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Julie Orange:
…September 21st so basically between now and then, we will (inaudible) have an opportunity for other system feedback.  I just want to make sure that you’re aware of that so if others are asking.  But we did go ahead and update the draft with the comment that was made about identifying the standard, and that’s what I sent out for this call.  And that (Chris) is online as well so we wanted to start with that and see if there are any objections to that change.  


Any other comments?  Suggestions?  One of the things that you were going to look for is to make sure that the language was measurable, observable and attainable.  Anybody see anything that jumps out as we needed to take a look at the language or if there is things that need to be combined, anything that’s duplicated anywhere?

No comment?
(Anna):
Hi, Julie.  This is (Anna).  How are you?  

Julie Orange:
Great.  How are you?  

(Anna):
I’m doing well.  First (inaudible) I have two toddlers in the backseat as I’m talking to you, guys.  

Julie Orange:
No problem.  

(Anna):
So if you hear any noise it’s on the back.  What’s the next step?  So this is going to go out this week, and then we meet in October are we finalizing these?  

Julie Orange:
No, actually before that because our deadline to make sure that the draft gets to the right places in order to be published in the Florida Administrative Weekly for the November board meeting, our September – our deadline in-house to get to the right places is September 28th.  


So what happens at this point, like I said we’re going to collect further inputs through next Wednesday.  Our next step will be to meet again via phone and webinar next week and then make that decision at that time.  Any additional changes we need to consider based on further public input, as well as any input from committee members.  And we need to decide at that point as a committee whether or not this is the draft that – is this information what your committee wants to agree to submit to this commissioner for recommendation?  


Because at that point the standards will go through the commissioner level for review an approval before they go to the posting process for Florida Administrative Weekly.
(Anna):
OK.  Thank you.  I wanted to, and I know this is our hot topic and probably too late at this point and not a lot of people are on the call but others will listen in to the recording, this is being recorded I’m assuming.  

Julie Orange:
Correct.
(Anna):
Looking at the latest version of the draft that we have put together compared to what we saw with the latest revision based on the changes and the reorganization of everything.  I have to just say this is my opinion that I’m not completely comfortable with the amount of the diversity components that were removed from the standard.  


First, we completely removed to the stand along diversity standard which we as the committee talks at length about this whether or not we wanted it to be sprinkled throughout or stand alone.  And we had decided as a committee that we were going to do both but that was removed as a standalone.  


And then even the sprinkling throughout things that have been taken out, so I’ve noticed for example standard size now learning environment have most of what we call like many descriptors that we put in there on our draft and the standards with the committee draft.

Standard three, instructional planning does have some topics on culturally relevant curriculum.  And then, there’s a little bit in standard six about equity but it’s not really specific on the type of equity that we’re addressing there.  And these are the things that I noticed were taken out, and I could be reading this wrong and maybe they’re in there somewhere and I’m not finding them.  


But we have talked about culturally relevant strategies, differentiated instruction which talks about our (ELO) population and our (ESE) population and that’s been removed.  Equitable learning environment, drawing upon or using or capitalizing upon diversity to build, develop, et cetera.  


Now it only talks about recognizing diversity, fair and equitable outcome – this is the stuff that’s missing, cultural confidence.  And we had our, I think it was like a (inaudible) in there that address the achievement gap and I didn’t seem to find that either.  So I’m just putting it out there, these are all the things that I found were now gone on this new draft.

And I don’t feel 100 percent comfortable of the amount of diversity that we’ve taken out.  I feel that we’re going to lose the diversity aspects.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  Your comment is asking whether or not too late?  No, it’s not too late.  We just need you to propose whatever language you want to be considered and we need to have a vote with the committee and move forward.  

(Anna):
We need to do it today.  And I didn’t post this on Hope Street but if you want me to start maybe a draft or something, and I know (Mark), I’m sure he’s here listening.  He is sort of on the same boat with me.  Is there any way that maybe him and I can try and draft something?  What would be your deadline?  

(Gloria Artecona-Pelaez):
This is (Gloria Pelaez).  And I agree with (Anna) especially about building on diversity.  And building on what perhaps (inaudible) diverse or other type of culturally diverse students bring to the table and addressing those gap.  And perhaps we can resurrect some of the language that’s been taken out because we toiled for hours on that language.  

