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Julie Orange:
Welcome committee members this is Julie Orange, we have (Rebecca Harris), (Juan Toppa), and (Kimberly Tippin) in the room and (Kathy Hatter) will be joining us briefly.  This is a continuation from our May meeting in Miami and we are going o be looking at two of the data elements where we left off.  


And I just wanted to go through quickly the folks that I’m aware that are on the line and if I don’t call your name and you’re on the line, when I’m finished if you can let me know.  I have Vivian Posey, Ana Blaine, Cathy Boehme, Adrienna McKeck, Gregory Adkins, Debbie Cook, Megan Pankiewicz, Gloria Pelaez, Lance Tomei, and Jasmine Ulmer.  Are there any others?


OK, great, Jasmine’s going to fill in as our Chair this afternoon in (Ailsa)’s absence.  So, she will be guiding the committee through some of the decision making as we go throughout and the meeting materials I sent to you earlier are the same ones that are posted online at the website.  And what we’re going to be doing is first of all I sent the decision points from the May meeting just to kind of refresh your memory as to where we left off at the last meeting.  


We’re going to be – we’re going to be picking back up on page three under the “Student Performance by subgroup” area and in that particular area you had requested to convert from a bonus to a metric. So we’re going to be going through that area with you and then also the critical teacher’s shortage area, (Rebecca)’s going to review with you.  And as far as decision making today, the decisions that are made today are going to be helpful for us as when we meet again face-to-face we will have the information that we need to provide different scenarios as far as waiting so that the October face-to-face meeting we can finalize the decisions so that we can bring those before the commissioner as recommendations.


The agenda, you’ll see that we have up here; basically I’ve gone through the specific tier, each of the sections as we go through the “Student Performance by Subgroup Data” and the critical teacher shortage area.  Their structured similar to what your used to with options included and there’ll be time for committee discussions.  So feel free to jump in if you have questions as we go through.


And then Jasmine will be asking for motions to be made for decisions and then we will wrap up the call with the committee consensus from Jasmine on the decisions that were made and then I will just guide you through some of the next steps prior to our future meetings.  Any questions before we go ahead and jump into the power point?


OK, all right I’m going to turn it over to (Juan).

(Juan Toppa):
And good afternoon everybody.  We’re on slide two for those that aren’t hooked up to the webinar may have a hard copy in front of them.  Slide two which basically reiterates what Julie just mentioned.   Back in May the committee directed the department to look at transforming this measure that looks at subgroup performance from a bonus factor to an actual metric within the evaluation system.  


Slide three; these are some of the options we would like to consider during today’s discussion similar to – in some ways to what we talked about in May but reoriented to the metric component rather than a bonus discussion.  Still the same question what standards should be used to evaluate subgroup performance?  Basically what percentage or what number of subgroups we need to satisfy that standard to be – so that a program may be classified in one of those four performance categories solely on this metrics.  


Remember the overall evaluation will be a combination of different metrics but the way we had conceived of this was similar to a GPA calculation where you would rate each element separately and then combine all those ratings together into an overall evaluation rating.  And then at last the point to consider and we’ll have some data on this to illustrate, should there be a minimum number of subgroups that must be before this metric even falls into consideration.  In other words, if a program only produces a handful of teachers that teach a pretty homogeneous population so there’s not much diversity in the student subgroups, should that be – should those programs be subject to this particular metric?


Slide four; this is just review we’ve – we’ve mentioned this a number of times over the – several – last several months, but just to reiterate that this particular metric looks at one aspect of the value added model, not the score itself but that measure looks at the percent of subgroup – percent of students meeting their statistical expectations.  Slide five again is review; these are simply the state numbers for the subgroup performance through the (VAM).  


Slide six; the approach that – the possible approach to following (era) in transforming this into a metric is similar in some ways to the bonus calculation we shared back in May.  Simply, you would compare subgroup performance to that state average that being the standard in this example.  Determine the number of subgroups that exceed that performance and then classify the programs based on the percent of those subgroups, so the number of those subgroups that meet the standard.

Gloria Pelaez:
(Juan)?

(Juan Toppa):
Yes?

Gloria Pelaez:
Can I ask – need to ask you a question.  On slide three...

(Juan Toppa):
Yes.

Gloria Pelaez:
That last statement about programs that have data and a minimum number of subgroups, regardless of the way we go that would not prejudice an institution in terms of accreditation correct?  

(Juan Toppa):
That’s outside of my area but I’m being assured in the room that the answer to that would be no.

Gloria Pelaez:
Perfect.  And a question on slide six, when we say compare students subgroup performance to state average, that would go back to our recommendation that – that the data be distilled so that everything you see go across the state?

(Juan Toppa):
Well, this looks at the performances of student subgroups through the value-added model, so it’s solely looking at the value-added piece and those expectations are built on how students perform state wide.

Gloria Pelaez:
OK.

(Juan Toppa):
So, this doesn’t get at the – the concern – this doesn’t – this particular metric doesn’t even fall into that concern that...

Gloria Pelaez:
Perfect, thank you, you answered my question.

(Juan Toppa):
OK, OK, slide seven; provides just one example to start the discussion of possible classifications, descriptions based on this metric, and the performance levels here are rated from highest to lowest level, level four being the highest level one being the lowest.  And basically for a level four in order for a program to hit level four for this particular metric at least 75% of their subgroups would have had to exceeded the state average.  

Julie Orange:
OK.

(Juan Toppa):
A level three it would be at least 50 percent but less than 75 percent.  Level two would be at least 25 percent but less than 50 percent.  And then anybody below 25 percent would be in the lowest level.  So that’s one example to start a discussion.  


Page 8; illustrates that in terms of we are focusing here on percentage, percentage of subgroups that would meet a standard, but of course there are eight different subgroups and these are those subgroups that we are familiar with for federal reporting and there’s eight different subgroups but we would recognize also that it is extremely possible that not all programs would have data for all eight subgroups.  


Either they have limited number of completers that teach homogeneous populations or they may have a number of completers but still there are certain subgroups in the state of Florida that aren’t very large;   namely Native American populations and even Asian populations in some areas of the state.  So, it is extremely possible that in a lot of areas you wouldn’t have the program would not have data in all eight subgroups.  


That being said when you have a metric based on the percent of subgroups meeting expectations the number of subgroups that hit each of those thresholds will depend on your overall number of subgroups.  So for example, if you only have one subgroup it’s really the outcome for that particular program would be either the highest level or the lowest level because if you hit the one subgroup you’re at a 100 percent if you don’t hit the one subgroup you are at 0 percent.  So just something to keep in mind that the fewer number of subgroups you have to consider the less variation you’ll have in terms of classifying a program along that continuum of four different levels.  


Slide nine; is that same example that was shared at the May meeting just to show how it would work, this is one example you have the standard which is represented there by the reading state average and how the program performed and then the question did the program beat the average.  This particular example this program beat the state average in 6 – excuse me – 4 out of 6 subgroups, that’s 67 percent, under the classification method on slide seven that would fall that would lead this program to fall in level three.  


Slide ten provides some information to show one of the consequences of this particular metric and we talked about this somewhat in May, is that remember this metric is looking at the number or percentage, looking at the students served by particular completers, so the (end size) or the sample size for this particular metric is not the number of completers but the number of students served by the completers.  So what does that mean in the practical sense?  That means that we can capture more programs under this metric then other metrics that depend upon the completer number.  


And just for examples sake you will see on slide ten a reading we only had a value-added data for programs for 86, value-added data on reading for 86 particular programs based on an (end size) of at least ten completers.  That’s ten completers with teaching infield trained in program.  So it was down to 86 programs.  However, if you look at this particular metric which again looks at the number of students served by completers you’ll see that the number of programs that would be subject to this metric grows.  


