EPAC Minutes 12-5-2014

Educator Preparation Advisory Council (EPAC) Meeting Minutes
December 5, 2014

Noon – 4 p.m. Office of Higher Education (OHE) Board Room
12:00 to 4:00 p.m.
Meeting opened at 12:45 p.m.

Sarah Barzee welcomed EPAC members and other attendees, members of the subcommittees and other members of the public.  EPAC members introduced themselves including new appointees.
Commissioner Pryor shared his best wishes for continuing the EPAC momentum after his departure.

Sarah provided an overview of the state context and history of EPAC.

Georgette Nemr provided overview of the presentations and EPAC subcommittee meetings over the 2014 calendar year.  Introduced the meeting facilitator, Irv Richardson, who will facilitate questions following each subcommittee report out.

Program Review Subcommittee 

Ken DiPietro presented an update on recommendations on behalf of the Program Review Subcommittee.  Two years ago EPAC started meeting to review how to strengthen and improve process for becoming educators.  We need to look at what happens when entering the field and ask: 

· Do candidates come out of teacher preparation with aspirations for continuous growth?
· Are candidates learner ready on Day 1?

· Do we have strong partnerships which are important for transformation?

· Do we know how field is changing and what’s expected?

· What are we going to be measuring for accountability?  Look at 3 and 4 years out and consider data.  How can we measure dispositions? – Difficult to measure.
NCATE/CAEP Process is focused on growth but need to consider issues of accountability.

New CAEP standards align well with EPAC priorities.

Slides presented describe the conceptual design of a new program approval system that includes qualitative and quantitative data from the accountability system.  Refer to slides for more info.

Discussion:

Rich S—Through Teachers for a New Era Grant, UCONN studied and tracked candidates from preparation to teaching and looked at outcome measures.  All IHEs collecting and reporting data.  Where is CSDE in reporting data?  CSDE is underfunded in staffing and money for research.  There are reciprocal things that have to be piloted.  What do we let go of?  What is district responsibility?  Dovetail with teacher evaluation for seamless transition from prep to service.
Sandy G—As part of accountability, have to draw the line at student growth measures.  Title II going to student learning objectives.  Need to go back to core values—do no harm, careful about measures of student growth.

Data Subcommittee

Colleen Palmer presented an update on behalf of Data and Accountability Subcommittee.  Each teacher hired is an investment of $3 million + $1.8 million in retirement, and will impact 5000+ children’s lives.  We have pipeline issues/shortages.  Accountability—we must hold ourselves accountable for things, must inform the work and prevent unintended consequences.  In PK-16+, worst thing is to develop a system that discourages interest in field.
Slides and handouts presented describe the state educator preparation data systems (public profile, program improvement and accountability), including categories and indicators of accountability. Refer to slides for more info.
Discussion:

Larry S—Is the accountability system worth it? 

Stefan—How do we achieve it?

Larry S—We say “here are 10 key competencies” we can use to evaluate student teachers.  IHE needs to guarantee that the candidate is competent.  

Greg L—Clinical practice is the lynchpin.  Need available quality classrooms and cooperating teachers for student teachers.  Need quality feedback to student teachers.  Data should show where candidates rank against other new teachers.  Districts may assign or not assign new teachers with low-level (struggling) learners.  

Ken D – confidence or vulnerability in the data; need to ensure measures are valid.  Identify great new teachers, energize talent, look at teacher evaluation data or ask superintendents to recommend exemplary beginning teachers.  

Assessment Development Subcommittee

Nancy Hoffman presented an update and recommendations on behalf of Assessment Development Subcommittee.  Slides and handouts presented describe the subcommittee recommendations for:

·  state developed and implemented feedback surveys of new teachers and their employers,

·  state developed and implemented feedback surveys of new leaders and their employers, 

· adopting a pre-service performance assessment, and 

· a state developed and implemented measure of IHE/District partnership quality.

A statewide student teaching evaluation instrument was proposed and discussed, however, after discussion and consideration of the time, cost and complexity of achieving reliability and consistency of implementation and use across all preparation programs/institutions, it is not recommended.  IHEs can continue to use their own instruments currently in place or be advised through program approval process on areas for improvement. 

