“What If”
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Some of the forums generated “What If’ discussions about what changes may be included or considerations etc..  Their comments are as follows:

“What If”: (San Diego) 

No one expert 1st year.

· Why is ranking or should be between co-teaching, consultative, collaboration?

· RSP-should not be “Interns” 

Assignments:

· Health/social candidate needs disposition to teach.

· Greater emphasis in general education on “3 Cs.”

· Infusion of gen. ed. understanding of “intro disabilities” etc.-LRE etc., RTI.

· Everybody should pass CSE? MS with full authorization (LEAs are responsible for assignments anyway).

· Induction/Level II start with 120 days 25%-Subject matter etc. BTSA pays for support of Level II for 2 yrs.

· Consultative should be for Level II only.

· Special Education less emphasis on subject matter (all CSET MS = ok).

· Address currant needs of population to child needs focus & setting for instruction; maybe exposed 3Cs models.

“What If”: (Fremont)

What if we keep K-12 credential, estab7lish some common standards between special and general education without doing away with specialization.  
· Flexibility for variety of geographic, better clarification on requirements, multiple routes to subject matter competence overall, i.e., CSET, professional development, waivers options, supplementary.
· Identify essential pieces research based then add rest.  Some measure of cross cultural disability, emotionally, ability in testing.
· Information earlier not prepared to work with in college about requirements to become a teacher.
· How to stop attrition rate?  How much training – one class in mainstream courses not enough for general education.
· Some common standards, including practicum time in special education, joint course work for general and special education.
· More practicum for low incidence with those who can directly communicate.
· Administrators need more special education information due to their role re: lack of support or providing support.

· Program sponsors don’t offer course work in summer (all CSU’s going to year round calendar)

· General education teachers not prepared to do co-teaching, collaborative and/or consultative would help attitudes, support.

 “What If” Fremont) continued

· What if lower undergraduate major for covering much of this?  Monetary support from state so Level II could be done at IHEs not at district BTSA, also Level I funding to IHEs not districts.

· Districts responsibility to provide support providers for Level I with appropriate certificate.  Support providers for Level II should not be interns, should have clear credential.
· Add on certification to multiple subjects or single subject. Should be K-12 with prerequisite core and/or electives.
· Certificate elementary single subject split, elementary to high school based on core include RTI assessment course and/or stand alone RTI course.

· Lack of understanding in field supervisors about level II, BTSA and how they interact.

· Level II – site administrators feel that BTSA (special and general education) is not as relevant.

· BTSA system is “two years”, but flexibility for Level II candidate is needed.

“What If”: (Chico) 
· What should/could Level II Special Education?  With interns, year one of BTSA should have been provided earlier; coursework needs to be tailored to individual candidate’s needs; some courses too idealistic, too positive, not seen as beneficial; no one wants theoretical, want “hands on”; difference between IHE/course environment and the actual classroom, teaching assignment; tie Level I supervisor and Level II SP to be the same person/know the candidate.  Tighter collaboration between the programs.

· When advise students, mild/moderate & moderate/severe, any subject exam/program meets requirements but when employed the assignment will/could require additional subject matter exam/major/program to satisfy NCLB.  Can impact a number of secondary Special Education teachers.

· CSET – moderate/severe (CSET English) can this be deemed subject matter compliant for moderate/severe and/or mild/moderate.

·  “Glorified aide” in co-teaching model can take place if Education Specialist does not have “full” general education subject matter requirements.

· In general, some Education Specialist programs do not have as much for us on secondary education, although it is a K-12, or P-22 credential.

· RTI – how does this interact with credentialing?  Should mild/moderate & moderate/severe have different subject matter requirements?

· Educator preparation is separate from science/other departments on campus.

· Models of delivery are more fluid than credential requirements, credential should be allowed for a varied set of deliver models.

· If a teacher has multiple and single subject credential, then adds Special Education, how does HOUSSE apply?

· Mixed thoughts, when considering developmental needs of students, the K-12 flexibility is wonderful, but the core academic content (assessment/exams) is critical, especially the HS, mild/moderate have K-6 multiple subject credential, 6-12 subject specific credentials or Level II became a “certificate” for a specialized emphasis for the individual teacher, or even early childhood autism, moderate/severe.  How do IHE programs do this? 