If we don’t put any restrictions in terms of the number of subgroups that a program must have, well one restriction being that they at least have to have one subgroup,  but if you don’t put any restrictions that number goes from 86 programs that we can have data on to a 155 programs.  If you put a restriction of at least four subgroups with data you still have more programs 86, it goes from 86 to 27.  So in terms of sheer number of programs of which you would have data for there’s an increase from that.  But I would want the committee to keep in mind though we have more data it still may be – it still is data based and some cases on a small or a handful of completers.  So that is something to keep in mind.  

Gregory Adkins:
I have a question about that.  

(Juan Toppa):
Yes.

Gregory Adkins:
A small number I mean, do you have a minimum number to be considered a sub?  Like if a – if a program had one completer and one subgroup would that be the subgroup?

(Juan Toppa):
Theoretically yes, that would be possible.  If you had one – if you had a program that produces one completer and they served at least ten students in one of the subgroups then you could calculate, you could calculate a value on its metric.  So that is that is an area to keep in mind, if you want to go that route.  If you put the limitation that a program still, even for this particular metric, still must have at least ten completers to even be considered, for this factor to even be considered then you would go down to that 86 number for reading and 74 number for math.  

Julie Orange:
Say that again.

(Juan Toppa):
Hello?  Say that again?  

Julie Orange:
Yes.

(Juan Toppa):
OK.  We are on slide ten, where you see reading.  There were only 86 programs for which we could calculate a value or a rating based completer value-added information and that is restricted again the value-added information was restricted to a program to be even evaluated on that metric must have had at least ten completers that had student data and that they were trained in program and they were teaching in fields.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  

(Juan Toppa):
Those restrictions in mind that left us with 86 programs with which we could evaluate their (value-added).  

Lance Tomei:
Hey, (Juan) this is Lance.

(Juan Toppa):
Yes.  

Lance Tomei:
I want to dovetail on to your caution because I think we’ve already essentially established the business rule that for all metrics we want a minimum in of ten and that in is defined as ten program completers at ten (P12) students that are being evaluated by potentially less than ten.  So I think if we are going to be consistent in the model then – then the numbers we would have to look at here would be the 86 and 74.  


You could have a program with two completers that could collectively have between the two of them they could have ten or more students in a multiple subgroups but I don’t know that you want to make an evaluation of the quality of that program based on the performance of essentially of two completers which is what we would be doing.  If we violate what we are using for all other metrics.  

(Juan Toppa):
And Lance let me just add to that when we conceived of this as a bonus calculation back in May, it was limited to just those 86 and 74 programs but based on the discussion of that meeting I think there was some desire to try to capture, and I just maybe a misinterpretation, but to try to capture more – try to capture data for more programs based on this other metric.  So you are actually correct that if you go that route and you still though you gain an (end size) on the students – on the PK12 student side,  your still – it would still be an evaluation based on a small number of program completers and that – that certainly is an area for the committee to keep to consider.  

Lance Tomei:
Well it would disproportionately weight this metric for programs where we would artificially capture data here with a program completer number of less than ten and I actually think based on what we’ve done to date as a committee that we would have to make an exception here to use the right column on slide ten.  I think our existing policy forces us to use the number of programs column.  In other words use it based on a minimum of ten program completers for which we have sub score data for at least one or more subgroups.  

Jasmine Ulmer:
This is Jasmine, I agree with...

Lance Tomei:
Anybody else on the committee wants to weigh in on this, this is – this is an important conversation I think.  

Adrienna McKeck:
This is Adrienna, no I agree with Lance also I think we need to have a minimum number and ten is a good number to have.  And I – I agree I think we should go with the number of programs for which we can actually calculate (VAM) scores for one or more subgroups.  So, I’ thinking...

Gloria Pelaez:
This is Gloria and I agree however I would not like us to penalize the – the (ICUP) institutions or those institutions with very little numbers.  Wasn’t this like a bonus?

Julie Orange:
Yes, originally we had – we had talked about it being a bonus, I don’t remember at what point we decided it would not be a bonus.  I may have missed that. (inaudible) I don’t know.

Lance Tomei:
Yes, there was a conversation at our last –last meeting and there was a proposal that we examine this making this a metric rather a bonus and honestly I don’t have a problem with that if we don’t – if it’s going to be like any other metric. If we don’t have the sufficient information than an institution is not going to get a score in this particular metric at some – and we know that’s going to be true for some institutions for other metrics that we’ve already established.  


So what we have to determine is in the overall calculation of the ratings for each of the metrics, the questions going to become how do we aggregate scores for the different metrics for any programs that have one or more metrics for which there are no data.  And this would just be one more that would fall into that conversation and we’re going to have to ensure that that’s done equitably, but that’s not unique to this metric, that would be true for ay metric where there’s no data available do to a low end.    

Gloria Pelaez:
Lance, help me think this through though, many of our programs don’t reached the – the end of ten and especially in the (ICUP) institutions what would happen to us then?

Lance Tomei:
Well, the idea of – of not giving them a score for a metric is to make sure that they can’t be penalized because of, you know, excessively penalized for poor performance by one program completer that would be heavily weighted due to a low end.  So that’s not going to happen if we don’t factor those metrics in and again the issue becomes then how do we – how do we compile an aggregate score for programs for which we don’t have a score for some of the individual metrics that we’re using due to low ends.  


And as I said we’re going to have to figure that out at some point and time that’s going to be part of what takes place here.  Because all these conversations we’re talking about four different levels for the metrics but we have to save a system in place to aggregate all of those individual scores into the overall score for – for a particular program.  We have...

Gloria Pelaez:
We might have to have a not applicable as well.  

Lance Tomei:
Right, there’ll be some that – that will be missing on some of these metrics due to the low end.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Right, as long as we don’t penalize programs for low end.  In our last face-to-face I think, you know, like – like for example at (UN) we have a low end on purpose.  I mean we only admit 25 students to a School of ED, all three departments.   

Lance Tomei:
Now I agree with you, Gloria, and I support you a 100 percent, I think we’ve made, as a committee, a commitment to make sure that we protect against that type of –of prejudice in the system against – against any institution that has low end – one or more low end programs.

Gloria Pelaez:
Perfect.

Lance Tomei:
Whether it’s intentional or temporary as a program is building, it really doesn’t matter.

 Gloria Pelaez:
Perfect, thank you.

(Juan Toppa):
Lance, let me add some information to your point.  This discussion is very – very good discussion about the intent of the committee to, again, try not to penalize programs for low ends et cetera.  Just to keep in mind when this was initially conceived as a bonus that by its very definition would not be a negative to a program, it could only possibly be an add-on to a program.


When this is conceived as a metrics there is potential if – if again – if it’s – on the low end side especially, but even if you adopt the ten end threshold, if a particular program is not performing at the standard on this particular metric that’s a low score that would then factor in to an overall evaluation.  So, there is potential for – for negative consequences on this, when it’s conceived as a metric as opposed to a bonus.

Lance Tomei:
Yes, but only for institutes for whom we have data because they do have a sufficient end and the rationale, part of the rationale for making this a metric, I think, was that one of our objectives is not only to raise performance overall but close the achievement gap.   So this is – this is the way to build this formally in as a metric whose primary purpose is to encourage institutions to do whatever they can to close the achievement gap at the same time that their raising overall performance.


So – so personally I’m OK with that as long as we protect institutes that don’t have a sufficient end from being penalized.  If those – if we have institutions that have a significant end and they’re scoring on the lower scale here I – I don’t have a problem with that reflecting in their overall performance evaluation.  Now that’s just my personal opinion but I – I think that is an area of accountability that’s important if we’re going to close the achievement gap.  