(Mark Howse):
And this is (Mark Howse) as well.  And I’m really, you know, echo the sentiment expressed by (Anna) and Gloria.  And I’m glad that they jumped in.  I got disconnected, I have to come back in but I’m glad I made it back in to catch the tail ends of (Anna's) comments and Gloria’s comment.  


I think it was good intent in trying to get this verbiage in a way that it’s actionable and measurable, some of the changes may have been made but some of the essence was there and we do need to kind of, you know, put some of them back in.  So I would really, you know, want to consider (Anna's) question on the timeline the best time to do that.  


Do we need to do it right now on this phone or we will have an opportunity to do that later?
(Lance Tomei):
You know, this is (Lance).  I’ve got a comment and I’ll apologize ahead of time because I’m in airport so there will be some background noise here too.  When I read through my initial reaction was exactly the same as what you’ve just heard.  And I guess where my mind settles on this really depends on how, there are two very powerful terms that are used in the revised standard--culturally responsive and culturally relevant, and they were in there.  


Now, in my mind it becomes how are those two very broad terms operationalize and what’s going to be (inaudible) in terms of leader’s performance.  Those are broadly defined and considered to be only (inaudible) things then I’m a little more comfortable.  But that’s the unknown to me because a lot of the operationalization is going to be left to the individual district.  


You know, there are a couple of pretty broad terms in there which we probably ought to consider the implication of that.  And I guess the issue is in my mind is striking the balance of how specifically get in the standards because the districts don’t have to interpret those and create their actual specific evaluation criteria.  So that’s the process that maybe we need to be most concerned about, I’m not sure.
Gloria Artecona-Pelaez:
I also believe that, I think two meetings ago we discussed why it was changed to be more encompassing for that fact that each district would have the opportunity to look at indicators that were specific to their needs in their district.  So perhaps, someone on the state side can reiterate that process and that will actually that thought process when these things were worked on.  

(Aileen):
This is (Aileen).  Let me, and I’m not sure if I totally understand but I think I do.  Of course either the standards are now need to be operationalized for principal evaluation systems and other purposes including for our education leadership programs and our teacher preparation program.  


These are the standards with the full intent of the standards as defined throughout with your descriptors along with the (stamp).  But indicators need to do (inaudible) develop both institutions and school districts in order to operationalize these standards.  That’s the work that needs to be carried forward including how will these districts operationalize these for their principal evaluation system.  


So the amount of detail that you may be looking for maybe that detail maybe needs to be addressed at the indicator’s level.  And what that looks like in this workplace or, you know, whatever rather than within the standard and that’s the perspective that you would be taking.  Does that help?  

Julie Orange:
Yes.  For me, it does.  

Gloria Artecona-Pelaez:
Yes, it does, (Aileen).  Thank you.  

(Aileen):
Welcome.
(Mark Howse):
I have a couple of recommendations.  And I’m not sure if we still have answers at (Anna's) question on that as to the timeline for doing this.  But, you know, I’m prepared to make a couple of recommendations on towards for some of the standards that we have that we’re looking at right now.  

Julie Orange:
As far as the timeline you have the same timeline that the public would have up through Wednesday of next week.  So you can either – you can bring up your concern right now if you’d like or if you want to put in writing and post it through the Hope Street site or send an e-mail.  However you’d like to do that if you want the committee to be able to consider that language of course posting it on Hope Street would be the best form for that.  Or there is a form online where you can submit feedback through the Web site.  

(Mark Howse):
OK.
Julie Orange:
But you’re free to bring up now if you have the word (inaudible) bring out, (Mark).  

(Mark Howse):
I do.  Let me say this, there are three points that I will include.  One is specific to the achievement gap.  I think that in the diversional work that has been done that in my opinion we’ve lost some of the emphasis and focus on the achievement gap.

If you remember in our guiding principals that we had in your earlier version there was a focus on closing the achievement gap.  But because now those principals have kind of been (mismantled) the script throughout I think that the closing achievement gap piece was lost.  So I would like to recommend that under domain one on the student achievement that one of the descriptive layer talks about engaging faculty in closing the achievement gap among sub-student groups or whatever how the verbiage needs to be that we really focus on closing the achievement gap in both the in a, number one.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  So just make sure that you submit that specific language so we have the language that you’re referencing.  

