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II. List of Reviewers  
●Dr. Linda Kay Davis, Academic Advisor for APSU English majors with a minor in     

  Professional Education prepared this report and sent it to the following reviewers for input and  

  comment: 

●Dr. David Guest, Chair, Department of Languages and Literature at APSU 

●Mrs. Shirley Ross, Consulting Language Arts Teacher, Clarksville Montgomery County School    

  System (shared on September 13, 2013, during a meeting at the CMCSS Board of Education) 

●Bill Locke, Secondary Supervisor, Robertson County Schools 

● Robert Reid, teacher in Dickson County Schools and former English major at APSU 

●Lauren Drake, teacher at West Creek Middle School, Clarksville Montgomery County Schools 

 

 

 

III. Program Description:  

The Department of Languages and Literature offers an English major with a minor in 

Professional Education leading to licensure to teach English/Language Arts in grades 7-12. 

During 2012-2013, the number of undergraduate English majors with a minor in professional 

education fluctuated between 106 in the fall semester to 113 in the spring semester. During 2012-

2013, nineteen candidates earned initial licensure in English and one received an alternative 

license. Eighteen of these candidates were females, one male; fifteen were Caucasians; four were 

African Americans. These numbers represent positive progress toward increased diversity among 

candidates. 

 

Our department has experienced an increase in the number of post-baccalaureate students 

returning to the university to seek licensure to teach English. Some of these students are also in 

the MAT program in the College of Education and are advised by the director of the MAT 

program and by Dr. Davis, who also advises all undergraduate English majors seeking licensure. 

Dr. Davis served as the second or third person on MAT committees for eight graduate candidates 

seeking English licensure and as chair for one MAT students’ committee. 

 

In spring semester of 2013, the Austin Peay State University Martha Dickerson Erikson College 

of Education implemented Residency 1and Residency 2 for the senior year for all candidates 

seeking licenses to teach in secondary school, grades 7-12. Residency 1 ideally occurs during the 

fall semester of the senior year during which English majors who are candidates for secondary 

licensure are enrolled with other secondary cohorts in the following courses: EDUC 4080, 

Classroom Management; EDUC 4400, Theories of Learning; EDUC 4160, Diversity; SPED 

3000; and ENGL 4400, Teaching English in the Secondary School, Grades 7-12. Candidates 



attend these classes for eight weeks before progressing to a five-week field experience during 

which candidates are in mentors’ classrooms all day every day. Candidates assist in mentors’ 

classrooms by co-teaching, teaching, tutoring, and assessing assignments. During Residency 1, 

candidates for English licensure are required to plan and teach a three-to-five lesson segment that 

considers students’ backgrounds, academic knowledge, and disabilities. Each candidate 

videotapes one lesson and cuts it to a ten-minute segment, collates and disaggregates data from 

assessments of student learning in the three to five lessons and reflects upon how the instruction 

has impacted student learning. Then, students must select three students in the class and examine 

those students progress and provide explanations of how the candidate will provide opportunities 

for these three students to improve or extend their learning. 

 

In a similar way, during their Residency 2 clinical teaching experience in 2012-2013, English 

majors with a minor in Professional Education and MAT candidates seeking licensure to teach 

secondary English/Language Arts participated in pilot and field tests of the edTPA, a capstone 

assessment the State of Tennessee now requires as part of the licensure process. As part of the 

pilot and field testing, candidates used demographic information and data about their students to 

plan appropriate instruction. Candidates videoed themselves as they taught and then wrote 

extensive reflections on their teaching, used assessments to gather data on their students’ 

progress and achievement, and used that data to reflect on the effect of their teaching on student 

success. During that teaching event, candidates had to scaffold the instruction so that their 

students learned the academic language necessary to succeed in learning the topic of the lesson. 

Finally, candidates made recommendations for future lessons for the whole class and for targeted 

struggling students.   

 

IV. Changes in Program 

 

What changes have you made to the program during the past year?   

What data drove the decision to change the program?   

