Dr. Witmer proposes we define the issues and put together a proposal with recommendations.
Ending Comments

· We can train all we want the people we get.  Yet, if we are not attracting the real talent because of our program offerings and pay, then we are going to continue to be at a disadvantage. 

· We must ask ourselves: Are we doing the best by our kids with the teachers that we are producing? 

· We offer comprehensive programs and we want to be leaders in the transformation of teacher education!

· When addressing issues and concerns in education, it is best that we continue to work together in a collegial way, rather than have an external task force dictate how to design and implement Maryland teacher education programs.  
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