(Mark Howse):
Good.  OK.  

(Anna):
(Mark), we’re suggesting that if there’s any committee members, if you got we could generally today or we can see very specific but we want to provide the opportunity for you to be able to be (inaudible) take a look at that particular area where you would like to insert new language and it delete whatever and submit that so they could be considered by everyone so they can see it.
(Mark Howse):
OK.  And I will do that.  I would just like to do the feel for some of the other committee member if, you know, what they think about that.  At least, do they feel like the achievement gap piece or closing the gap had been lost?  Or just something that we need to focus on or, you know, at least have/give something back on me it right now.  

(Anna):
And this is appropriate for (inaudible) instruction for you right now and with the hope that everyone has become to any kind of (inaudible) disagree that you also (inaudible) specific language you’re looking for.  

(Mark Howse):
OK.
Julie Orange:
I agree with Mark.  That’s one of the things I noticed was that I couldn’t find the component on the achievement gap and addressing the achievement gap in there.  I’m sorry.  Go ahead.
(Beverly Slough):
This is (Bev).  I was wondering if maybe the reason it was removed was because of the change in the principal’s evaluation being based 50 percent on student achievement.  Maybe they thought that it was going to get covered in the pieces about lowest 25 percent in the various sub-categories.  And that might be why that it was more minimized than it had been prior.  

(Lance Tomei):
But you could raise overall achievement gap.  I mean you can raise overall student learning outcomes without doing anything to run the (inaudible) achievement gap by just taking everybody up the same, absolute amount in terms of performance.  So I think those are two separate issues in my mind.  This is (Lance).  


And I do agree with (Mark).  And this is a good example of I think where we got to make a distinction between when is something that, you know, somebody might think well that’s just an indicator of culturally relevant instruction perhaps or culturally responsive.  But on the other hand if it’s an absolutely critical indicator then maybe it needs to be explicitly written under the standard.

And that’s one that I too would be concerned about having lost in the standards.  

(Beverly Slough):
And I can agree with that.  I was just trying to think through why it might have been removed.
(Elisa Calabrese):
This is (Elisa).  I do have concerns, if we are going to again write some changes to this language, what would be the next step?  Will it be accepted or will it be rejected?  I mean I’m trying to understand, we already have gone through this, we talked about the achievement gap and we, I mean, really for days we talked about the diversity issue.

And we worked diligently on wording, on the phrases, everything.  So if we are going to do this again what would be the next step?  Will it have to go to the rule making committee as we stated and then it can be deleted once again?  

(Anna):
Good question.
(Elisa Calabrese):
Because, you know, if we’re going to do this again there was no reason why it was deleted to begin with.  So are we just, you know…

Female:
(inaudible)  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Are we making – yes, we’re spinning our wheels.  Are we making more work for ourselves?  I mean I don’t know, I’m just putting it out there because, you know, I understood what (Aileen) was saying that they wanted it broad enough, that it would be all encompassing.  


And I understand that the achievement gap is far different than just learning games or student achievement.  So I just want to know if we’re going to do this once again and engage in this exercise, what will be the outcome?  

(Lance Tomei):
Well, this is (Lance) again.  Let me just suggest that even if we got the same outcome that we got and that language is again removed we as the committee at least would have made a powerful statement about how strongly we believe in that.  And that would be a matter of record.  To me, that’s important.  

(Beverly Slough):
Thanks, (Lance).  I agree.  Elisa, you made a very good point because I think that’s what I meant by “Are we too late?” is that if we do this, if it just going to be ignored and they’re going to stick to what is written right now.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
I don’t mean to say it’s ignored.  

(Beverly Slough):
I know what you mean.  I think it’s in the right words but…  

(Elisa Calabrese):
You know what is the real intent here?  And I think (Aileen) was explaining it but I understand (Lance) perspective as well so whatever the committee chooses to do.  

(Beverly Slough):
My intent is to add it so that the language back in especially since the diversity standard was completely removed.  And then the sprinkling – they’re lack some sprinkling within the standard.  Then I understand that if we – we’re going to leave it up to the district and up to the teacher, preparation program or leadership preparation program to develop their indicators.  