Data Driven Changes Resulting from Exit Surveys of Candidates, Classroom Mentors, and 

University Supervisors: 

Because data from candidates’ exit surveys in 2011-2012 indicated they did not feel “adequately 

prepared” to establish appropriate instructional goals and objectives, In ENGL 3420, The 

Adolescent Experience Literature (required course for English majors seeking licensure), I 

emphasized using student demographics and prior knowledge in planning for instruction. For a 

lesson plan that was taught to their peers, I provided candidates with description of fictitious 

classes that included students with specific learning styles, cultural and social backgrounds, and 

disabilities to be considered in planning the lesson. 

 

Data from candidates’ exit surveys in 2011-2012 also indicated a perception of not being well 

prepared to interpret assessment data appropriately and to use information for instruction and 

evaluating student academic achievement and attitudes to determine the amount of positive 

change toward learning. Classroom mentors and university supervisors had some similar 

concerns about the candidates’ ability to utilize achievement data to address strengths and 

weaknesses of students and to use this data to guide instructional decisions. Thus, I had students 



in ENGL 4400/5400 assess a number of essays for each of the six traits of writing as if these 

were essays from the same class. Candidates wrote “Lessons Learned” and “Comments” related 

to each essay. Next, they reviewed strategies for teaching each trait and for helping writers who 

struggle with the particular trait.  Then, in groups, they worked to determine general areas of 

strengths of these essays and areas for focus in future writing workshops. Candidates also read 

essays by talented writers and by struggling writers and proposed ways to assist these students 

either to advance their writing for the writer with strong skills or to improve the struggling 

writers’ skills  I also  required candidates in spring semester Residency 1 experience to complete 

a practice Task 3: Assessment of the edTPA. Previously, when we were piloting the edTPA, I 

had required students to complete only Task 1 and 2. I used Task 3 rubrics to assess Task 3 and 

scanned a copy of the rubrics with my comments and suggestions to each of the candidates.  

 

Candidates’ responses in exit surveys indicated a slight need to improve in establishing 

appropriate goals and objectives and to develop goals and objectives to foster thinking processes 

appropriate to grade level (3.17/4). A similar concern was reflected in responses of classroom 

mentors and university supervisors of student teachers (2.37/3). Thus, candidates in  the ENGL 

4400/5400 class did a close study of Daggett’s article on Rigor and Relevance in teaching; then, 

each candidate wrote one lesson plan to scaffold learning and to foster students’ functioning at 

the Quadrant D.  

 

Data Driven Changes Resulting from edTPA scores from spring semester of 2012: 

 

Assessment: Using feedback to guide further learning (28% Level 1)  

 

Change to address this area: 

 

In ENGL 4400/5400, students assessed student essays and wrote comments to provide feedback 

that was constructive, specific, and useful for improvement. 

 

Instruction:  Engaging students in learning (28% at Level 1) 

  Deepening student learning during instruction (29% at Level 1) 

  

Change to address this area: 

 

The English program participated in a pilot of a new lesson plan template that addressed both 

engaging students an deepening student learning. Students are now required to plan for these 

areas and to reflect upon them after teaching lessons in field placements. Also, I required 

students to view Teaching Channel videos of teachers engaging their students in learning. In 

these videos students interact with their peers in pairs and small groups while the teacher 

functions as a facilitator who monitors learning  and engages with students in discussions of their 

work. 

 

Academic Language: Developing students’ academic language and content learning (28% 

at Level 1) 

 

Change to address this area: 



  

Students were invited to attend a workshop on Academic Language and now are required to be 

familiar with the edTPA publication “Making Good Choices,” which give guidelines for 

developing academic language. I also changed the textbook for ENGL 4400/5400 to the 

following text:  

 

Burke, Jim. The English Teacher’s Companion. 4th ed. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann,  

        2013. Print. 

 

Burke’s textbook, which shows connection between strategies and  Common Core State 

Standards (CCSS), contains about twenty pages discussing strategies to embed vocabulary and 

academic language into lessons. Additionally, the pilot lesson plan required students to identify 

language demands of lessons and to include strategies for developing language during the lesson.  

