
SAMPLE EMAILS

#1
Dear Team Members, 
Hello and welcome to the XYZ Site Visit team.  My name is Jane Doe, the team lead for the visit.  I'm glad that we've all been assigned and I look forward to us working together.

The purpose of this email is to share with you information to help us use our time together efficiently and effectively.  Our thorough preparation ahead of the visit is essential to make the most of the interviews of stakeholders and timely construction of our Accreditation Report.

At this time I'm writing with information for our roles.  Following this message I will  forwarding information to you from Sam Snead, the XXX USD BTSA director.  While I realize the holidays are upon us, when time permits we now all have access to XXX USD program information and can begin preparing for our end-of-February visit.  

As you read the program documents, please take notes, craft questions for interviews, note evidence you'd like to see, etc. so that we can be as prepared as possible.  At your earliest convenience, please review the archived PS and CS BIR webcasts. Since we are all responsible for determining if all standards have been met, please review both webcasts. They can be found at:
http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/BIR.html

We will all read all information and will work together to determine whether program and common standards have been met.  However, in order to utilize our time and energy most efficiently, we will be dividing the standards and the writing of the reports in the following ways:   
Assignment of Primary and Secondary Common Standards
	Team Member
	Role on Team
	Primary Standards
	Secondary Standards

	Jane Doe
	Team Lead
	CS 1, 2, 3, 5
	6, 7, 9
 

	Sallie Mayes
	Common Standards
	CS 4, 6, 7, 9
	1, 2, 3
 

	Dick Tracy
	Program Sampling
	PS 
	4, 5
 



Based on these assignments, you are responsible for investigation and drafting language for the report of "primary" standards.  Please also do a close read of all standards assigned as "secondary".

I will read all standards and will support in the writing of reports. In January I will set up a conference call to discuss what we are seeing in the program's documents.  Let's try to connect in the second half of the month.

As we will be looking at changes in regards to meeting the recently adopted changes for English learners, please review them at:

http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/standards/Revised-Standards-English-Learner-Content-2013-5.pdf

Sallie Mae,
TO DO prior to conference call:
· Read Common Standards Narrative (all)
· Read Biennial Report Response
· Prepare draft report for “your” standards
· Develop questions and evidence to be gathered on the attached Pre-Visit worksheet for assigned "primary" Common Standards (please note there is not a CS 8 for Induction).  Also attached are the actual Common Standards and a Glossary and the Common Standards Report Template.  A sample report is also attached. You may also want to read the attached Induction Standards if you are not familiar with these standards.


Dick Tracy,
TO DO prior to our conference call:
· Read Program Summary
· Read Program Assessment Preliminary Report feedback
· Read Biennial Report and CTC Response
· Prepare draft of program report(s)
· Develop questions to be asked and evidence to be gathered on PS Pre-planning document (attached).  Also attached are the Induction Standards, the PS report template, and a sample report.
In January I will touch base again.  By the middle of the month please email Gay Roby and me the completed pre-planning documents and your draft report.  Having these items completed before our conference call will help us work through the information easily.

Feel free to email me at any time with questions.

Thank you both for your time and I look forward to talking to you soon.

Thank you and happy holidays,
Jane Doe


<BTSA Sample Acc. Report.doc>
<CS_previsit_worksheet.doc>
<CS_report_template.doc>
<PS_pre_planning.doc>
<PS Report Template.docx>
<Induction_Program_Standards.pdf>

#2 Dear Fellow Team Members,
 
Our visit to COC is less than a month away! You should have received the flash drive with COC’s documents in the mail by today. Please let (consultant’s name) know if it has not yet arrived, as the time has come for us to begin to review the documents in preparation for the visit.
 