For example, one of the areas that does not speak to diversity is the staff development standard.  It through the three experts that we spoke to both of them mentioned that one of the best ways to get at some of these issues is to do it through staff development.  And if there’s nothing in there that addresses diversity and differentiated instruction then we are going to assume that the districts and the leadership program are going to create these indicators that addressed that.

And I don’t think we could leave it to that assumption.  I think like (Lance) says we need to more specific as to what we want addressed.  

(Mark Howse):
And I agree with (Lance).  I think we need to go ahead and go through the effort to kind of insert what we feel like it’s important, putting back in just a matter of record and to send a (inaudible) message.  So I think we should just engage in doing that right now.  

(Anna):
I agree.
(Mark Howse):
And so with that being said I would like to just look at some language under domain one.  Maybe under two when we added descriptors that reads/engages faculty in addressing the achieving gaps among student sub-groups.  

(Lance Tomei):
Hey, (Mark).  

(Mark Howse):
Yes, sir.  

(Lance Tomei):
Just because we have so many committee members not on this call today, and also because I’m in the situation where I’m not currently looking at the standards and can’t get to them because I’m sitting in the airport without access.  All I have is my cell right now.  

(Mark Howse):
I see.  

(Lance Tomei):
As much as I’d like to work this out now I’d really like to see it.  We can work it in a whole screen as a group.  

Female:
I agree.  

(Mark Howse):
OK.  I can understand that.  

(Lance Tomei):
And I love to think, you know, I’d love to have you propose the language, (Mark).  I know you have a great knack for this and the passion for it but it would just be helpful to me to be able to sit down and see how we’re proposing (re-sculpting) the latest draft in writing.  

(Mark Howse):
I got you.  It makes a big sense.  I hear a consensus on that side -- I think that you’re looking to it as well.  

Gloria Artecona-Pelaez:
I also think we could look at that prior draft before the change of (inaudible).  I’m sure some of the items we feel very strongly about and we insert it in the current draft.  This is Gloria.  

(Beverly Slough):
I agree, Gloria.  That’s sort of what I did today when I was looking at it.  I went back to what we had written because I knew we had put more in there and found all the areas that I felt were missing in the new draft.  

(Anna):
So can you (inaudible) revolution to the question of if we make these recommendations what happens then?  

(Aileen):
It’s going to go to the commissioner next.  After all the public feedback is gathered including your feedback so there’s no way to know what’s going to stay in or come out at this point.  But (inaudible) going to a little bit of what we’ve said and at least talk about this a little bit more.

You’re right on target, you’re doing what you need to do today.  You’ve read the latest (rep), realizing the latest rep came from your recommendations at, you know, at your best point at the end of August.  And then that was brought to the leadership at (DOE) including Bureau Chiefs and other leaderships in cases (12) and obviously on cases (12), sat down with not just that, not just your recommendations but looks at all public input not just what came on the Web site but things that came directly with the commissioner, telephone calls and whatever (inaudible) down have a very lengthy discussion about the standards at that point which resulted in the document that you’ve had before you write now.

It was reorganized with the intent of addressing what was felt the content that you felt was most important or something or some words removed.  I have missed absolutely there but this is an open time to start making (inaudible) to place that wording back in there.  


What I’m also (inaudible) that we no longer have guiding principals, and some of you or key words maybe up there in its guiding principal.  So the recommendations, just take a look at the two documents, find the area if you feel that are missing, make your recommendations.  


Now, where does that go from here?  You’re not the only ones providing input at this point of course.  We’ve got incoming from a great number of areas including school principals who got it yesterday through a news letter in a number of areas including (inaudible) putting out there announcement for the leadership across the state to take a look of it as well.  


So the public input will continue for one more week at the end of the day.  On next Wednesday it will close down.  At that point the department will take a look at all input again and take all the inputs with your very specific recommendations to what language needs to be inserted and present that back to you again from all public for you to look at again next Thursday, the 22nd.  

Julie Orange:
Good.  OK.  

(Aileen):
At that point that will become your recommendation to the commissioner.  

Female:
OK.
(Aileen):
And then at that point the commissioner will take a look at and decide, yes, he accept it as it is or he will decide he would like to tweak it further and because he is he one that makes the recommendation to the state board.