Ana Blaine:
Hi, this is Ana, can you guys hear me?  

Julie Orange:
Yes.

Ana Blaine:
Sorry, I have a three year old running around.  I agree with Lance I think that’s why we decided to look at this as a metric as opposed to a bonus because we do want to hold institutions accountable if they are not making –sorry – if they are not making appropriate gains and serving the subgroups.  If it was just a bonus and – and they didn’t get it it wasn’t something that there are going to look at – critically look at and make sure that they make improvements to the program to address these issues that we see with the subgroups.  


So, I’m – I’m OK with using it and also agree with the end of ten being, you know, the minimum for a set of completers in order to evaluate this type of data.  

Gregory Adkins:
Hi, this is Greg, I just want to weight in and express my agreement I do think it’s important to be (inaudible) in the end of ten used as a metric, but otherwise I think if we used it in that way with that degree for that number then I think it’s fine to be used as a – a means of accountability.  

Julie Orange:
Any others want to give any – add to this discussion?

Adrienna McKeck:
This is Adrienna, I’m – I’m a bit ambivalent, you know, to use it as a metric because there will be programs, now we don’t know exactly how many programs would be effected that would not be in this equation here, that would because of the low end, that we know approximately how many programs we’re talking about because then I don’t see that there be consistency with the evaluation if some of these programs were not included in there.  Do we know about how many we’re talking about?

(Rebecca Harris):
Adrienna, this is (Rebecca), back at the beginning of I think May 9th, it was presented that there were just not reaching an end of ten completers, not even looking to the number of completers that have mandated.  There were about, I believe it was, over 20 percent of programs that didn’t even reach the threshold of having end of ten.

Adrienna McKeck:
That’s right.

(Rebecca Harris):
The end of ten discussion what we’re going to do with those, how that’s all going to be figured in is definitely something that – to keep in mind but we – we will really be looking at when we meet face-to-face in October.

Adrienna McKeck:
Well, you know I – then I see that for this particular metric programs that do have these – enough sufficient numbers in those student subgroups their going to be looked at differently with respect to this element then the programs that don’t.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Well, they won’t be looked at differently, they’ll either be included because they meet that threshold or they won’t be included.

(Juan Toppa):
And it’s consistent with the end of ten.  Only those programs that have data on the value-added score performance will then have data on this component.  So for example, if you don’t – if the program doesn’t have information on the value-added score they also won’t have information (inaudible) component either. So it’s really, those cells turn into N.A. and the questions of how, back to (Rebecca)’s point about the October special how do we treat those programs that have absolutely no data on the metrics or only have (inaudible) collected metrics.

Adrienna McKeck:
How do we treat, yes, I guess I, yes, I guess that’s – that’s my main concern is how will these programs be treated with respect to this and, you know, in a sense your holding – you’re going to hold those programs, that do have the end that are included, that have the (VAM) scores, you’re going to hold them accountable for that but yet you’re not holding the other programs accountable for that.  I – I...

Debbie Cook:
Adrienna, this is (Deb) I don’t that what we’ve agreed to is that we’re not going to hold programs accountable for things.  I think what I’m hearing the group saying is that in October we’re going to have to decide what an accountable – what a fair accountability measure will be for those programs that don’t meet this.


But I would tend to agree with Lance and everyone else that have spoken before, I don’t think we can start cherry picking which indicators we’re hold people to for an end of ten and which ones we’re not if we want the program to be consistent.  I think, we’re going to have to apply that as a measure and then for anybody that doesn’t meet those then we’re going to have to decide what our accountability is, but I don’t know that we’re going to get to a point where we’re just going to they have less than ten we’re not going to hold them accountable.  I think what we’re going to have to decide if they have less than ten how we are going to hold them accountable.  

Adrienna McKeck:
OK, all right.  I don’t know, I sort of – I’m leaning more towards the – the bonus giving it again as a bonus what we originally discussed but I’m you know, I’ll go along with the rest of the group whatever we decide if we can come up with something that’s – that’s equitable and that these (inaudible) will not be penalized.

Megan Pankiewicz:
Hi, this is Megan, I have a question is this information somehow captured in the teacher evaluation portion, because the teacher evaluation is supposed to include (VAM)’s data as well.  I just want to make sure that we’re not looking at the same – like student performance in too many different areas.  

(Juan Toppa):
The value-added information is part of – or can be part of a teacher’s overall evaluation, especially for those teachers that are teaching and they paid accessed interview.  So it would be a portion of the overall evaluation, however, we had this discussion back in – in May as well. 


 I think Lance raised the question why it’s a separate metric in terms of the (VAM) score set aside this issue of the subgroup performance, just the (VAM) score, it’s a separate metric because it’s a focused particularly on the statewide assessed areas and that’s – that is part of a measure of accountability for our program completers that – that they are producing the outcomes – the desired outcomes in the statewide accessed areas which are of importance.  

Megan Pankiewicz:
OK, thank you.

(Juan Toppa):
OK, I think we – I think the consensus is, again, I don’t know if you want to take a formal vote on this but the consensus I’m hearing one slide ten is that we should be consistent on the end sides and the end sides should be based on completers, so even for this particular metric which is driven by students, served by completers it should still be based on end sides of completers, and so it that case it would - it would be that – that first column that 86 and 74 for reading and math in this particular example, using historical data.  So there’s basically the same end sides that we see when just using the (VAM) score itself.  Is that an accurate reflection of the conversation?

Jasmine Ulmer:
This is Jasmine, I would say so.  We can certainly take a vote if anybody out there wants to but if I don’t hear any discussion otherwise I think (Lance)’s comment about how our business rule of ten can work.  I think that’s – I think we’re good to go on that.

(Juan Toppa):
Given – Given that point the next two slides 11 and 12 are really there just for informational purposes because they are driven by the information in the right-hand column on slide 10, the 155 and 127 programs for reading et cetera, so we would need to rerun this information down to the 86 and 74 and get that back to you. But this is just an example of how this would potentially shake out using the classification example here where the 75 percent for the highest casual rating and anything less than 25 percent for the lowest category.


Slide 13; get’s to just some points to consider, says start your discussion, should we explore other thresholds for performance categories, the example here used to have 75 percent for the highest category anything below 25 percent for the lowest category.  And argument could be made that a lowest category would be only those situations where no subgroups meet the same average, but some alternatives to consider as well.

Gloria Pelaez:
Will you say that again?

(Juan Toppa):
One example would be that that lowest category, instead of I being, less than 25 percent of subgroups beats the state expectations that’d be in those cases when no subgroups beat the state expectations.  That’s another way to think about this, to make that low category as astringent as possible.  


The other issue to consider that we talked about some here today is whether there should be a minimum number of subgroups considered before this measure even come into account.  And should there be a least perhaps four out of the eight present before we even look at whether or not they meet the thresholds or should it be based on, that is at least there’s one subgroup available.  

Lance Tomei:
(Juan)?

(Juan Toppa):
Yes?

Lance Tomei:
This is Lance again, before we can make that determination the next item on our decision list, Amy be we need to get that figured out first and that’s the one about which subgroups should be considered.  Because without having first decided whether we’re going to use all eight of those we don’t know what the numbers ought to be for the different categories, right.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Right.

(Juan Toppa):
OK, that could be an added discussion, I think I was under the impression we were going to go with the eight federal categories by if the committee wants to only focus on certain subgroups that – that’s – that’s’ within her view as well.  

Lance Tomei:
I’m just looking at what DOE put together for us on a list of discussions to be made and that I think is next on the list so I’m assuming that was still an open agenda item.

(Juan Toppa):
All right, Lance, are you on slide 13?

Lance Tomei:
No, I’m looking at the spreadsheet that we also got sent.