Over the last couple of years we have found that by better organizing our pre-visit review of the institution’s documents the team can work much more effectively during the actual visit. A key element of the new format is a team conference call discussing the Common Standards and Program Sampling responsibilities one to two weeks before the visit. The call lasts about an hour and (consultant’s name) and I suggest that it occur at (Options for phone conference or include a link to a doodle scheduler, www.doodle.com ). Please select all the times that fit your schedule to allow us flexibility in coordinating the call for the entire team.  During the call each of the Common Standards team members will discuss their current evaluation of the standards for which they are responsible. Program Sampling members will also share any areas where they think additional information will help them prepare for their interviews and final evaluation of the program.  
 
Pre-reading the documents you are responsible for before the call is essential.  The website for COC is not complete at this time, but we will provide the link as soon as it is available.  The flash drive has all the documents you will need to review for the phone call. Common Standards team members should read the documents related to their assigned standards at least twice before the conference call and complete the appropriate pre-visit worksheet. Program cluster members should review the program summaries of their specific programs, the program assessment feedback (or IPR feedback for new programs), and review the section of the biennial report and the biennial report response for their programs as well (the newer programs may not be part of the biennial reporting). Program cluster members should also complete the appropriate pre-visit worksheets for all programs assigned.  During the call we will identify Common Standards areas where we believe COC needs to provide us with additional information. The Program Cluster team members will gain important insights and be able to let (consultant’s name) and me know areas where they too may need more information.
 
I will talk with the COC Dean right after our call so that the institution can have as much time as possible to respond to our requests before the visit. That will mean that when we arrive on day one COC will already have new information for us to review.
 
The same pre-visit organizers discussed above can serve for both the recording of our evaluations as we read and for writing the context-setting portion of the team report. After the call each of us needs to write a draft response to our individual common standards or program cluster. This draft needs to be ready before arrival on day one and should focus on what the documents have told you about how COC states it is addressing the standard.
 
This pre-writing about the existing context as we understand it will allow us to focus more clearly during the interviews on areas where we as a team have identified some questions. As we get new information during the visit some of the text will need to be revised, but we will also have much more time to discuss and draft our actual findings during the visit.
 
I look forward to talking with you all soon and meeting you on (Date of Day One). We will have our first in-person team meeting after lunch on day one and share our initial drafts at that time. Please feel free to contact me at any time if you have any questions or need more information.
 


#3 Dear Fellow Team Members,
 
The state consultant and I visited the XXX campus last week for the two month out pre-visit.  I'm very happy to tell you that XXX is already well-prepared for us. The hotel, the Hotel California, is comfortable and close to the campus. It looks like our workroom will be in a suite so that we'll have 24 hour access and will be able to bring in outside food, saving CTC a good bit of money. We expect to have free wi-fi for the team as well.
 
The state consultant needs you to complete the attached form so that we will know when you will be arriving and also we can let XXX know the details of what support you need.  Return the completed form to the state consultant.
 
XXX plans to have their materials (Common Standards, Program Information, Biennial Reports, etc.) on line by NEXT WEEK. The state consultant will let us know when they are posted. Looking ahead, we'll have a team phone conference during the week of _____ to go over any questions we may have for XXX  based upon a first reading of the documents. That should give us a month for a first reading.
 
Let me know if you have any questions,
 
Team Lead

#4 Dear <Institution's SV Leader>, 

Since you have gotten us your documents in such a timely manner, the team has had a chance to do an initial reading and last week we had a phone conference to go over our first impressions. The state consultant took notes and wrote up the attached document. We do not expect answers in writing to the questions we have - the information can be given when we interview the appropriate people on the visit.
 
But there were a couple of documents we could not locate and please work with the state consultant so the team can have access to those in time to read them before the visit. 
 
If you have any questions about our observations, please contact the the state consultant and me and we'll do our best to clarify our comments.
 