Related to the pre-service performance assessment, belief of “do no harm” informed discussions.  Recommendations need to be realistic within available budget and time constraints.  Considered what was manageable, reliable.  Avoid additive approach of “one more thing” especially when considering what you add to a candidate or student teacher’s life.  If we are going to add more assessment requirements, do we need to take something away?  Concerns about access especially for candidates who cannot necessarily afford to pay for current, let alone more assessments—would create a barrier.  
Subcommittee considered the “NOTE” pre-service assessment (TeachingWorks at Univ of Michigan) but work on an elementary assessment has just begun.  Interesting, cutting edge 
features are part of design (video simulations, avatars, etc.). Content-knowledge for teaching items in elementary but not in other content areas.  NOTE would not transfer as validly to other areas of teaching and is in its early stages of development.  The committee does not feel it is far enough along in development to meet Connecticut’s needs at this time.
PPAT (developed by ETS) has 5 parts 2 of which not scored:

1. Context of placement (not scored officially but reviewed by supervisor and coop teacher)

2. Planning (scored)

3. Instruction (scored)

4. Assessment(scored)

5. Professional Growth Plan (not scored officially but reviewed by supervisor and coop teacher)

Each part does not need to be completed as part of same unit of instruction or in same sequence.  Can be disconnected lessons across the parts.  Don’t have a measure of impact on student learning because the scored tasks are not necessarily from the same lesson sequence.
edTPA (SCALE and Pearson) has rubrics for all content areas and has implementation system in place including research, reliability and validity data.  Would provide IHEs a consistent, standardized and external measure of “effects on student learning” which is currently required for NCATE and CAEP accreditation.

Discussion:

Sandy G—against adopting a pre-service performance assessment.  Why not use the Danielson Framework—information can be collected and reported.  Shares concern about potential impact on students with financial constraints.  Need to consider unintended consequences (such as all are striving to “do no harm?”)
Sarah B—CCT and CCT Rubric for Effective Teaching is the state sponsored rubric (although districts may choose other rubrics—but must align to CCT).  Why pick Danielson framework?  There is alignment between CCSS, edTPA and CAEP.

Rich S—not against edTPA.  CT developed teacher evaluation rubric—why not use that?  Invest $ in reliability and validity studies.

Nancy H—How can we ensure consistency across every institution and every faculty member applying evaluation instrument during student teaching?  Not sure reliability is possible.

Rich S—As a dean, when done should meet evaluation standards of districts and look at the bar that beginning teachers must meet.  See need for accountability but simplified.

Greg L—hodge podge of accountability system protocols and forms.  Use existing CCT as student teaching standards.
CEEDAR

Suzanne Robinson from University Kansas presented an overview of the CEEDAR Center and CT grant goals.  2 lenses for major investment:  technical assistance for systemic reform to focus on struggling learners and deep dive in IHEs to look at program curricula and improve/ensure that candidates have deep content and pedagogical knowledge to implement evidence based practices especially with struggling learners.  20 states ultimately to receive CEEDAR grant.  CT one of first 5 states.  EPAC principles and goals align directly with CEEDAR goals.
Action Plan:

Irv Richardson presented action plan timeline presented to EPAC showing proposed work plan for next year.  Refer to handout.  

Sarah Barzee-- Because there appeared to be the need for more time to discuss and clarify the subcommittee recommendations, CSDE will provide opportunity for further discussion of these recommendations and then turn it back to the subcommittees.
Elsa Nunez—Comments are substantive.  We want to share your comments with the subcommittees and think through what you said or come back and say we thought about it and don’t feel we need to adjust recommendations.  Subcommittees must be where the detailed discussions are had and recommendations developed. 
Sarah Barzee—continue to include your feedback but not going back to ground zero.

Andrew L—the work is at the subcommittee level.  Open up to additional subcommittee members and make decisions about the work at that level.  This is a good opportunity for EPAC members to say if they want to engage at the subcommittee level.

Rich S—Is 2016 when annual reporting of data comes from visit process?  

Katie T—Yes, in 2016, CAEP will require data as described in accountability system.

Sarah B—have an open enrollment period for those who wish to join the subcommittees.  

Bob V—complex system, chunk out decision making map.

Rich S—set yearlong meeting schedule/timeline. 

Joan P—so much work in subcommittees, need to report back sooner.

Larry S—Use filter of (1) “does decision improve the teacher in the classroom” and (2) find room for IHE to innovate for improving quality of teacher.

Nate Q—appreciate work
Bob R—interested in what happens

Greg L—passion about cooperating teachers—need them in the room.  Need focus group of cooperating teachers.

Sarah B—CSDE, IHE, K-12 to attack that problem.

Mike A—echo need for innovation, not a lot about innovation around the accountability system.

Combining subcommittees helpful.

Sandy G—underscore innovation and flexibility.  Make measured change.  Too much emphasis on evaluation, need to focus on support.

Ray R—good meeting, look at 3 categories.

David B—I can’t be the only teacher at the table.  Need more teacher voices.

Elsa Nunez and Sarah Barzee thanked the group.  
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