“What If”(Chico) continued

· Students are overwhelmed and saturated in Special Education, maybe use a blended approach.

· Define co-teaching; collaborative, consultative models, where working well?

· Levels of sophistication/skills, how does this relate to the credential authorization?
· Interns might be defined as at a certain level and not working in certain delivery models.

· Consultative, school wide, work with other educators; would this be a certificate and how much experience/coursework would be required? National Board certification? Could this lead to consultative.

· RTI; what/how will RTI be addressed in the revised Education Specialist standards?  Does basic, new intern have the K, S, A to be in a co-teaching or consultative model?

· Midlife career changer has content, but no pedagogy, need to encourage and have flexible pathways.

· Secondary teacher that has content but does not value differentiation or a variety of strategies.

· A lot of talk, all multiple and single subject need more than the single standard in SB 2042 on Special Education, not enough on mainstreaming in Level I multiple and single subject.

· Standard for consultation is not included in multiple subjects.  Specialized content and specialized assignment in low-incidence.  Moderate overlap in both mild/moderate & moderate/severe confusion on what moderate means in each credential.

· Bachelors degree more for subject matter competency for core secondary (decide early advisement in undergraduate)
· Is there any flexibility for fewer core subject areas?

· HOUSSE in service delivery model not subject matter per se.  NCLB concerned what to teach, not where.

· 18 year old “child find” service learning, recruiting in thinking.

· More than one route including for those not previously in education.

· With NPS schools serving mild, moderate, and severe disabilities, which credential should be pursued?

· Could there be a credential mild, moderate, severe Education Specialist which would include all areas of training, replacing the two current credentials with only one Special Education credential.

· Could the current Education Specialist credentials be replaced with one Special Education credential which would include preparation in both mild/moderate and moderate/severe areas? Specific areas i.e., deaf or visually impaired could be sought as supplemental authorizations similar to the current process for single subject authorizations.

· To address the Special Education credential for secondary education, could there be a subject matter authorization (supplemental authorization) in the area of “secondary education” as a whole after the teacher met a determined number of college units in specific areas and/or passing an examination developed to measure subject matter competency?

· Define the Special Education population and the goal of Special Education. What is our goal? If inclusion is the goal, then base credential in multiple subjects should be paramount and include Special Education components to assist inclusion with regular education teachers as they work with Special Education teachers.

“What If”(Chico) continued

· How moderate/severe credential program curriculums can be beefed up to include more preparation for the education population they may serve?  Currently, teachers                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 enrolled in these programs do not seem as prepared as they could be in these areas?
· Delay in processing Special Education credentials significantly impacts CDE school site certification relating to NCLB requirement.  CDE will grant only conditional certification if faculty meet NCLB requirements but have not yet received their credential from CTC.

· General education BA meet subject matter i.e., constitution requirement.

· Variety of application for Special Education, develop system for Special Education, room school HOUSSE with variety of disabilities in same room.

· Possible paradigm shift start with clean slate – look at what does individual need?

· National involvement teacher preparation standards out of state.

· Models/definition; co-teaching, collaborative, consultative.

· Co-teaching; can be called team teaching, two or more delivering instruction to students, both teachers of record, appropriate credential (both) voluntary and parity may be preferred.

· Collaborative; working with general teacher in/or more specific areas not necessarily daily. One teacher of record, appropriately credentialed, one appropriate credential not have to be teacher of record providing expertise as opposed to delivery of initial instruction.

· Consultative; more direct teacher to teacher than direct instruction to students; giving information; Einstein Middle School co-teaching, Sacramento City (science), job sharing teachers don’t fit in above definitions.  San Joaquin co-collaborative sites dissatisfaction, feel lost decision making capability, etc.  Glorified aide? Will C. Wood, Sac City co-teaching with Cal State site for “leadership” high performing sites, Special Education sites. Buttercup, Los Virgenes Unified preschool co-teaching and collaborative.

· Challenges; regulations, why go into teaching, frustrations, have credential for teaching, philosophical issues, RTI, general education responsibility. General education programs need to include differential instruction, what happened to good teaching vs. requirements, develop system, personnel HR sites, core for all and some specific Special Education.