Looking forward to seeing you all again in just a couple of weeks.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Team Lead

Template for Day 1 Team Meeting 
(Team Lead and State Consultant draft the agenda collaboratively):

Introductions
Explain Accreditation Cycle/Process
	Define Consensus
Overview documents available for review
Describe what the final document will contain
Will need tally of Constituents interviewed (Interview Placemat)
Provide and review sample of a final product (sample SV report)
Flash Drive contains the following for each Team Member except if document are on institution web site
· Common Standards Narrative
· Program Narratives for each program
· Program Assessment Feedback from PA readers for each program
· Program Assessment Summary for each program
· Biennial Reports
· Biennial Report Feedback from the Commission
· CTC Program Standards (http://www.ctc.ca.gov/educator-prep/STDS-prep-program.html)

Team Members share concerns and questions
Review the Interview Schedule and adjust as needed

2 Month Pre-Visit Topics to be addressed

	
	Lodging & meals at hotel
	

	
	Hotel, 
restaurant options
	

	
	Hotel and campus parking
	

	
	Number of rooms, names of team members
	

	
	Transportation method to review
	

	
	Plan for breakfasts, dinners
	

	
	Meeting room at hotel, cost
	

	
	Technology at the hotel
	

	
	Direct bill to institution, review costs, Contract!
	

	
	Transportation from hotel to campus
	

	
	Technology Arrangements
	

	
	Printing capability
   * Campus/District Office
   * Hotel
	

	
	Computers with internet access-Campus & Hotel
	

	
	Shredder—on campus only
	

	
	Name and telephone for tech support
   •  campus
   •  hotel
	

	
	Documents
	

	
	Planned date to disseminate documents to team members
	

	
	Web, CD, Flash Drive, Paper copies
	

	
	First Day 
	

	
	Team’s arrival/lunch
	

	
	Orientation to campus, programs, document room
	

	
	Poster session? Reception?
	

	
	Interviews
	

	
	Work on Campus
	

	
	Location and organization of document room
	

	
	Access to room: 
Day One
Day Two
Day Three
Day Four
	

	
	Technology on campus
	

	
	Lunches
	

	
	Snacks
No gifts!
	

	
	Times, locations  
	

	
	Interview Schedule
	

	
	Candidates (class visits and scheduled interviews)
	

	
	Completers—last 2-3 years
	

	
	Support Providers, Mentors, Supervisors, Master Teachers
	

	
	Employers—principals, HR directors
	

	
	PDP (Induction only)
	

	
	Faculty, staff, administration
	

	
	Advisory board members
	

	
	Review DRAFT schedule
	

	
	Last Day 
	

	
	Time for dean/director briefing
	

	
	Report out
	

	
	Copy of draft report—printing/distribution
	

	
	to COA—date and time Presentation
	




PROGRAM REPORT TEMPLATE
<Insert Program Name here> Credential Program
 (Program reports are approximately two-four pages in length—per program or group of programs. 

Information from the program summary may be used but at least half of the report should be information gleaned at the site…the local, specific institution/program information.  Provide information such as: “Stakeholders report…” or “Employers and program completers commented…”) 

Introduction to the specific program at the institution providing information in three categories below:

Program Design  
Leadership within the credential program
Communication within the credential program and with the institution
Structure of coursework and field experiences in the credential program. 
Program modifications over the recent two years 
Means for stakeholder input

Course of Study
Effectiveness of the sequence of coursework
Effectiveness and coordination of coursework with field work
Effectiveness of coursework in critical areas (e.g. English learners for all initial teaching programs)
Effectiveness of field placements
Effectiveness of field supervision, advisement, evaluation: frequency, type, from BOTH the program personnel and the district employed individual (master teacher) when required in a program

Candidate Competence
Effectiveness of candidate assessment
How candidates receive information about how they will be assessed in the program and how they are informed of the results of those assessments.

Findings on Standards: 			
After review of the institutional report and supporting documentation and after conducting interviews of candidates, graduates, faculty, employers, and supervising practioners, the team determined that (select the appropriate one of the following, adjust as necessary)
a)  all program standards are met, 
b) all program standards are met with the exception of the following <Insert number of standards here>, which are Met with Concerns, or 
c) all program standards are met with the exception of the following <insert number of standards here> which are Not Met.

