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Attached please find side-by-side comparisons of the “old” and the “new” programs in both Elementary and Early Childhood Education.  I am presenting this to the bulletin board in order to facilitate an understanding of what has happened.  Although I was on sabbatical last Spring when the revisions were completed, the process started in October of last year with the unexpected and sudden implementation of 22 PA code (the school code) Chapter 354 regulations which cover general standards for teacher preparation program approval.  Presentations were made to administrators and then to a large gathering which included both the Teacher Education Committee and Department Chairpersons.  Attendance, however, was not taken at that meeting, but many were in attendance.  The regulations are complex, but I will disucss three  features of Chapter 354 which presented conditions not in force at that time.  These include a) no education major may be accepted into teacher education (a formal admission point) until after a minimum of 48 credits have been completed to demonstrate minimum GPA achievement (for freshmen entering the university 2001-02 GPA was raised to 2.60; 2002-03 it will become 2.8; and 2003-04 the required GPA will be raised to 3.0);  b) no courses are permitted if the course is specifically designed for an education major population, and; c) minimum numbers of credits in specific areas must be completed previous to passing through the admissions point.  

The Department of Education also had three objectives in undertaking the redesign of the program.  First and foremost, the programs needed to be brought into full compliance with the requirements of Chapter 354.  The department choose to complete the redesign of the Elementary and Early Childhood programs first since these two programs represent a majority of students in the department.  The second point was for the department to be attentive to the folio guidelines promulgated by the academic specialty groups in their NCATE roles in order to avoid threats to our national accreditation.  Finally, the department sought to create some flexibility in a program that consisted, in its earlier format, of a 100% course-specific and absolutely inflexible program.  Note in the grids that even “free electives” had been prescribed.

The impact of the points above are reflected in the matrices attached.  Courses such as Math 104, Chem 100, Bio 100 and ARMU were no longer even permitted in the program under state regulation.  The excessive number of courses in some content areas (the old program required four science courses, for example) were far in excess of courses delivered in other areas (History, for example, delivers only one course which is one-half of American History).   A careful review of the standards promulgated by P.D.E., NCATE and its participating academic specialty groups resulted in the changes in the numbers of courses required in some cases, and the kind of courses required in other cases.  The programs have been approved by P.D.E. as meeting the requirements of Chapter 354.  Reports to NCATE regarding program adjustment have been accepted, and folio preparation for the next major accreditation visit of NCATE will begin in academic year 2002-03.  We believe that we are in full compliance now under new performance standards, as we were previous to the changes and under an old “competency-based” credit-counting set of standards. 

The impact also includes an admission point which will ordinarily be during the second semester of the Sophomore year.  An application process will include review of specified requirements including GPA, specific grades in some required classes, recommendations from professors, and satisfaction of service learning obligations.  If the application is accepted, then the student enters “teacher candidacy,” without which access to courses ordinarily taken in the Junior and Senior years (generally, the 300 and 400 level courses) with the Educ prefix will be restricted.  This is yet another form of review of education majors.  Should the application be unacceptable, the student will receive remedial work or will be counseled out of the program into other options.  Should the candidate complete the program, an exit portfolio will be required as evidence of meeting performance standards included within the chapter.

The positive aspect of the program changes reside in the additional quantitative studies required of the students.  Further, its flexibility offers the opportunity for possible minors or, lessens the negative effect otherwise incurred for declaration of second majors.  We see the programs as presenting better options and higher level of service to our students while maintaining both the letter and the spirit of the relevant regulations and the high expectations (academic and non-academic) we have for our students.  

As to the confusion in the process, I can only state that the department believed it was in full compliance with regulations concerning curriculum review.  Since I was on sabbatical, I was not directly involved in the communication that occurred, but I do know that the Teacher Education Committee was fully apprised of the changes as they were being discussed.  Many of the new requirements were discussed through that forum, and there is a belief that materials were forwarded to the Senate Bulletin Board.  Please remember that we have been forced to ‘fix” something that was not “broke” by legislation that is clearly not “research based” and that we neither endorse nor defend.  We have attempted to use the requirement as an opportunity to carefully review the programs in light of new systems of performance standards and best practice in professional education.  We are dancing to many tunes and always attempt to do so within the context of the institution within which we exist.  I believe that the record shows that the process began and was completed in an open and collaborative manner.  However, for any perceptions that this department attempted to avoid any level of review or input, I do apologize.  That was not our intention.  In return, I do ask everyone to recognize and accept our situation which is, as usual, between the rock and the other multiple hard places. 

I look forward to hearing of your comments.