Gloria Pelaez:
We’re weighting options correct?

Lance Tomei:
Exactly.

Gloria Pelaez:
All right, that’s what I was looking at as well as the power point.  

Julie Orange:
Are you talking about the – it’s called decision points at the top, Lance?

Lance Tomei:
Correct.

Julie Orange:
That was the – from the May meeting as decisions were made Jasmine was taking down notes as to where the committee left off and this was basically our starting point for today.  So tell us where you are on that.

Lance Tomei:
OK, on page three where the title over in the left column is “Student Performance by Subgroup” we’re having a conversation about – well, is there’s a “What standard should be used” row, the next one is “What percentage of subgroups must meet standard for the bonus”, which is what we’ve been talking about.  The one right below that is “which subgroup should be considered.” 


So until we make a decision on which subgroups it’s kind of hard to determine what percentage, because we don’t know what the different cut points will be till we know what the end is. Does that make sense?  

Julie Orange:
What to have that discussion now?

Lance Tomei:
Yes, and it may well be that we just choose to use all eight. I’m just suggesting we need dot make that decision first before we decide about percentages, because we need to know what the viable math options are here.  

Julie Orange:
OK, does anyone have any thoughts on that issue?

Gregory Adkins:
I would agree it doesn’t – the percentages that are on the slide wouldn’t be applicable if we chose anything other than eight, am I correct?

Julie Orange:
Yes, the information on this slide is based on using all eight subgroups.

Gregory Adkins:
I would agree with Lance that we would have to make that decision first and then...

Julie Orange:
Are there any thoughts on not using all eight?

Lance Tomei:
Well, I just have a comment, if you look – go back to slide nine and you look at those eight – I’m sorry it’s not nine, I want to see the one that has all of the data on it, it’s an earlier slide that actually should the average scores for the eight groups, maybe way back, yes slide five.  

Gloria Pelaez:
I want slide six, I mean eight.

Lance Tomei:
OK, these eight subgroups are not all under performing as you can see.  So, and I’m actually given the difficulty with this metric I’m OK with that because I think we’re still creating a metric here that will talk not just about overall performance but how well candidates are prepared to work in diverse classroom settings.  And it will also, I think, mitigate some of the bias that might occur for institutions that don’t have the same degree of diversity in the candidate pool because we’ve got all of the basic major groups in here.


Now, if you look at the slide I can’t imagine if you’ve got an end of ten program completers how would it be possible to not have at least one subgroup when you look at this list.  I think there’s going to be a least one student subgroup any – you know, for which there’s sufficient data, anytime you have a program completer number of n – of ten or more, because essentially all of the major groups are listed here.  

Julie Orange:
Yes.  

Lance Tomei:
So, I’m OK with that, I think maybe this is the right list but I –but I think it’s just the formal decision that we need to make before we talk about percentages.

Jasmine Ulmer:
Would anyone like to make a motion?

Debbie Cook:
Sure this is Debbie I make a motion that we use all eight subgroups as our basis for consideration.

Jasmine Ulmer:
Is there a second?

Gregory Adkins:
Greg, second.

Jasmine Ulmer:
All right, any further discussion?  OK, hearing none, all in favor?

Debbie Cook:
Aye.

Gregory Adkins:
Aye.

Julie Orange:
Aye.

Adrienna McKeck:
Aye.

Jasmine Ulmer:
All opposed?

(Rebecca Harris):
Aye.

Jasmine Ulmer:
Is there anyone opposed any?  OK, hearing none the motion carries, thank you.

(Juan Toppa):
OK, you have just some other guiding questions about what thresholds to use, there’s one example here of – of – for the four performance categories.  That can be a starting point for discussion.  If we want to make a decision at this point in terms of what those categories should be classified as.

Gloria Pelaez:
I want to ask a questions again, Sweetie, please I don’t understand what you just asked us.

(Juan Toppa):
It comes to slide ...757.

Gloria Pelaez:
(Juan)?

(Juan Toppa):
Yes? Yes?

Gloria Pelaez:
I can’ hear you.

Julie Orange:
OK, now I understand.

(Juan Toppa):
In reference to slide seven which shows the description of, again how we classify the programs based on subgroup performance.

Julie Orange:
Got it.

(Juan Toppa):
And slide seven provides one example, where in order for a program to receive the highest category, that level four, at least 75 percent f their subgroups must beat the state expectations, mixed out of eight in the case where there’s eight subgroups present or three out of four in the case of programs where only subgroups are present, et cetera.  Level three would be at least half of the subgroups beat those expectations but no more than 75 percent.


Level two would be at least 25 percent meet their expectations or – but no more than half.  And the lowest level would be those cases where less than a quarter of the subgroups for which there are available data beat their expectations, that program would be in the lowest category.

Gloria Pelaez:
Well, I’m not going to have a problem with this now.  

Julie Orange:
Do we have data that says how many of our programs are actually meeting these – this data.  I mean there’s 75 percent with 75 percent of the subgroups exceeding the state standards.  How many – did we know how many of them are actually there?  Go ahead.

(Juan Toppa):
That information can be found on slides 11 and 12, but again that’s in reference to using the broader definition for end sides, capturing more programs not just the 86 and 74 has we’ve had in earlier discussions.  But that provides ass least dome examples, slide 11 shows, in the cases where we limited to a program, must have data on at least four subgroups to even be considered and slide 12 has no limitations just you know, at least on subgroup available. And those are numbers of programs that would fall in each of the categories.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Out of a total of how many?

(Juan Toppa):
In the case of reading would be 155 if there’s no subgroup limitation or 127 if you limit it to at least four subgroups with data.  In the case of math it’s 156 with no limitations and 115 if you limit it to data with – there must be data on at least four subgroups.  That information on slide ten.  

Julie Orange:
OK.

Gloria Pelaez:
Yes.

Lance Tomei:
And just a quick comment, if you look at slide ten and then slide 12 and do that math you’ll see that – that my earlier comment about given the nature of those eight groups that we’re going to look at virtually everybody for whom you have a sufficient end of program completers will be captured in the subgroup data and that’s exactly right. Because nobody’s missing, all 155 are reflected on slide 12 and all 156 in math, so everybody had at least one subgroup.

Gloria Pelaez:
Yes, but then again if you go back to the eight categories, let’s be honest...

Lance Tomei:
You’re increasing the number of program completers which means you’ve increased the likelihood that you’re going to have a 100 percent with at least one subgroup represented.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Yes, well I mean, I’m talking about a ten because I don’ hit end in any of this.  So, (UN) would be out of this particular data (inaudible), but think about an institution that serves a great majority of white students in affluent settings and you know, you’re basically going to be a four.  And you think about an institution serving whole bunch of the (LL)’s, with free and reduced lunch, come on this is kind of very biased.  

Julie Orange:
Yes, this is what we have down here in (Tell) , Florida.

Lance Tomei:
Gloria that one you just described is only going to be a four if their outperforming the state averages in that subgroup, whatever the subgroup is.  There’s no guarantee that just because they have one subgroup their going to be rated a four.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Right.

Lance Tomei:
They still have to outperform the statewide average in that subgroup to get that top rating if they only have the end of one.

Ana Blaine:
This is Ana, but if we’re looking at an institution that only serves one subgroup isn’t that the same (VAM) score that we got previously with the (VAM) metric?  Should we say two or more at least?

Lance Tomei:
We may want to do that – that’s– that’s one of the decisions that we’ve not discussed yet.  And obviously it’s one that we have to talk about is how many, what’s the minimum number of subgroups.  I do kind of like (Juan)’s earlier comment that we should maybe establish a more – he said stringent, it’s almost a more liberal policy for level one and that would be that you have no subgroups outperforming.  