Identify the specific standards that are less than fully met, if appropriate, and the specific portion of each standard that is not fully met.

COMMON STANDARDS REPORT EXCERPT
(Common Standards reports are approximately one to two pages in length per standard. Information from the institution’s self-study can be included but at least half of the report should be information gleaned at the site…the local, specific information.  Be careful of “One candidate commented….” Instead say: “Stakeholders report…” or “Program coordinators/directors commented…”) 

Standard 1: Educational Leadership
Met/Met with Concerns/Not Met
The institution and education unit create and articulate a research-based vision for educator preparation that is responsive to California's adopted standards and curriculum frameworks.  The vision provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance and experiences, scholarship, service, collaboration, and unit accountability. The faculty, instructional personnel, and relevant stakeholders are actively involved in the organization, coordination, and governance of all professional preparation programs.  Unit leadership has the authority and institutional support needed to create effective strategies to achieve the needs of all programs and represents the interests of each program within the institution. The education unit implements and monitors a credential recommendation process that ensures that candidates recommended for a credential have met all requirements.

The institution and education unit create and articulate a research-based vision for educator preparation that is responsive to California's adopted standards and curriculum frameworks.


 The vision provides direction for programs, courses, teaching, candidate performance and experiences, scholarship, service, collaboration, and unit accountability. 


The faculty, instructional personnel, and relevant stakeholders are actively involved in the organization, coordination, and governance of all professional preparation programs.  


Unit leadership has the authority and institutional support needed to create effective strategies to achieve the needs of all programs and represents the interests of each program within the institution. 


The education unit implements and monitors a credential recommendation process that ensures that candidates recommended for a credential have met all requirements.



Rationale-- If a Standard is ‘Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met’
A rationale must be provided that details the specific concern and the evidence that led to the team’s decision. 

If the Standard is ‘Met’ the Rationale section is deleted.



Standard 2: Unit and Program Assessment and Evaluation 	
           Met/Met with Concerns/Not Met
The education unit implements an assessment and evaluation system for ongoing program and unit evaluation and improvement. The system collects, analyzes, and utilizes data on candidate and program completer performance and unit operations. Assessment in all programs includes ongoing and comprehensive data collection related to candidate qualifications, proficiencies, and competence, as well as program effectiveness, and is used for improvement purposes. 


The education unit implements an assessment and evaluation system for ongoing program and unit evaluation and improvement. 



The system collects, analyzes, and utilizes data on candidate and program completer performance and unit operations. 



Assessment in all programs includes ongoing and comprehensive data collection related to candidate qualifications, proficiencies, and competence, as well as program effectiveness, and is used for improvement purposes. 


Rationale-- If a Standard is ‘Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met’
A rationale must be provided that details the specific concern and the evidence that led to the team’s decision. 

If the Standard is ‘Met’ the Rationale section is deleted.

Standard 3: Resources                            Met/Met with Concerns/Not Met
The institution provides the unit with the necessary budget, qualified personnel, adequate facilities and other resources to prepare candidates effectively to meet the state-adopted standards for educator preparation. Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for effective operation of each credential or certificate program for coordination, admission, advisement, curriculum and professional development, instruction, field-based supervision and/or clinical experiences, and assessment management. Sufficient information resources and related personnel are available to meet program and candidate needs.  A process that is inclusive of all programs is in place to determine resource needs.

The institution provides the unit with the necessary budget, qualified personnel, adequate facilities and other resources to prepare candidates effectively to meet the state-adopted standards for educator preparation. 



Sufficient resources are consistently allocated for effective operation of each credential or certificate program for coordination, admission, advisement, curriculum and professional development, instruction, field-based supervision and/or clinical experiences, and assessment management. 



Sufficient information resources and related personnel are available to meet program and candidate needs.  