 

I also required students in the Spring 2013 ENGL 4400 class to purchase two books by Teachers 

for Teachers that contain exemplary unit plans built around CCSS. These units include lessons 

that model how to scaffold academic language. 

 

V. Program Strengths 

 

From the data presented during the data retreat and other reports available to you, what 

are the identified strengths of this program? 

 

Analyses are based on data from exit surveys student teachers, mentors, and university 

supervisors completed during Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 in addition to Praxis II and edTPA 

scores, Academic Audit recommendations, and rubric derived from the unit plan key assessment 

for ENGL 4400. 

Note: As part of some parts of this analysis, I have included data from sources so the analysis 

will be clearer to the reader. Linda Davis 

 

Strengths as Shown by Praxis II English Language, Literature, Composition, and Content 

Knowledge (0041)  

 

Praxis II English Content Exams scores indicate English candidates know their content. For 

example, of the student teachers completing student teaching in Fall 2012, all seven candidates 

passed the Praxis II English Content Exam with 8 attempts and earned an average score of 172, 

or 20 points above the minimum score of 157. Although their scores on the Praxis II English 

Content Exam were not quite as high as those earned by candidates completing student teaching 

in fall semester of 2012, candidates completing student teaching in the spring semester of 2013 

also passed the content exam with an average score of 162, or 5 point above the minimum score 

of 157. 

 

Seven candidates who completed student teaching in Fall 2012 passed The Praxis II English 

Language, Literature, Composition, and Pedagogy Exam (0043) with 9 attempts and an average 

score of 145, the minimum passing score in Tennessee. This exam was dropped as a requirement 



for licensure and replaced with the edTPA for candidates who completed student teaching in 

Spring 2013.  

 

Strengths as Indicated by edTPA Scores 

 

Scores on edTPA for Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 indicated Secondary English/Language Arts 

candidates were  strong in their abilities to plan sequential instruction for their specific subject 

area understanding and that they include in their plans ways to support needs of varied learners. 

Not only can they plan for instruction but also can deliver instruction that engages learners and 

deepens student learning during instruction. These candidates understood the academic language 

of their content area and its demands and understood how to develop students’ language 

development in content.  In Fall 2012, in seven of the edTPA categories, APSU 

Secondary/Language Arts candidates earned average scores that exceeded the national average, 

with one at the national average. The seven categories exceeding the national area are listed 

below with the average national score preceding the APSU score:  

 P1- Planning (3.2/3.4), 

P2b-Justification of Planning (3.1/3.4),  

P3- Planning Assessments (3.2/3.4, 

AS3- Using Assessments to Inform Instruction 2.9/3.4),  

AN1- Analyzing Teaching Effectiveness (2.9/3.2),  

AL2- Content Academic Language (2.9/3.4),  

 AL3-Developing Academic Language (2.9/3.0).   

APSU secondary English/Language Arts candidates earned an average score of 3.0 on As2 Using 

Feedback; this score was the same as the national average score. Thus, on 8 of the 13 categories 

reported for the Fall 2012 edTPA administration of the Secondary English/Language edTPA exam, APSU 

English student teachers earned at or above the national average score.  

Note: At the time this report was prepared the comparison of national and APSU scores for the Spring 

2013 administration of the edTPA had not been received. 

Percentage Scores on edTPA in Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 indicated specific strengths within the 

categories listed below although the entire category may not have met or exceeded the national 

score.  

 

PLANNING: 

 

Planning Focused Sequential Instruction: 56 % at Level 3; 33% at Level 4 (Fall 2012) 
 



Planning for Subject Specific Understanding: 60% at Level 3; 20% Level 4 (Spring 2013) 

Planning to Support Needs of Learners: 60% at Level 3; 20% at Level 3 (Spring 2013) 

Planning for Understanding: Planning 1: 60% at Level 3; 20 % at Level 4 (Spring 2013) 

INSTRUCTION: 

Engaging Students in Learning: 60% at Level 3 (Spring 2013) 

Deepening Student Learning During Instruction: 80% at Level 3 (Spring 2013) 

ASSESSMENT: 

Using Assessment to Inform Instruction: 11% at Level 5; 11% at Level 4; 33% at Level 3 (Fall 