To me that would be preferable to what we’re looking at now that the only way you get the lowest rating is if every subgroup for which you have data is (inaudible) performing the state.  And – and then level two could be anything greater than aero percent up to 49, and level three and four maybe stay the same or we could look at other options for them.  But I do kind of like, you know, (Juan)’s suggestion of a – of an alternative for level one meaning no subgroups there at all as opposed to less than 25 percent.  

Gloria Pelaez:
I like (Anna)’s point we should have at least two groups subgroup.  I would say we should have at least three.  

Debbie Cook:
This is Debbie, one of my questions is if we go back to what the indicators trying to tell us and the indicators trying to tell us whether or not we have completers that are dealing effectively with diverse populations.  (Inaudible) I think that that’s intent anyway and that’s why we went into change it from a bonus to a metric.  And if that’s the case then, perhaps the caveat that we put in there is about out populations for – with whom we have a need for attention.


So, that the issue of if we use one subgroup and it’s the white group and everybody is doing really well in that, but they’re not dealing with any of the other ones or their not dealing with the other ones well, then they wouldn’t be at level four just because they were outperforming the state, but we would also need to see that they were also doing well with some of our population that struggle more significantly.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Absolutely.

Ana Blaine:
Yes, I think that makes a lot sense to – to go that way, to have more than just one, yes.  

Lance Tomei:
Yes, I agree with that and I would suggest that Gloria might have hit the right minimum number because it probably takes a minimum of three to ensure that your including at least one underperforming subgroup.  

Ana Blaine:
Yes.

Gloria Pelaez:
I would even be more comfortable with four, but I defer to the group.  

Debbie Cook:
Well, the only issue would be if we had – because we – it seems to me that what we want to do is we want to try to come up with something that gives us as large a sample size as possible and if – and the more we – we increase the number of how many subgroups there has to be the more likely we are that we’re going to knock some folks out of eh running if you will.  If – if we could do it with three, because (Lance)’s point is well taken, if we have three we would have at least probably two groups for whom we needed focused attention included in there.  So that would give us the indicators we’re looking for without us getting so prescript that we’re going to cut some other people out and folks may only have three of their smaller populations.  

Lance Tomei:
Yes, I agree and keep in mind that when we first started talking about switching this to a metric part of that conversation was that we’re also going to ultimately assign weighting factors to all of the metrics that we settle on and this one I think we were thinking about a relatively low weighting just because of the nature of what it is, but the fact that we still wanted to get it formally into the - listed as one of the metrics rather than a bonus.


So the weighting conversation is also going to help mitigate any other potential issues that might surface here.  

(Juan Toppa):
Let me just reiterate an earlier point that Lance raised.  The earlier decision that the committee reached about maintaining the inside of ten completers, where you go down to 86 and 74 programs in this example that – that decision should mitigate the concern about putting those thresholds on that lease a certain number of subgroups.  If you have the – I can almost guarantee and I think I ran the (inaudible) on the bonus calculation that on the 86 and 74 all of them had a sufficient student data I at least four categories, four subgroups so – so I don’t think we’ll lose categories.  We won’t lose categories if we increase the end sides on completers like the committee has said.

Debbie Cook:
Good.

Lance Tomei:
OK, thanks, (Juan).

Jasmine Ulmer:
So, with that said would anyone like to make a motion regarding the minimum number of subgroups that would be needed? Or are we good about without it? 

Megan Pankiewicz:
This is Megan, I make a motion that we make the minimum number of subgroups three.

Jasmine Ulmer:
OK, is there a second?

Gloria Pelaez:
Second.

Jasmine Ulmer:
Any further discussions?  Hearing none, all in favor?

Gloria Pelaez:
Aye.

Megan Pankiewicz:
Aye.

Lance Tomei:
Aye.

Debbie Cook:
Aye.

(Juan Toppa):
Aye.

Gregory Adkins:
Aye.

Julie Orange:
Aye.

Adrienna McKeck:
Aye.

Ana Blaine:
Aye.

(Rebecca Harris):
Aye.

Jasmine Ulmer:
All opposed?  OK, the motion passes and we’ll use three as the minimum number for subgroups.  

Megan Pankiewicz:
This is Megan again, I also agree with Lance about making level one zero instead of 25 percent.

Jasmine Ulmer:
OK, would you like to make a motion on that, Megan or bring it up for discussion?

Megan Pankiewicz:
I think we’ve discussed it so I’ll just make a motion.  I move that we – I don’t want to mess up on the wording – but that we make the level one zero percent of the completers subgroups beat the state average as opposed to 25 percent.

Jasmine Ulmer:
OK, is there a second? Oh, geez so that would be nobody.  

Lance Tomei:
Can we amend that motion because e have to figure out what are we going to do with level two now because we’ve got a gap?

Jasmine Ulmer:
If Megan withdraws the motion we can amend.

Megan Pankiewicz:
I withdraw my motion to (inaudible).

Jasmine Ulmer:
OK, go ahead Lance.

Lance Tomei:
OK, I’d just like to say that repeat that same motion but just add to it that level two then becomes greater than zero up to 49 percent of subgroups and then level three and four remain as they currently are. 

Megan Pankiewicz:
OK, so I amend my motion to say that level one will be zero percent, level two will be – all of the others will be what Lance just said.  

Jasmine Ulmer:
Level will be zero to 49 percent and level three and four would remain the same.  Is there a second on this motion?

Lance Tomei:
I’ll second.

Jasmine Ulmer:
All right, any discussion?  Hearing none, all in favor?

Gloria Pelaez:
Aye.

Megan Pankiewicz:
Aye.

Lance Tomei:
Aye.

Debbie Cook:
Aye.

(Juan Toppa):
Aye.

Gregory Adkins:
Aye.

Julie Orange:
Aye.

Adrienna McKeck:
Aye.

Ana Blaine:
Aye.

(Rebecca Harris):
Aye.

Jasmine Ulmer:
Opposed?  OK, the motion carries and level one will be zero percent, level two zero to 49 percent, and level three and four will remain the same.

Julie Orange:
Level two actually, technically has to be greater than zero because level one can’t be zero and level two. So just FYI, I can get it to read greater than.  

Jasmine Ulmer:
Thank you, ma’am.  

Julie Orange:
You’re welcome.

(Juan Toppa):
All right, thank you, I’ll turn it over now to (Rebecca).

(Rebecca Harris):
OK, so now we’re going to look at what is left as a bonus metric which is critical teacher shortage areas.  As a reminder Florida’s critical teacher shortage areas are middle and high school science, foreign languages, English, language arts, middle and high school reading, exceptional student education, middle and high school math and English for speakers of other languages.  


On May 9th, the one decision that was made about critical teacher shortage bonus metric was that it would be an institution level bonus, but this isn’t – decisions were not made yes or nay on the metrics but I was asked to look at a possible additional way of calculating the metric related to critical teacher shortage areas.  So the first few slides are a review of May 9th because their still on the table and the following – the five after that are an examination of the additional requested calculation.


So as a reminder the original critical teachers shortage area bonus metric that we considered was the percentage of completers employed in critical teacher shortage areas for EPI’s and district alternative certification programs and for initial teacher preparation programs it’s also looking at the percentage of completer’s produced in critical teacher shortage areas.  The slide 15 shows the graphs that you saw on May 9th; the red bars show the production of initial teacher preparation completer’s and critical teacher shortage areas by institutions.  And the blue bar is the composite of production of initial teacher preparation programs and placement of completers in critical teacher shortage instructional positions in the first or second year following program completion.  


The composite was a consideration for programs that are not critical teacher shortage programs but might have some sort of minor or emphasis in a critical teacher shortage area.  I know there are some elementary education programs where the institution does not have enough resources for a full exceptional student education program but they have a minor with – that folks can complete and end up being certified and teaching in exceptional student education.  