Then we have a period of about six weeks before November 15th where it will be published for all the public to see.  This is a draft e going before the state board.  And up until the time the state board votes on that documents, public input is still gathered during that time.  And of course you will know words can be changed or inserted or deleted or even decide we’re going to table the whole thing on November 15th and not even address it.  


But (inaudible) all the way up to the point that the state board either decided they accept it and approve it or we go back to the table again.  So there is a great deal of time to fill it now to make changes.  So this is not your final opportunity, next Thursday when you look at the next (inaudible) not your final opportunity you’ll have other opportunities for your input.  

Julie Orange:
Thank you for that clarity.
(Aileen):
(inaudible) changing document here and even the one that you’ve approved next Thursday may see changes by the time it gets advertised in the Florida Administrative Weekly.  And I’ve tried to explain to you why that might happen but it’s a very democratic, very transparent process as you will know.  


And if your recommendation is taken very, very strongly but it will it make it tweak as well.
Julie Orange:
Thank you, (Aileen).  Does that help?  

Female:
Yes.
(Aileen):
OK.  

(Anna):
Hi, (Aileen).  This is (Anna).  Thank you so much.  Hold on, just to clarify.  On Thursday when we meet, is that conference call or we do a webinar?  

(Aileen):
We’re going to do a conference call/webinar together like the one we did back in August.  That schedule is right now from 2:00 to 3:30.  

(Anna):
OK.  So let me ask them just for clarity again.  So I can understand the process.  If I sit down (inaudible) and I start to recommend some language, is that going to just be added to the pool of public recommendation and all of that.
Female:
(inaudible).  

(Aileen):
(Anna), this will be – it will be part of all public comments (inaudible) so it’s going to be part that time.  So there is going to be some very specific language that committee maybe recommending and you will maybe come to a consensus on Hope Street which is a great avenue for you to do feedback.  I like this word, I like it there, I don’t like it whatever… so the committee comes to a consensus which will then be considered with other public comments as coming in as well to what that document will look like.  


Next Thursday we’re hoping that document looks like exactly what you’re going to think it’s going to look like.  Because you are reflection of what the public is thinking as well.
(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
Julie, can you hear me?  This is (Adriana).  

Julie Orange:
Yes.  

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
OK.  I’m sorry.  I called in late and then I heard everything you guys were saying.  And I’m trying to talk but I guess I wasn’t on speaker or whatever so I have to call back and I’m back.  I just want to make a comment regarding what (Mark) had said earlier about the achievement gap.

And I want to ask him if standard three learning environment, b, it says engages faculty in recognizing and understanding equity issues in classroom activities, and identifying and addressing causes of unequal achievement.  Does that not get to the achievement gap that language?  

(Mark Howse):
That’s a very good question.  I think we concluded that it definitely talks about the achievement gap.  But what it does not do -- if we go back and look at it this is just recognizing and understanding the causes that lead to the achievement gap.
(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
No, it’s says addressing the causes of unequal achievement.  That’s how the standard reads.
(Mark Howse):
That’s addressing the causes it’s not (inaudible) on closing it to the achievement gap, and this is just my opinion that’s just one thing.  And we do need to talk about the causes but we also lead to actually activate policies and practices, it actually close it as a focus on student learning.  


I think it’s two separate things.  We definitely need to talk about the causes but we also need to really focus on just actually be delivered about closing that gap for the sub-groups in the school.  

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
Well, I guess I’m thinking that when you’re addressing the causes you’re doing something about it.  

(Aileen):
I interpret it as well.  (They got two) interpretation.  

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
Yes.
(Mark Howse):
That’s a very dangerous interpretation.  It’s something just too dangerous to lead the interpretation, in my opinion.  And especially if you remember where that particular distinctive that really was born out of their great debate we had about social justice and…

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
I know, you know, there was a lot of stuff that was taken out of these standards that we had talked about with the respect to diversity and so forth, and social justice.  

(Mark Howse):
Right.  And so that’s…and that (cause) ended up being (inaudible) again and we said OK well instead of saying social justice and using the terminology we would add this clause.  So this is more about that advocacy piece that we were talking about.  And that’s not that I think that’s entirely different than what you have under domain one when you’re looking at student achievement.

They will be talking about raising the achievement and doing all of the other things under domain one.  I think that there’s probably about closing their gap that needs to happen there under domain one.  