A process that is inclusive of all programs is in place to determine resource needs.


Rationale-- If a Standard is ‘Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met’
A rationale must be provided that details the specific concern and the evidence that led to the team’s decision. 

If the Standard is ‘Met’ the Rationale section is deleted.

BIR Interview Guidelines

In each interview, team members are expected to:

· Provide an introduction
· name(s)
· representing COA
· interviewing as part of CTC accreditation cycle activities
· identify time frame for interview: 25 – 30  (45 – 60) minutes
· Assure confidentiality
· nothing reported with names attached
· results reported by constituency, not individual
· Build rapport; reduce anxiety
· thank the person/group for making time available for the interview
· use an inquiring tone of voice
· maintain a courteous, professional manner
· Take complete notes
· label date/time to facilitate
· record number of stakeholders interviewed and which program(s) they represent if not already indicated on interview schedule
· Keep questions focused on standards/evidence
· Pursue questions until you have the evidence you are seeking
· Ask a wrap-up question
· Is there anything I haven’t asked about that you’d like me to know?
· Even the best program can become even better. Where would you suggest this program/unit look next for further improvement?

In addition, team members are encouraged to

· Begin with open-ended questions; narrow focus as appropriate
· Make positive presuppositions, including
· the programs being reviewed are currently approved
· the program/unit is doing what it says it is doing
· there are multiple sources of supporting evidence
· interviewees want to provide evidence the team needs
· Paraphrase what you hear in order to
· process information
· demonstrate understanding
· invite clarification/correction
· provide opportunities to redirect questions
· Probe unsupported claims
· Cross-check information

[image: ]


Mid Visit Report
College of California
January 22, 2014

This Mid-Visit Report identifies the questions and concerns that the team has at this time.  Additional questions or concerns may be identified during the second day of interviews and evidence gathering.  

	Common Standards
	Questions, Concerns, Standards Less than Fully Met

	2: Unit and Program Assessment and Evaluation
	The team has found evidence of program assessment and evaluation systems being used to guide ongoing program improvement efforts. The team is still seeking evidence of a parallel system at the unit level, where data is gathered, analyzed, across programs and used for ongoing unit improvement—including improvement in unit operations.

	5: Admission
	The team has completed only some of the interviews necessary to determine whether or not this standard is met. Additional interviews are scheduled for this morning, and we expect to gather the additional evidence needed to make a decision on this standard.

	6: Advice and Assistance
	The team has completed only some of the interviews necessary to determine whether or not this standard is met. Additional interviews are scheduled for this morning, and we expect to gather the additional evidence needed to make a decision on this standard.

	7: Field Experience and Clinical Practice
	The team has completed only some of the interviews necessary to determine whether or not this standard is met. Additional interviews are scheduled for this morning, and we expect to gather the additional evidence needed to make a decision on this standard.

	8: District-Employed Supervisors
	The team would like to interview 2 – 3 more Directing Teachers for both the MS/SS and Education Specialist programs from different fieldwork placement sites. Telephone interviews are preferable, and there will be a team member available to conduct the interviews at whatever time(s) they are scheduled.
The team is seeking additional information on how Directing Teachers are trained in supervision and oriented to the supervisory role and evaluated.






	Programs
	Questions or Concerns about Programs

	Multiple Subjects
	The team would like to interview 2 - 3 additional candidates and/or recent program completers. Telephone interviews are preferable, and there will be a team member available to conduct the interviews at whatever time(s) they are scheduled. The team is seeking additional information on level and consistency of support candidates receive from Directing Teachers.

	Single Subject, with Internship
	See Multiple Subjects request above. It will be particularly helpful if one of the candidates is an Intern

	Education Specialist: Mild-Moderate, Level I  with Internship
	The team is seeking additional information about how candidates meet the instructional needs of English learners, particularly in the general education classroom. 