· Components; divide Special Education population, SDC, RSP, NPS, mild to severe. Low incidence, supplemental authorizations; HR perspective lessens burn out, or options; changing populations within special needs kids; retention, retirees, etc.; multiple and single subject current credential should include more Special Education information KSA would still be addressed.

· What if; driving away now could increase retaining teachers; all teachers would have competency or background of any service delivery; NCLB is employment issue, not credential issue; in California any subject matter gets in the door. Districts, county offices take on additional training; some with health exam doing fine; why muck with employment issues?

“What If”: (Sacramento City)
· How can we influence bachelor’s level courses?
· Shouldn’t address by age groups. Don’t decide by age, creates preparation and employment challenges.
· How can I find good people to put in classes? More narrow and more problems not being best for kids.
· Options for secondary; general education content people to help.
· Clarify middle/secondary issues; some subject may take lesser training with team. Teacher creates more flexibility.

· When Education Specialist doesn’t have multiple subject, then more restricted of what they can do i.e., middle school.
· Master schedule; what can teach vs. qualified to teach; immediate issue; consultative-NCLB says re-teach; not initial instruction; appropriate credential-regulation clarified, HQ deemed with this.
· Bachelor’s degree more for subject matter comp. for core secondary (decide early advisement in undergraduate).

· Is there any flexibility for fewer core subject areas?
· HOUSSE in service delivery model not subject per se.  NCLB – concerned what to teach, not where.
· 18 yr. old “child find” service learning recruiting in thinking.
· More than one route including for those not previously in education.
· General education meets BA meet subject matter, i.e., constitution requirement.
· Variety of application for special education development system for “one room school house with variety of disabilities in same room.
· Possible paradigm shift, start with clean slate – look at what does individual need?
· National movement teacher preparation standards out of state.
· Models/definitions: Co-teaching: can be called team teaching; two or more delivering instruction to students; both teachers of record; appropriate credential (both); parity (voluntarily, maybe preferred).  Collaborative consultative: working with general education teacher in or more specific areas not necessarily daily; one teacher of record, appropriately credentialed; one appropriate credentialed not have to be teacher of record providing expertise as opposed to delivery of initial instruction.
· Consultative – more direct teacher to teacher than direct instruction to students; giving information; Einstein Middle School, co-teaching Sac City (Science); “job sharing” teachers don’t fit in above definitions; San Joaquin County, collaborative sites dissatisfaction = feel lost decision making capability, etc.  “Glorified aide”?

· Model – Will C. Wood Sac City co-teaching with Cal State site for “leadership” high performing sites for special education sites. 

· Buttercup – Los Virgenes Unified Pre-school co-teaching and collaborative.

· Challenges: regulations; why they went into teaching; frustrations.

· Make: one credential for teaching; philosophical issues; RTI and general education responsibility; make general education programs; need to include differential instructions, what happened to good teaching vs. requirements.

· Develop system; personnel sites, perfect world-core for all and some specific special education components.

· Divide special education population; SDC, RSP, NPS Mild to Severe.

· Low incidents – supplemental authorizations.

· HR perspective lessens, burn out, more options.

“What If” (Sacramento City) continued

· Change populations within special education needs kids; retention, retirees, etc.

· Multiple and Single Subject current credential should include more special education information, KSA would still be addressed.

· Driving away now could increase retaining teachers.

· All teachers would have competency or background of any service delivery.
· NCLB is employment issue not credential issue in California – any subject matter gets in the door.  District/county offices take on additional training.  Some with health exam doing “fine”.  Why muck with employment issue?

“What if”: (LMU)
· Consistency very important; layers/tiered approach; beginning contents standards-differentiate-behavior management skills, RSP collaboration-administrator becomes managers; hierarchy of skills and how to approach.
· Practicum/experience in other settings: RSP, SDS, M/S, Collaborative.
· Collaboration and components attached; mentoring pipeline top and intensive (pool of mentors) years leave to become a mentor. What was programs specialist? Shift “ours” vs. “theirs”.
· Understanding disabilities; why don’t kids learn? True understanding of best practices; student engaged, pass case HEE esteem, transition, career development and skills.
· Not all district-mentors need to be trained at IHEs.
· Allow new teachers to teach, not be mentors, supervisors, specialists or administrator designees.
· 43 limit dual; 3 + Intern; 18 units masters; 2 years without masters; 6 weeks summer general education field work.
· Mindful of geographic distances, variability, rural flexibility-how? How to use retired teachers? Recently, issue to knowing standards.
· What does regular education need in terms of Special Education?  Can we impact their Induction?
· No exceptions for low incidence, etc., or specific areas (categories) – all would need to have same experience.
· Mentoring certification for support providers, could contribute to one on one aide; issue by parents and general education teacher for districts.