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
OK.
(Mark Howse):
Because if we leave it here under domain two, standard three that’s talking about the environment, that’s talking about the context.  And I don’t think that we (inaudible) choosing the achievement gap within the contextual things that happen in school.  It needs to be a focus of (inaudible), in my opinion.  

(Adriana Garcia McEachern):
I see your point.  Thank you.  

(Mark Howse):
And while we’re on that point I don’t know if anyone had a chance to go back and look a massive post with the comment after our last conference call, not the last one but the one before last about this various statement we took out social justice and a lot of terminology.  


There were two things that we need to look at where we thought was important.  There’s one thing to focus on unequal achievement that made it to the achievement gap.  But this is just a question to the committee.  Do we think that principals in any kind of way that’s (inaudible) build it, it’s on my phone (inaudible) within the school building.  


Do we think that the principal should address issues of inequity and injustice that exist in our democracy?  Should that be something that even it comes up on the landscape where a principal does inside of the school building?  Because if it is, and I thought that we all agreed that it was then we haven’t captured that anywhere in this standard (inaudible).  

(Elisa Calabrese):
I think it’s important that is addressed by a principal in the school building.  But how does one measure that?  That I think is what the Bureau Chief and the others were struggling with some of the language because to us we’re very close to it.  We’re involved, the leadership development program either in higher ed or at the district level, and we see it from that perspective.  


And they’re dealing with 67 districts in trying to achieve a well balanced standard format for everyone that can build now these indicators specific to their district or specific to a program that would develop in higher ed.  I understand what you’re saying and I think, yes.  


In my district, yes, we can do that.  I’m not so sure how it can be addressed, it can be addressed by all districts (inaudible) like measurement if someone is doing that effectively and to what level of performance of effectiveness can you evaluate the principal.  When they’re looking forward there it’s not only for…they’re also looking for the evaluation tool to inform the evaluation tool.  


So that’s where it becomes, you know, it has to align and it needs to align in a broader perspective.  I’m not in disagreement with you.  I’m just trying to understand the large picture.  

Julie Orange:
(Elis), I think it could be measured the same way that we’re going to measure resilience, and that’s in there.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Well that’s also interesting.  

Female:
(inaudible)  

(Elisa Calabrese):
(inaudible) behavior.  These are all sort of ideas that we need to find the measurement for.  And I think that, you know, it’s something like the achievement gap, that’s something -- that’s really can be addressed.  But then these are the social justice that we talked about over and over again.  


We’re going to find ways to measure it.  

Julie Orange:
Right.  I mean I don’t understand how long can measure resiliency either.  

(Mark Howse):
I definitely understand your point that some of these things are not easily measured.  But I think one of the experts, one of the consultants that we had spoke about cultural confidence and social justice (inaudible) other people and other institution around the country that had actually developed instruments from measuring some of these things.
(Elisa Calabrese):
Yes, he does.  We did make reference to that, I do remember.  

(Mark Howse):
Yes.  And so I think that some of the things that even though we may not be comfortable right now and exactly what the incident will look it, but this is something that would drive some professional development and some scholarly work to determine (inaudible).  


Because if we feel that’s important I’ll (inaudible) because right now we just don’t know how we’re going to – if it’s possible to measure.  And when with just a little effort we could find the instrumentation to actually do the measurement.
Female:
All right.  Well taken.  

Female:
OK.  So (inaudible) anyone else right now.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
I think what we have to do is comment on Hope Street and then our comments will be – comments that will be recommended as all comments will be recommended, and looked at and wait.  I guess what I’m saying at this point, do our comments have a stronger weight than any other comment?  I guess that’s my point.  

(Aileen):
This is what I was trying to ask earlier.
(Elisa Calabrese):
OK.  And I think the answer is we all have the opportunity to comment.  

(Mark Howse):
(Elis), I would like to think that if we go in Hope Street and grab some language around your descriptors, and we go through a consensus making process within the committee on Hope Street that we can at least have another draft that we recommend as a committee together.  


Now, am I right in my assumption?  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Yes, I believe you are.  However, I’m saying that I think once again if we make specific language that we believe as a committee is valuable.  And we post that, it will just be a posting as any other (inaudible) approach it has to be taken into account that way.  