So should some consideration be made for a program like that and the composite was a way to kind of get at that. But you can see that generally there’s not a large discrepancy between the production or the composite if an institution is producing a high percentage of completers in critical teacher shortage areas are also a higher percentage of completers usually being placed in critical teacher shortage instructional positions. 


Slide 16 is also a graph that was shown on May 9th and that’s looking at EPI’s and DACP’s and the percentage of completer’s of those programs who end up placed in critical teacher shortage area instructional positions.  And so you can see that more district alternative certification programs have higher percentages of completer’s placed in these positions and this again because its placement is likely related to the fact that it’s – that placement in an instructional position is a requirement for participation in district alternative certification programs.  So that allows a greater opportunity for completers to be placed in critical teacher shortage area positions for district alternative program completers.


And then slide 17 again were two options that were presented on May 9th, the first that an institution or district received a bonus if 50 percent of completers are produced.  In critical teacher shortage areas subjects are placed in those instructional positions or option two was to make the bonus something even higher to strive for by raising that percentage to 60 percent.  


So on May 9th the committee discussed whether the percentage of completers produced or placed related to critical teacher shortage areas was appropriate and a request was made to examine the change in percentage of completers produced in critical teacher shortage area subjects.  Or placed in critical teacher shortage area instructional positions over time would be considered so that’s what these next slides will be looking at.  


In addition, there was a discussion about how to define a completer as completing a critical teacher shortage area subject.  So one of the options that you’ll need to consider is how should someone be defined as a completer of a critical teacher shortage area.  


Certification and teacher preparation programs are developed around main subject areas like elementary education, grades K through 6 or biology grades 6 through 12.  But there are also endorsements that can be added to a certificate or teacher preparation program generally an endorsement approved someone for something additional for instance someone completes and exceptional student education grades K through 12 program, with a pre-kindergarten disabilities endorsement is able to provide ESE instruction not just at the K 12 level, but also at the pre-kindergarten level.   


The two areas of endorsement that really affect how institutions perform on critical teacher shortage area bonus whether their included or excluded are the reading endorsement and then exceptional student endorsement, most specifically the pre-kindergarten disabilities endorsement.  Over the past few years we’ve had quite a number of initial teacher preparation programs infuse the reading endorsement into their main subject area programs; such as elementary education, and individuals that have a reading endorsement are considered in field to teach middle or high school reading which is a critical teacher shortage area. 


 Even if the intent of the elementary education program infused with reading endorsement is to better prepare the student to teach reading at the elementary level which is not the critical teacher shortage area.  Individuals to complete a preschool or pre-kindergarten primary education program are considered in field to teach pre-kindergarten disabilities.  Therefore adding the pre-kindergarten disabilities endorsement to those programs does not help address any critical teacher shortage area position.  


However the program does have more of an emphasis on ESE which is a critical teacher shortage area than a typical preschool or pre-kindergarten program may.  So the question is really should completing your reading endorsement or an ESE endorsement be considered completing a critical teacher shortage area program or should only the full certification coverage be used to define if a person is completing a critical teacher shortage area program?


If the endorsements are included in the definition, 52% of elementary education and pre-kindergarten primary education programs would be considered critical teacher shortage area programs because they include the reading endorsement.  Whereas, their actual main content areas are not critical teacher shortage areas.  An additional, consideration that you need to think about is what metric should be used to determine the bonus or is it possible to use multiple metrics to determine whether an institution or district earns the bonus?  

Debbie Cook:
(Rebecca) this is Debbie and I have a question because I’ve slept many times since we met in May and I don’t remember, did we talk about the bonus being applied only if the individual who received that certification ended up teaching in an a critical shortage field, or did we say we were going to apply the bonus if they got their certification in a critical shortage area?

(Rebecca Harris):
If you are talking about for initial teacher preparation programs, the committee was leaning towards production so it is just for if they complete the program in that area there was a composite that was presented that was included production and placement together but that is still kind of up to the committee to decide.

Debbie Cook:
Because it seems to me that that would help make the decision about the questions you are asking now.  If what we were looking at was just production and then with those endorsements, theoretically those folks could fill production needs as placements dictated.  Then it would seem that we would be consistent.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Right and that’s why I kind of came up with the composite for the old way of looking things at not looking at percentage change over time but just looking at overall percentage.  

Debbie Cook:
Right.

(Rebecca Harris):
But I know that some people were concerned about because the composite included placements and some people were concerned with relying on placement because...

Debbie Cook:
They may not be able to get jobs, yes.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Right.

Debbie Cook:
Right, right. 

(Rebecca Harris):
So, moving on to slide 20, on this slide each number represents an institution that offered initial teacher preparation programs from 2007 to 2008 through 2010, 2011.  The yellow bar for each institutions shows the change in percentage of completers produced in critical teacher shortage areas if completion of a reading or ESE endorsement is included in the definition.  


And let’s see the data really kind of shows or I should say that because this is the time period where a lot of programs have been adding the reading endorsement to programs the increase in the yellow bars often because of the addition of the reading endorsement to a program the increase in the yellow bar is often because of the addition of the reading endorsement to program not necessarily an increase in participants or completers of a certain program.  


Another thing to point out is like look for instance at institution 12, this is an institution that does not offer any critical teacher shortage subject area programs, but added the reading endorsement to its program during this time period that we are looking at so when reading and ESE endorsements are counted as critical teacher shortage area programs, their production increased to 100% but when they are not counted production for critical teacher shortage area completers is 0%.  Another thing to point out here is institution one and two these are institutions that have seen a decline in percentage of critical teacher shortage area production no matter which way you define it.  But for two very different reasons, that may point to some issues with using the change in production as a metric on its own.  


Institution one is an institution that at the beginning of the time frame that we’re examining offered several programs in critical teacher shortage area subjects but made the decision, for whatever reason whether it be declining resources or whatever reasons, to stop offering those programs so the decline in percentage actually reflects a decline in raw numbers produced as well.  Whereas institution two is an institution that at the beginning of the time frame we’re examining offered programs only in critical teacher shortage areas but made the decision to begin offering a program or two in other subject areas that are not critical teacher shortage areas so the decline in percentages does not actually reflect a decline in the raw numbers produced.  

Lance Tomei:
Now, (Rebecca) this is Lance can I jump in here with a comment?

(Rebecca Harris):
Yes.  

Lance Tomei:
That program number two is – is a good example of why I have been leery about using the percentage of total completers as the metric for critical teacher shortage areas from day one.  The example I gave and another extreme example, we produce a 1000 teachers here.  Suppose we, a year on average, suppose 200 of those are critical teacher shortage and of the other 800 suppose I kill several programs and that number drops to 300.  


I have just increased my number of critical teachers from 20 percent to 40 percent without increasing a single number and reducing my overall number of new teachers by 50 percent and yet this metric would look wonderful for this institution.  This is why I’ve again I have been advocating that we use Delta in actual production in critical teacher shortage areas.  


Do you increase your production or decrease it in absolute numbers not percentages.  So I am very nervous about using a percentage statistic for number of critical teacher shortage areas and again that unit number two is an exact great example of why that can be such a misleading statistic.  

(Rebecca Harris):
And again I guess I’m – I’m trying to figure out how to figure what you are saying.

Lance Tomei:
I’m saying you look at base line data for every institute.  You know how many new completers they produce in a given baseline year which whatever or couple of years whatever you decide to do, they produce x number.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Right.