· How to address aides who are not allowed to use own class for practicum (flexibility/reasonableness).
· Aides-maybe some district will leave.

· Many Special Education teachers are not teaching to state standards; many Special Education secondary are over teaching up to five areas; Autism is not a category under mild/moderate, aphasia is a non-continuing category beyond 4th - 5th grades.

· Teachers don’t have enough instruction re: behavior management, paraprofessional, leadership in general education.

· High schools putting Special Education teachers in collaborative models without support or training.

· Collaboration is a dirty word to general education – if co-teaching not equal status.

· NPS don’t get enough information on credentials, changes in timely fashion.

· K-12 credential; which subject matter test? Requirement vs. employer.

“What If” (LMU) continued
· Out of state subject matter and credential issues. Intern disconnect for IHE requirements and employment.

· Schools are shifting teacher assignment even though they have subject matter in one area.
· STIPS and PIPs – with CDE and CTC; short term staff permit; provisional intern permit.

· Assessment teachers don’t get enough assessing in children curriculum, etc.

· Better than 15 years ago? OHI/ADD – IEP – Attention/Ryan credential.

· Teachers not getting enough on how to “adopt” curriculum task analysis.

· Interns “teaching too soon” may not have enough experience, yet disconnect between CDE monitoring and what happens in teacher training programs; need to prevent penalizing teachers and districts.

· New interns being ask to do extra curricular secondary cover classes, cover IEPs, other assignments, assessments.

· Yes – 10 (keep grade level flexibility due to movements of staff); No – 2 (more flexibility in subject matter).

· District grade level focus; elementary focus and secondary focus; shortage may not be an issue; especially in secondary due to undergraduate movement into subject matter at high schools.  If they have subject more interested in going to general education.

· Maybe in mild/moderate only need subject matter credential vs. secondary/elementary.

· Shortages issue; ask how to get general education credential when working on Special Education credential.

· Leave to general education due to paperwork.

· LAUSD – general education move on temps to Special Education; no shortage Special Education elementary.

· K-12 credential; subject matter-teacher with Special Education address RTI, etc.

· Should or how accommodate for NPS to the normal “rules” requirement to use current from sending district.

· Need more flexibility to move Special Education to General or vice versa?

· Class size issue when more Special Education in and General Education can’t or won’t work with when more than one or two; teachers need more support.

· Teachers don’t like collaborative model because they don’t get to teach; change mindset: rethink how to provide services to kids.

· Can we train Special Education teachers under RSP structure? General education has different frame of reference or Special Education teacher responsible?

· General education needs to know more about Special Education kids.
· How do “all means all” vs. individual categories in delivery and disability.

· Does it mean dual assignment? (in district)

· LAUSD model Joan – models need to be accepting small learning communities at secondary; comfort level of teachers; rotation, work large urban, specialties of credential/content.

· HQ NPS – Intern program help with mentors.

“What If” (LMU) continued

· Collaborative – everything between county and consultant, one person in charge of all decisions, other re-teaching and intervention umbrella term – not necessarily classroom, other service provider, etc. based involve community, difficult to define per se.  Both parties have expertise and share different perspectives of problem and how to solve it. One role background; brings specific instruction “in and out”, could be less academic helping with modification and accommodations.

· Consultative – one person sharing expertise with one who doesn’t know, expert from a far model, demonstrate for success experts.
· Don’t repeat what has already been done.

· Define co-teaching: in classroom both general education and Special Education equitably, same room/same time, parallel teaching; two people share responsibility of instruction program; to plan, deliver, equal effort and tasks with different models – station – one lead (comfort level), rotating groups; keep on list, still all – one day change roles; informed consent from teachers and identify kids needs like a married couple.