So I don’t want to, you know, I think it’s an excellent exercise.  And I do think we should engage as the committee, if the committee does agree.  However, I’m just saying that, you know, we made the comments before.  So just my opinion now I’m saying that I’m giving up, you know, wanting to just say forget it.  I understand my roles here in the committee and we need to move forward.

But, you know, if we’re going to do that again there was a reason why that language had been taken out.  Now, we’re going to make the recommendation to put it back in.  What form are we going to recommend to bring that language back in?  Because we have to be careful because it was taken out for a specific reason.  


So I think it’s more than just putting the language back in, it’s looking at the language we had and taking the meaning from that language and ensuring that we are going to award appropriately that it would be beneficial for all.  

(Mark Howse):
Let me ask a question because you have a very, very valid point.  What do you mean valuable for us to have some insight as (inaudible) the committee as the whole (inaudible) or look at more insight as to why some of those things were taken out initially?  

(Elisa Calabrese):
I think that was my original comment when we begin the conversation.  And I believe (Aileen) addressed that.  You know, maybe just maybe this (inaudible) with me for a moment.  Maybe what we’re trying to do is be too comprehensive for informing and forming leadership development programs and the evaluation.  


They don’t have to be one and the same, they can be aligned but they do not have to be one in the same.  So, you know, I’m thinking – I think (Aileen) addressed it.  I am happy to engage in this conversation and we can all move forward and, you know, restate the language perhaps in a different way and having it as meaningful.  


However, I just don’t fully understand where we are going other than having it on record.  

(Aileen):
Our hope is to have it written back in to the language.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Well this is what I’m saying.  If the public, I mean, there’s only a few of us.  And if the public from the state, all throughout the state we’re giving their feedback on this.  And their comments were somehow, you know, maybe democratic, I’ve heard that, maybe their comments changes with their comments were more grouped together and targeted for change to our language then, why are we going to resubmit that language again?  

(Lance Tomei):
Hi.  This is Lance.  Can I offer some speculation here?  I don’t think we’ll ever know a 100 percent the changes that took place after the (DOE) staff that however was involved in compiling this latest draft.  They took a lot of different recommendations including our – starting with our draft into consideration.  


One of the things that (Aileen) said was they try to capture our intent.  And I think that buying large they did an incredible job.  I’m not only concerned with the current version of the standards overall.  I think what we’re saying by trying to put this something back in specifically addresses closing the achievement gap as a learning outcome focus not a contextual focus, I agree with Mark on that.  


Maybe we’re just saying, “Well, you’ve got 99 percent of our intent but you’ve missed something that we still feel it’s pretty important that needs to be in there exclusively and that’s the signal we would be sending.”  


They may chose again to not put it in there but I think it’s the statement that if we do as a committee feel strongly about that it is a statement that we need to make.  

(Mark Howse):
Well stated, (Lance).  I agree.  

(Aileen):
This is (Aileen).  (Lance), I would agree 100 percent with you.  I think you say that very, very well.  I would say that as all of us here in this room right now, we’re part of those discussions with other department leadership in (inaudible).  


Many times, what happened in those discussions was came to a word (inaudible) and said, “So what is that really mean and couldn’t come to an agreement even amongst ourselves what it meant.”  If there were things that were left out they were certainly not intentionally left out in many cases.  


I would agree that you proceed as you have suggested in making recommendations in mind.  And if there are words that you’re going to use that may made difficult to find or difficult, and really put your hands if you consider maybe other words that you might use in that case.  That’s the give and take that the committee can do.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Thank you, (Aileen).  That helps.
(Mark Howse):
Thank you, (Aileen).  That is very helpful.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
I do want you to realize that the committee’s work is extremely valuable.  (inaudible) being dismissed yet (inaudible) input is important as well but the committee is the one that has something in writing.  The committee (inaudible) the public reacts to what the committee has proposed.  


The committee comes back with another proposal.  We’re inserting some language in a really important that needs to be part of it that is important.  And that it’s important and will certainly be considered, strongly considered in making the final recommendations with the commissioner.  