2012) 

Analyzing Teacher Effectiveness: 22% at Level 4; 67% at Level 3 (Fall 2012) 

Using Feedback to Guide Further Learning: 33% at Level 4; 33% at Level 3 (Fall 2012) 

Using Feedback to Promote Learning: 80% at Level 3 (Spring 2013) 

ACADEMIC LANGUAGE: 

Content Academic Language: 56% at Level 3; 11% at Level 4 (Fall 2012) 

Understanding Language Demands: 40% at Level 3; 20% at Level 4 (Spring 2013) 

Developing Students’ Academic Language and Content Learning: 33% at Level 3; 22% at Level 

4 (Spring 2013) 

ID and Support Language Development: 40% at Level 3; 20% at Level 4 (Spring 2013) 

Strengths as Indicated by Unit Plan Rubric Scores for ENGL 4400 

During Fall 2012, 5 candidates in ENGL 4400 completed unit plans for Key Assessments to 

determine APSU Standards met. Of these candidates, 4 or 80 percent achieved exemplary status 

for these elements of the unit plan:  

Unit title and grade level • statement of topic or theme • general description of unit and 

prerequisites required • classroom context • description of student demographics • time 

allotted to the unit •state standards • scope and sequence chart • structure and sequence of 

the lesson • sequential tropical outline scope and sequence chart • structure and sequence 

of the lesson • resources, materials and technology including technology, print, visual, 

and human resources • standard bibliographic form • resources used for background 

information • information on obtaining materials and resources 

The area of prerequisite knowledge and skills--specific knowledge and skills showed strength.. 

These scores reinforce scores from edTPA assessments that show strengths in planning.  



During Spring 2013 12 candidate completed unit plans (learning segments) for Key Assessments 

to determine APSU Standards met. These candidates did not achieve as well as student in the 

Fall 2012 semester. For example, no part of the unit plan earned average scores of 80 % for 

exemplary. The highest average score the class earned was for scope and sequence chart, structure 
and sequence of the lesson, and sequential topical outline, for which 8 (57 %) candidates scored  
exemplary and 4 (28 %) candidates scored acceptable. In the category that included developing  
objectives stated in measureable terms for each lesson  and linking objectives to assessments, 9 
candidates(60%) earned exemplary level while 2 students (13%) earned acceptable level. For lesson 
plans, 3 (23%) of the  candidate in the spring of 2013 earned exemplary while 9 candidates ( 69%) 
earned acceptable. Seven candidates (46%) earned exemplary scores,  and 5 candidates (33%) earned 
acceptable for  prerequisite knowledge and skills --specific knowledge and skills.  

 

Thus, assessments of candidates’ unit plans (learning segments) for both Fall 2012 and Spring 

2013 indicated strengths in describing the classroom context, in writing measurable goals and 

objectives, in planning for scope and sequence, and in writing appropriate lesson plans. In 

addition, candidates in Fall 2012 exhibited strengths in describing resources used in the unit plan. 

VI. Program Weaknesses 

From the data presented during the data retreat and other reports available to you, what 

are the identified weaknesses of this program? 

 

Weaknesses as Indicated by edTPA Scores 

 

Scores on the Fall 2012 edTPA point to some weaknesses that need to be addressed and 

improved. A comparison to national scores for the Fall 2012 administration of the edTPA 

showed APSU secondary English/Language arts candidates scored below the national average on 

four categories (listed with national score/APSU scores): I1 Engaging students (3.9/2.8); I2 

Deepening Student Learning (2.9/2.8); AS1 Analyzing Student Work (3.3/3.2); AL1 (Academic 

Language Demands (2.7/2.2).  These scores are based on a 1-5 scale with 5 being the superior 

score. The goal is for students to score at least Level 3, which is considered a ready-to-teach 

score but would prefer scores to be at Level 4.  

.  