· General education – LH – RSP – theoretically this worked better? Still a need for both “extra” operant where fall apart for student interventions. All need reading training in depth; pendulum, examine change criteria of children; options for experienced teachers without coursework; state national role of professional competencies i.e., CED etc.; transition from xx credential to get as an “add on”, need to be program that allow teachers to grow.

· Teachers reluctant to get instruction from peer – how to change that?

· Probably should, logically won’t; out of the box – test for Special Education to make HQ, federal don’t like idea; curriculum credential programs - choices. i.e., math/science, language arts may create too long a program; may be easier for credential but time for program; “high incidence vs. low incidence; maybe problematic if one for all, DHH, autism.

· Challenge – being held to regulations; LAUSD not in place now; HOUSSE now frustrating for all; efficacy/retention correlation to student gain research left because not felt qualified in particular subject.

· Low incidence – Ohio moderate/severe put in, change back to categories; “reality vs. want to have happen”.

· Professional learning community; Santa Monica, all academic teaching four periods, all teachers in teams.

· Four levels: 1) SDC/NPS general education or modified general education, earlier grades in district or off site, think of children developing reading and linguistic capabilities, how to change setting to develop language and reading; 2) co-teaching students with 2/4 teachers, both special education and general education, lots of support for kids; 3) team or collaborative – learning centers in and out; 4) full inclusion – general education teacher with lots of knowledge in special education with consultative model or some tutor.

· Discuss long range implications; are identified by disability. If we stop identifying by disability; disability has spectrum of its own fallout both ways; students need for support drives in service delivery; credentialing and money in program delivery have driven in past; is plan on metal vs. physical disabilities? 

· NPS – without any environmental access to general education, easily NPS experience should count toward credential; Title 5, section – letter for one year education prior or certification/something similar.

“What If” (LMU) continued
· Largest number of Special Education kids; no move to lesser number if Special Education; low functioning; Special Education high functioning.

· NPS – specialization on moderate/severe level life skills; vocational education handicapped; re-examine commonalities of multiple subject, single subject merge to advance Education Specialist; more than one year preparation not enough general education? Liberal studies, psych majors different perspective – exam?

“What If” (CSU, Fresno)
· Level II not working for DHH Fresno because amount of time to be enrolled. Budget – travel so much for faculty without funding structure system wide. Fremont, Bakersfield, etc. Need online? Contact with district continuing cost to students. Look at Cal State Teach model for preliminary and when do Special Education for Level II? Provide support providers at school site, money don’t get involved until connection at IHEs.

· Foster advanced skills and knowledge. Don’t want to loose that some students need more support than others, to what extent? Need to prevent some of same mistakes. Concern if cut content could be void.

· Online limitations quality lost? Three partners: program sponsor, student and employer.  What do employers understand their role to be for Induction and beginning teachers as they leave IHE program?

· Support, support, support! Communication, what about leadership issues and need to meet “new leader challenge”, need to be at same table/collaboration.

· Reflection, how do we grow our own? How to take care of your own?

· DHH – frustration, so many students don’t know grade level until student teaching or hired.

· Don’t have subject matter as such. Difficult to determine where jobs and what assignments will be.

· Other than BA – not CSET tests for all areas for qualifying as HQ. Don’t understand with self contain Education Specialist, why won’t we accept CSET multiple subject for middle and high schools?

· How much, if possible for county offices – why Special Education teachers become “not teacher of record” when dealing with specific areas and cost to take so many tests for teachers.

· Could PHI be folded in moderate/severe? Why are we keeping separate? Many Special Education teachers with poor math skills and being expected to teach math now?

· Special Education; remedial math or algebra (uncomfortable but needed) are you seeing that?

· Moderate/severe requirements for middle and high schools?

· How can we have more flexibility for small districts? One size fits all may not work.

· California student standards are among highest; do we need to rethink these expectations so it would be comparable for teachers teaching?

· How do we advise middle and secondary folks, don’t know what positions will have.

· Frustration for hiring moderate/severe when small pool and expectations for subject matter.

· Students have to pay out too much money for testing.  Problem with merging RICA, some was a “post exam”, how to give reading instruction to undergraduates for prior entrance to teacher preparation.