So we don’t want you in – anything that you say this is just an exercise in futility that is absolutely farthest from the truth.  If you’re seeing that the words that the department was able to get at 99 percent of the (context) we’re missing one percent.  Then by all means get to that one percent and skillfully place that language back in to their so that – in the appropriate places that we can all agree to.
(Mark Howse):
Good.  (Aileen), that was (inaudible) suggestion earlier.  I think (Anna) may, and I will gladly do this because I did a lot of item analysis and I agree with what (Lance) said.  You know 99 percent of the intent is there.  That one percent that I will maybe work with (Anna), work with a couple of you and make a first pass by this afternoon and trying to get a few of the things in there. 

Again that would be our conversation point in Hope Street that we can do whatever sort of we can get when we’re trying to go very quickly.  I’ll be glad to do that.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
That’s wonderful.  And I think that’s a great start.  As we all know we don’t want ever start with a blank sheet of paper to get some language on the table so you’ve got that discussion going and we can move this forward.  

Julie Orange:
And that I also feel more comfortable crossing our fingers that we have more committee members will join us on Thursday for the webinar.  But then, we can maybe discuss some of the, you know, some of the new language and put in and tweak whatever how we want it to look.  

(Aileen):
We got a bigger content from everyone.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
(inaudible) you have looked well before then so that you can continue to give that feedback on Hope Street so that by the time you get to that meeting on Thursday you were down to, here’s our language, you know.  We’ve made our recommendations per language and you can come to a vote or whatever you decide to do that this is – we signed of, this is our recommendation to the commissioner.
Female:
Perfect.  Thank you.  

Julie Orange:
One thing I know, I have several people mentioned that some of the time for the call that they’re not able to join but they are looking at the draft on Hope Street.  And I’ll continue to encourage folks to make comments.  So that if they’re not on the call at least we do hear their voice as to if they agree with addition.  


So as Mark said if you can get your language up there so people have time to react to it before we meet again on Thursday, that will be helpful for those that are not able to be on the call.  But hopefully I’ll have the number assigned tomorrow so that I can send that out but I’ll send (inaudible) e-mail right after this call.  


I know several of the teachers have to get substitutes to join the call so they can make arrangement for that for next week.  

Gloria Artecona-Pelaez:
We will have the draft up at Hope Street and to you by e-mail before that meeting but (inaudible) before the meeting.  So that who are not able to attend could refund, (inaudible) in Hope Street where there’s a Yay or Nay that, you know, you’re so concerned about the language.  


You know, we can always say we’re not raised to (inaudible) November 13th.  I don’t think any of us want to do that because there’s a line on this that we have to proceed with the evaluation system and leadership (inaudible).  


But if we’re having difficulty with this then we need to (inaudible) do.  But I don’t think so.  I really think there is (every year) 99 percent of the (inaudible) there with some additional input from the key members that would have some recommended language that you can bring this to pretty quickly.  


And next Thursday you will have post the input from the rest of the public and your own to be able to just finalize the document.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  So where do we go from here?  Mark, you’re going to put the document on Hope Street with some suggestions?  

(Mark Howse):
Yes.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  

(Mark Howse):
And what I’ll do is based on what I’ve heard from Gloria’s recommendation that we go back and look at the previous version, see what pieces was there.  I hear (Aileen).  I hear everyone saying, making sure that is it’s actionable and that it does, if not (inaudible) and terminology.  I hear all of that and I’ll take all of that into account and try t make sure to get something as very clean that we all – at least start the conversation with.  

Julie Orange:
Great.  Thank you.  Do you (inaudible) our next step?  

Female:
Julie?  

Julie Orange:
Yes?  

Female:
Did you say something?  I’m sorry.  

Julie Orange:
I was just asking if there’s any other questions about what our next steps are.  

(Elisa Calabrese):
Yes, Julie.  Do we know our dates for our face to face in November.  

Julie Orange:
I don’t have that in front of me but I believe it’s November 9th and 10th but I’ll have to check on those dates for you.
(Elisa Calabrese):
OK.  Thank you.  

Julie Orange:
OK.  Any other comment?  OK, great.  Thank you so much for your participation.  And I’ll go ahead and send an e-mail (inaudible) calendars for next week’s call and look forward to the discussion on Hope Street.  

Female:
Thank you, Julie.  

Female:
Thanks.  

Julie Orange:
Thanks, everybody.  

Female:
Bye-bye.  

Female:
Bye.  

(Mark Howse):
Bye.  

END