Lance Tomei:
And then the following year, you look at how many did they produce in critical teacher shortage areas and you look at whether that number went up or down and by how much.  You can look at a percentage and the delta, the change as a percentage.  So if a unit does 30 one year and 40 the next, they have increased by 33 and a half percent.   But that’s an absolute increase in production which does the state some good.  And therefore it ought to be rewarded.  So I am just talking about you use hard numbers for production and then you look at how that level of production changes over time.  Not as a percentage of total production, but in terms of absolute production of – of...

(Rebecca Harris):
that program.

Lance Tomei:
New teachers prepared to meet the states needs in critical teacher shortage areas.  

(Rebecca Harris):
OK. So I misinterpreted what was requested and would need to go back and refigure that.  

Lance Tomei:
I would kind of like to hear what the rest of the committee thinks about this, you know I am just one voice here.  But I am just very nervous about this particular metric as it’s designed.  I am not sure it’s going to get us what we want to accomplish here which is an increase in production of critical teacher shortage areas.  

Debbie Cook:
Yes and I think it with percentage it would and again it could jeopardize programs that did not have that many programs and critical teacher shortage areas particularly if you’re looking at percentage of (inaudible) all the programs that really makes a whole lot more since I think to do what Lance is saying and see what that increase is from year to year in the production of critical teachers in those shortage areas.  And look at that – look at that change and look at the actual numbers I mean look at the numbers of how many were produced from year to year and if there was an increase right, yes.  

(Rebecca Harris):
My only concern is that for some institutions an increase of one person is a large increase where at other institutions an increase of one person I don’t, anyway I’d have to look at the data.  

Debbie Cook:
Well you know I am not a mathematician but could we use ratio’s or something along those lines?  You know?  

Lance Tomei:
( Rebecca) taking your example if an increase of one would be an increase – a big increase, then wouldn’t it also then be a big increase in the proportion of critical teacher shortage, critical teachers that are produced?  No matter which metric you use that if you’ve got a very – an institute or a program with very low productions and they increase by one it’s going to increase absolute numbers disproportionately and probably percentages disproportionately.  

(Rebecca Harris):
But again then we are back to a percentage.  

Lance Tomei:
But the difference is in the – if you – it you use baseline production and then you’re – you’re determining increase or decrease from that baseline and translating that into a percentage then a positive percentage absolutely means an increase in production.  A negative percentage absolutely means a decrease in production.  


Whereas, if we use this other metric where we are looking at a percentage of total completers.  That metric could go up when in fact your production went down.  

(Rebecca Harris):
OK.  Well, basically then if the committee wants to continue with that as a metric, I’ll need to go back and review data with that as a metric and present it at a later date.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Why can’t we use numbers against that first?  (Rebecca)?

(Rebecca Harris):
Why can’t we use, I’m sorry I didn’t understand the question.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Exactly what Lance said at the very beginning.  If you’re producing, in 2011 - 12 you are producing five (ESE) teachers and in 2013 you produce 10.

(Rebecca Harris):
I’m not saying you can’t do that.  I ‘m saying that if you – if want to consider that as a metric I will need to go back and run that data and present it at a later date.  

Debbie Cook:
(inaudible) this is Debbie.  We are still talking about this being a bonus item and not a metric item correct?  It’s not going to count as an indicator its counts as a bonus thing.  

(Rebecca Harris):
That’s correct.  (inaudible) once we decide on how it’s all defined and you all set what top point to meet and then if it is a (inaudible) they get the bonus and if they don’t then they have somewhere to work next year so that they can earn the bonus.  

Debbie Cook:
But they, I am just wondering and again this is just my simple brain thinking it, can’t just be something that’s kind of just a yes or no thing is the district, I mean is the institution producing teachers in critical shortage areas that’s a yes or no.  


Are they showing an increase over time?  Yes or no, and then does it need to be quantifiable with this one, two, three, four, et cetera.  

(Rebecca Harris):
My point is we don’t need three or four levels.

Gloria Pelaez:
We could quantify the increase, we could say an institution that increased a critical teacher shortage by say three completers or five completers maybe they would get the bonus.  

Julie Orange:
The only difficulty with that is as I have been listening with what my colleagues have said is if you have programs that are very small programs then it may be more difficult for some folks to obtain those numbers than it is for others.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Right which is why in my understanding that would not be – that would be a change in production that is not a raw three, six that’s based on the base line data for a particular institution, their ratio or percentage.  

Lance Tomei:
(Rebecca) this is Lance, let me jump in here, because I am not sure that we – we really need to go back and compile data on this.

(Rebecca Harris):
OK.

Lance Tomei:
I’m kind of the more simple mindset too that what we are talking about here is a bonus whose intent is very simple it is to encourage increased production of new teachers in critical shortage areas.  And I think that we can – if we decide that we are going to look at absolute production and we can come up with a – with a formula if you will for awarding the bonus and it’s just either you get it or you don’t.  Based on whatever we think makes since and I think it would have to be a percentage increase it might be you’ve increased production from one year to the next by 25% or for two or more consecutive years a sustained increase of 10% per year.  


We can come back with what a number is that makes since that would work for all institutes.  And I don’t need, I don’t think we need to look at any historical data to be able to figure out what we are talking about here because we are really not interested in history here we are trying to promote future behavior and increasing production in this area.  

(Rebecca Harris):
OK, my two questions, what would that formula be and how do we define who is being produced in a critical teacher shortage area?  

Lance Tomei:
Well, we’ve got to define that no matter what metric we settle on here.

(Rebecca Harris):
Correct.

Lance Tomei:
So I agree, we’ve got to determine what that is going to be.  But I am the camp that says all you can truly hold a preparation program accountable for, an institution is production.  You can’t hold them absolutely accountable for employment because some of the factors that affect employment are not controlled by the producer so I think it is about production.  


And then it is just a case of which ones do we count?  And – and part of that is what, what is it that we want to incentivize here? Do we want to provide an incentive for elementary ED programs that have the reading endorsement for example?  Well that’s, you know, if somebody adds that endorsement then there is going to be a year where there is going to be a huge jump and gets the bonus but maybe that was a good thing that there was an incentive for them to do that and that might have been the threshold that encouraged an institute to make that change or program to make that change.  From that point on however we are back down to are they continuing to increase...

(Rebecca Harris):
Right.

Lance Tomei:
Production in that area.  So and since we are talking about a bonus here I think anytime we are able to reward an institute for doing something that benefits the state in terms of providing higher number of teachers qualified to work in those critical shortage areas, I don’t have a problem with that I think that we’ve done something worth doing for the state.  

(Kathy Hatter):
This is (Kathy), I also agree with Lance that – that pushing the reading endorsement and the ESE endorsement will never hurt any of the districts.  So I think that’s an important message for us to use. 

(Rebecca Harris):
So, I’m hearing that it sounds like folks are in favor of including the endorsements as in the counts of people being produced in critical teacher shortage areas? 

Lance Tomei:
I think from a production perspective, if we are going to look at production then it would be, you would have to include any preparation program that qualifies somebody to work in a critical teacher shortage area that would be a simple definition and then you capture all those pieces.  

Debbie Cook:
That’s what I was wondering Rebecca when you were talking earlier, this is Debbie again, my question was would this person need to do anything else to walk into a district where there was a need and fill the need, the answer was no, then we should probably count that person as certified in a critical teacher shortage area.  

(Rebecca Harris):
The only – the only – the only caution I will give is that then we are at a point right now we are somewhat over producing elementary education teachers.  And by leaving that definition if the institution continues to increase their production of elementary education teachers they would be working toward getting this bonus.  

Debbie Cook:
Which by virtue of the fact that they were producing elementary education teachers? 

(Rebecca Harris):
That have the reading endorsement. 

Debbie Cook:
OK.  I see what you are saying.  