	Opening of a Mid-Visit Report Conversation

	Topic
	What you'd like to say

	Greeting
	





	Purpose of MVR
	





	Content of the Report
	1.





	
	2.






	
	3.






	
	4.  








General Guidance for Initial Site Visit Team Recommendations*

The site visit team must use its collective professional judgment to reach an accreditation recommendation for an institution.  The site visit team’s recommendation for an accreditation decision is a holistic decision based on the common standard findings, and on the number and severity of “Met with Concerns” or “Not Met” findings for the specific programs offered at the institution.  

The COA makes one accreditation decision for the institution and all of its approved educator preparation programs.  This accreditation decision reflects, to a great degree, the team’s findings on the common standards.  However, if one or more programs are found to have significant issues, it is likely that one or more related common standards will reflect findings of ‘Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met.’

The table below provides general guidance to site visit teams as they discuss which accreditation recommendation is appropriate for the institution.  

	Common Standards Less than Fully Met
	Range of Accreditation Recommendations
	Denial of
Accreditation

	# Met with Concerns
	# 
Not Met
	
Accreditation
	with
Stipulations
	with Major
Stipulations
	with
Probationary
Stipulations
	

	0
	0
	
	
	
	
	
Not a recommendation for an initial site visit.  The recommendation of ‘Denial of Accreditation’ is appropriate after a Revisit. 

	1-2
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	1-2
	1-2
	
	
	
	
	

	1-2
	3-4
	
	
	
	
	

	3-4
	0
	
	
	
	
	

	3-4
	1-2
	
	
	
	
	

	3-4
	3-4
	
	
	
	
	

	3-4
	5+
	
	
	
	
	

	5+
	0-2
	
	
	
	
	

	5+
	3+
	
	
	
	
	


*	Findings on Program Standards must be considered by the team in making the accreditation recommendation, and those findings play an integral role in helping the team reach consensus on its recommendation

When teams are deliberating about the accreditation recommendation, they must consider the findings on the common standards, as well as the number and severity of standard findings for the programs.  The table identifies the range of likely accreditation recommendations for an institution based on the number of common standards that are “Met with Concerns” or “Not Met.”  If an institution has none to one or two common standards found to be ‘Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met,’ then the accreditation recommendation would likely be Accreditation or Accreditation with Stipulations which are shown on the left side of table.  If on the other hand, there are a number of common standards found to be “Met with Concerns’ or ‘Not Met,’ then the team’s accreditation recommendation would likely be in the middle or towards the right hand side of the range identified above.

In its determination of an appropriate accreditation recommendation, the accreditation team must also take into consideration the number of educator preparation programs an institution offers.  If an institution offers a small number of programs, then a smaller number of program standards found to be less than fully met becomes significant.  On the other hand, if an institution offers a large number of programs, then a few program standards found to be less than fully met might not be as significant a factor in the accreditation recommendation.

The information provided in the table is only a guide for teams who are considering an accreditation recommendation.  It is useful only as a general reference tool as teams consider the impact of the findings on all Common and program standards to determine an accreditation recommendation.  It does not replace the critically important professional judgment that team members bring to discussions about the degree to which an institution and its programs align with the adopted standards.  Similarly, it does not replace the team’s assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of an institution and its programs, nor of the team’s judgment about the impact of the institution on candidates or the quality of the institution’s offerings.  By the end of the site visit, team members have a great deal of information about an institution, its unique characteristics, and the quality of its programs.  That knowledge, as supported by evidence, is used by the team to generate and justify an accreditation recommendation. 

In like fashion, the table serves as a reference tool for the COA which must consider information from the accreditation report, the team lead, and the institution to render a single accreditation decision.  The table is not a substitute for the professional judgment and experience of the COA members nor is it a substitute for the deliberations that take place at the COA meeting where the accreditation report is presented.
  



	Notes from the COA Report-Out Fishbowl Activity

	Who said it
	Topic
	What was said
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