“What If” (CSU, Fresno) continued

· PIP; professional intern permit, one year. STIP; short term intern permit can not renew.

· Need not to have – one size fits all moderate/severe and flexibility to meet HQ. Let districts make determination on HQ, in-service training, etc., builds in probationary steps?

· Can’t be lumped together. Breath and depth of knowledge needed. High school single subject, etc. Why not have a multiple subject secondary credential? May do away with SDCs and all kids mainstreamed. How to deal with it?

· Yes, didn’t understand. HOUSSE process – is it working? Yes, from county offices is working okay, not perfect.
· Yes, fewer SDC classes. Solution for shortage could cause DIS staff program specialists.
· CSET multiple subject – only second has majors. Major equivalent and CSET options.
· Mild/moderate; should be same subject matter as moderate/severe and Level I. Get foundational base of knowledge.

· Yes, based on above question, but not DHH teacher of record. Support vs. core. No in support role, yes if core teacher of record. Show units rather than a test/diversity major reinstated.
· Many initial licensed not credentialed such as OT, PT. Yes, more time in different Special Education settings and with service providers. No similar requirement for multiple and single time in various Special Education.
· TPA differences/portfolio differences. Don’t follow RSP, center based etc. experience. Assignments need to link to ability to accommodate lesson plans and more experience. CSET takes care of this.
· Due to alternate CSET/SS for secondary IHEs may have to make some changes.
· IHEs could work with district to help get teachers qualified for additional subject matter competence.
· Moderate/severe and subject matter competence at high school; how can we expect this?
· Define: co-teaching; consultative; collaboration. 
· Co-teaching, two teachers one subject, roles and responsibilities of all students, maybe two groups of students (one group general education kids, one group Special Education kids). Two or more professionals teach in one classroom. Five models of co-teaching. a) one teaches one assist in general education and special education, benefit all kids included, negative- Special Education teacher “glorified aide”. b) station teachers, student ratios less per teacher, different exposure for students with both teachers. Problems, kids not engaged; amount of time per station. c) parallel teaching, two parts-each teacher with large groups, good-Special Education teacher knows content equally collaboration between professionals sometimes noisy. d) alternative: take turns to teach, switch rolls, good collaboration, planning, cohesion, bad time consuming, must match personalities. e) team teaching – like alternative/two professional; collaborative “overcome professional turf” needs administrator support, mutual trust and commitment.
· Consultative – Special Education expert telling other general education what to do. Can we have a statewide seamless co-teaching model?

· Retention – support, support, support. Don’t lose quality and content of specialty areas. How can we expect K-12 to work in these collaborative settings if IHEs don’t?

“What If” (CSU, Fresno) continued

· What if co-teaching is mandated? NCATE requires collaboration. Required co-teaching experiences in 1999, are we behind? Modeling at IHE, they should see it at IHE level without faculty being penalized. Integrated model maybe easier for mild/moderate. Keep “band aiding”. All groups could benefit from this but breath and depth for Level I more training.

· Can California become proactive instead of letting lawsuits lead the way? English Learner teachers have to have training, but all will have special needs kids and not all will have English Learners.  Important for school administrator to have more than one Special Education class if “leading”. Parents – what if every parent had to give time monthly to the school and be part of team parent/child/teacher. Some charters do-and break barriers.

· Tulare county, Burbank has TRIPOD, Jamul Duldwra (San Diego Co.) Fresno University – some schools.

· If co-teaching were mandated in California, what would role of parents be? Need guidelines for parents.

· Co-teaching – maybe more diversified delivery of instruction. How impact current teaching to test?
“What If”: (Claremont)
· Missing key stakeholders; SELPA, county and district administrator should be involved.

· Collaboration – language good.  Level II with district and IHE’s.  Identify successful collaboration models.  How to legislate “collaboration” “Japan – mandates.”

· Could legislate support provider funding for both IHE’s and districts.  1,209 mentor money, interns; so how does 847 districts have interns.

· What is magical for teaching special education?  Good teaching is across board, core for all methodology pedagogy.  Special education IEP, low incidence, AT, add high level preparation for general teachers.  Level II – IEP support provide assessment, behavior intervention for general education.  Matrix – align CFASST collaboration with general education.