(Rebecca Harris):
So, I mean that is something that we could live with cause like you said they are possibly helping meet a critical teacher shortage area and other things by being available to be a middle or high school reading teacher.  If that is what a district needs.  So it’s something we could live with but it’s just something I wanted to make sure you keep in mind as well.  

Debbie Cook:
And, but it’s what we set, yes so the bottom line is that person could still be a benefit in a critical teacher shortage area if needed.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Yes they could be.  

Lance Tomei:
(Rebecca) would it mitigate your concerns if we relooked the concept of this being a unit level or thought about a different way of assigning this at the unit level?  Maybe we give a point and then we have to define what that means to each program, each critical teacher, each program that increases critical teacher shortage areas, so you’d look separately at math and science and elementary with reading endorsement and whatever.  And then you could also – we could also add an incentive for – for units that add new critical teacher shortage programs and then come up with a total points received then come up with some scale that determines how that translates into a bonus for the unit.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Yes, hat – that is definitely something that (inaudible) increases in production in certain critical shortage areas they contribute more or have a higher rate of worth then increase of production of folks who are just being endorsed.  

Debbie Cook:
Right. 

Lance Tomei:
Right and that would also give us the opportunity to encourage institutes that have a capacity that they are not tapping yet to add new programs in critical shortage areas.  Because we could also include some reward in the bonus system for that.

(Rebecca Harris):
OK.  

Megan Pankiewicz:
I like that idea, this is Megan.  

Jasmine Ulmer:
Would anyone like to make a motion?  

Lance Tomei:
When are we – when is our next web conference?  Is it August?

Debbie Cook:
Yes.

Julie Orange:
Our next one is scheduled for August 6th, however that one we are really shifting gears, to the uniform curriculum aspect so if we need to we can schedule an interim one or if it’s something really brief we can always tack it on at the beginning of that meeting.  We just don’t want too much time to go by between because what happens is we have to basically present the same information again to bring everybody up to speed as to where we were and then start the new information.  

Lance Tomei:
I just need a little time to actually think, because we are talking about a two tiered system here and I need a little bit of time to kind of think through what might make since that would be fair so I am not sure I could make a motion right now, I’d like a little time.  I might be able to put an idea together and put it on (Hope Street Group) in a couple of days.  

Debbie Cook:
And then do like a survey monkey vote or something? 

Gloria Pelaez:
I would really like that, because like Lance I need to think about this.

Julie Orange:
Great idea, I think that will give everybody some time and also those committee members that couldn’t call in today time to at least look over it as well.  

(Rebecca Harris):
That sounds great.  

Lance Tomei:
OK, I’ll make a commitment to get a dialogue started with at least an initial conversation and proposal on our (Hope Street Group) website by Friday of this week.  

(Rebecca Harris):
Thanks, Lance.

Julie Orange:
Great, now just to let you know if we do like voting on there we are going to have to make sure that we hear from folks yes or nay so that we can make decisions moving forward to prepare so just keep that in mind I know folks it’s not always a priority to go to but they did send out, hopefully you got a new link, maybe a month ago, three weeks ago something like that.  

Debbie Cook:
Right.

Julie Orange:
So if for some reason you are having problems, it’s because you are going to, you may be saved it under your favorites under the old website so just let me know if you are having problems.  Jasmine do you want to just emphasize the committee and the decisions they made?  

Jasmine Ulmer:
Sure, I can recap that.  What we decided today was that we’re going to use the eight infield subgroups.  When we make decisions we are going to use a minimum number of 3 subgroups.  And when we are talking about levels what we decided is that level one to earn that would be zero percent of the subgroup.  Level two would be greater than zero percent, so between greater than and forty nine percent.  And then level three and four would remain the same.  And then we are going to keep an eye out for a (Hope Street) discussion on the rest.  

Julie Orange:
Great thank you, one of the things that I wanted to mention, we briefly talked about this at the very end of the May meeting and some folks may have already left the room but what we wanted to make sure all of you were aware of is that we discussed having a subcommittee for looking at specifically like the sight visit protocol so that some of that some of that work can get started before we meet again face to face in October.  And Lance, he agreed to Chair that subcommittee and this would be open to anyone on this committee that wants to participate but I just wanted to reiterate that basically this is to specifically look at that site visit process and what the subcommittee would be doing through their telephone meetings and making recommendations to the larger group, the (TLPIC) regarding what changes they would like to see, what things they’d like to keep.


Also basically defining what is (inaudible) we know that many of you in your roles now you’re very far removed from what a site visit typically looks like.  So we don’t want to, we are not going to have the time to go back through all of fine details of what entails a site visit now but you are certainly able to participate in that subcommittee if you’d like.  


So what I’d like to do is find out if there are folks on the call today interested in that subcommittee and so I can jot those down and if you aren’t sure and you want to think more about it you can send me an email, but I wanted to open that up and find out about joining Lance with this subgroup to focus on this aspect.  It would be basically working throughout between now and October to come up with their recommendations to present to a larger committee in October.  

Gloria Pelaez:
Julie, this is Gloria and I would like to be part of the subcommittee.  

Julie Orange:
OK, great, thank you.  Any others?

Adrienna McKeck:
Julie, this is Adrienna and I would like to be part of that subcommittee.  

Julie Orange:
OK, great.  

Ana Blaine:
Julie, this is – I’ll participate as well.

Julie Orange:
That’s Ana I got, there was someone else trying to chime in.  

Debbie Cook:
Julie, this is Debbie Cook I had said that I would also participate.  

Julie Orange:
OK, great.  

Lance Tomei:
Julia, I know, I don’t think he is on the call today but would you contact (Mark House) and specifically invite him as well since he served on chaired committees, he’d be a valuable addition.  

Ana Blaine:
As well as (Erin). I am not sure how busy she is as well.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  Check with her also.  Any others?  

Vivian Posey:
Julie, this is Vivian I’d like to participate in that as well. 

Julie Orange:
OK, great.  OK, any others today?   Alright, and I’ll follow-up with an email to make sure that all folks are aware of that.  And we will, basically what we will do is schedule a call with Lance and the subcommittee members to kind of outline, you know, the expectations of the goals for that subcommittee again no final recommendations are going to be made until the larger group is able to hear what the subcommittee has done and decide how they want to proceed as far as those recommendations for the commissioner.  


So just keep that in mind and that might help some of the work flow.  So as you see we have a lot to cover.  I put on the agenda at the bottom so you can have reference for your calendars the next webinar that we have scheduled is August 6th from three to five.  And that is as I mentioned to go back to what we did on day two, May 10th the uniform core curriculum field experience as an admission requirement and we’ll be picking up with that task, will be our main focus.  


And then our face to face meeting, we’ve nailed down a date of October 22nd and 23rd in Lake County.  I appreciate your patience with that.  We do plan to start at one on that Monday so if you are close enough you can travel that Monday morning and you don’t have to give up your Sunday.  


And then we’ll probably just try to work at least until five on that Monday, five thirty possibly and then finish off on Tuesday.  But our goal at that October meeting is to come together and basically bring all of our pieces together with the continued approval process and make some decisions on our recommendations and at that point we should have the teacher evaluation data so that will be important to make sure you can attend that.  Any questions at this point on where we are going from here?  

Ana Blaine:
Julie, I just had a question, where in Lake County will the meeting be?

Julie Orange:
Superintendent Moxley is going to be hosting that and I am not sure if she is planning on having it at the district office or if she has another location chosen, but she hasn’t informed me yet of where she’s planning to, she just offered to host.  I couldn’t tell you yet.  

Ana Blaine:
OK, OK.  Thanks.  

Julie Orange:
OK, if there are no other questions I will go ahead and complete the call.  I appreciate everybody’s time today.  I know we ran a little bit over but very good discussion.  And I will look forward to the Hope Street discussion.  Thanks a lot.  

END