· What candidates already doing.  Common language among all.  End Level I – all teach mild/moderate kids.  Meets IDEIA, meets intervention, and meets NCLB.  End Level II – finish additional expertise.  District site administrator needs special education competencies.
· District has different subject matter requirements vs. IHE’s.  
· CSET now required vs. not having CSET.

· What is “HQ in special education”?  What does it mean?  Difference between what commission says vs. district.

· Middle of program, candidates must be on same page with communication from the state dept, SBE, and CTC.

· Tried to move to mandates. What? Problems?

· School of Education (numbers down).  Borderline ridiculous for candidates.

· Address law but assumption wrong – may not always be teacher.  Unintended consequence diversity of student learning styles.

· Many models developed without special education in mind. Re: BTSA

· Basic premises flawed.  Can’t just make these laws “tweaked” for special education.

· If HQ special education not same as for other students, are we lessening standards for special needs kids?

“What If” (Claremont) continued
· Definition of co-teaching and collaboration.

· Do we need to look at different requirements and standards for separate elementary and secondary?  Special education credential or mild/moderate vs. moderate/severe?  Subject matter competence.

· H.S. single subject issue most history, social science vs. language arts.

· Don’t want to be defensive or contemptuous but.

· We grasp for change without looking at whole picture.  Maybe high school model of co-teaching can be solution for middle and high school.

· What are the sizes of and support of IHE special education faculty?  How “special” is special education?  Trying to match a model.

· New Mex. Co-teaching may not have been successful.  What are clear definition and service delivery models?  Co-teaching, collaboration, paraprofessional skills necessary to do each.  Anything less may doom IHE programs if don’t offer all.

· Determined content and pedagogy for special education.  Professional competencies instead of subject matter preparation.

· No comparability if have masters in reading but not pass test.  Assumption: have to pass a test?

· Focus lacking in more observation in field work, watching them teach.  Lack “clinical” experience (fieldwork) time, due to politics etc.  No degree in education in undergraduate may contribute.

· Don’t have experience till graduate.  If we get rid of subject matter, are we = to multiple/single subject?

· HQ should honor special education.  KSPS shares learning style of students, lack of recognition of expertise.

· How can one teacher be expected to do all and know all?  High school Education Specialist teaching in class by themselves.

· Single subject, teacher’s not accepting special education who teach specific subject.  Teachers stuck/flex due to credential?  Due process issues; district, administration, how to establish support equally among all teachers?

· District squeeze – compliance.  Do we need exit exam in special education pedagogy with subject matter expertise in pedagogy opposed to academic subject?

· What if we stay in NCLB with a CSET for subject matter content of what special education teaches, i.e., foundational math.  Do special education teachers need competence at foundation or highest level?  Maybe under compliance depending on service delivery model.

· For SH kids we need to recognize as part of rest of population then offer co-teaching model perhaps specialist deliver service.

· Low incidence may be consultative.  SH may be teacher of record, but general education provide collaboration or consultation.  Level I kids same as general education.

· “Perfect model” If you have cooperating teachers, do we need subject matter competence?  Interns; how do we get cooperating teachers?

· School boards; federal funds won’t lose.  Maybe “add on” certificate for anyone?  School district and all involved meet regularly for field testing models, needs, not we vs. them.

· Have some grass roots models identified.  Capistrano Unified; school by school, 15-20 years.  Oxnard Union High School District; all, Pacific High School; San Diego City schools; various models collaborative; Claremont Unified School District; summer, technology specialist.

“What If” (Claremont) continued
· Would administrative model Level II work for special education?  How do we use over supply of experience subject matter multiple and single subject teachers? Or can we?

· Consensus; need to keep Level II; need both district and not one or other.  Core of subject matter with versatility; can’t be employed first year, maybe undergraduate or 5th year.  Not paid for a year; observation/fieldwork.  Then minimum of two years Level II; 1st year intern year; teacher of record; 2nd year; continue coursework and specialty.

· Different levels of “residency” with lots of support.  Induction for professional clear in district cause IHEs don’t have support at providers much collaboration still.

· General education teachers; how to fit square pegs in round holes; but identify those who voluntarily want to and make coursework more accessible and how much use competency model.  Flexibility; more consistency for equivalency for prior coursework campus specific.
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