As indicated below, Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 edTPA scores indicted some areas in need of 

improvement: 

 

PLANNING 

Planning Assessment to Monitor and Support Learning: 11% at Level 1; 22% at Level 2; 22% at 

Level 3; 44% at Level 4 (Fall 2012) * 

Planning Assessment to Monitor and Support Learning: 40% at Level 2; 30% at Level 3; 20% at 

Level 4* 



[Although no candidates earned a score of 1 in the Spring 2013, more candidates scored at Level 

2 than the combined number who scored at Levels 1 (11%) and 2 (22%) in Fall 2012—total of 

33% and 40% respectively. Thus, this area of planning needs to improve.] 

Instruction 

Analyzing Instruction: 40% at Level 3; 40% at Level 2; 20% at Level 1 (Fall 2012)* 

Assessment 

Students’ Use of Feedback: 60% at Level 2 (Spring 2013) 

Using Feedback to Promote Learning: 33% at Level 2; 33% at Level 1 (Spring 2013) 

Using Assessment to Inform Instruction: 20% at Level 1; 40% at Level 2 (Fall 2012) 

ACADEMIC LANGUAGE 

Understanding Language Development: 44% at Level 2; 11% at Level 1 (Fall 2012) 

Analyzing Language Students’ Language Use and Subject Learning: 80% at Level 2. (Spring 

2013) 

*Although Levels 3 and 4 may have good combined averages, our goal is that no student score at 

Levels 1 and 2. 

Weaknesses as Indicated by Unit Plan Rubric Scores for ENGL 4400 

Candidates who submitted unit plans (learning segments) in Spring of 2013 had difficulty with 

the section “Unit Reflection and Evaluation” as only 5 candidates ( 38%) earned exemplary level 

for this section of the plan while 4 candidates (30 %) earned either unacceptable or showed no 

evidence for this section. Goals and objectives were problematic categories for  26 % of the 

candidates. 

     

VII.   Assessment of Candidates 

 

What do the summarized reports (portfolio review, milestone review, student teacher 

information, PRAXIS scores, program completion rates, exit surveys, employer survey, 

and graduate follow-up survey) data sets show about the performance of your candidates.   

Generally, 2012-2013 candidates for licensure in English/Language Arts, grades 7-12, were well 

prepared for entering the classroom and seemed to better prepared or as well prepared as  their 

constituents across the states administering the edTPA as a capstone student teaching 

assessment. Overall, these candidates during both Fall 2012 and Spring 2013 semesters were  

particularly strong in these areas: knowing their content, planning sequential lessons, aligning 

goals to  assessments that have measurement criteria with state standards, using appropriate 



verbal skills, being able to reflect on their teaching effectiveness. They were able to reflect on the 

effectiveness of their instruction and to take action to improve their teaching performance in 

response to feedback from mentors and supervisors. Candidates for English/Language Arts 

licensure followed school policies and perceived themselves (as did their classroom mentors, and 

university supervisors) to be  professional in behavior and appearance, prompt, caring,  

respectful, and well-prepared for class,   

What specific short-term actions will be taken during the 2013 – 2014 academic year in 

order to improve candidate performance? What are the long-term action implications? 

Please specify tasks and timelines for planned actions. 

Short-term Actions Fall 2012: 

1) This fall semester, I have begun to have students evaluate how well certain teaching 

practices relate to the guidelines given as a basis for plans. For example, in ENGL 

4400/5400 Teaching English in the Secondary School, Grades 7-12, candidates analyzed 

a lesson that Burke included in his textbook as an example of guidelines he had 

developed to determine how well the plan fulfilled the guidelines it purportedly followed.  

2) Candidates will watch videos of teachers and determine how effective the instructional 

practices are. This will occur in both ENGL 3420, The Adolescent Experience in 

Literature and in ENGL 4400/5400. 

3) After first examining models of  effective feedback, candidates will practice giving 

specific and constructive feedback on student essays they will assess as part of ENGL 

4400/5400. 

4) On October 4, 2013, all candidates enrolled in Residency 1 will be required to attend a 

three-hour workshop on various aspects of assessment at the Clarksville-Montgomery 

Board of Education. 

5) Because about 8 candidates, about four of them English majors, did not take their Praxis 

II PLT soon enough to receive their scores in time to begin Residency 2 at the same time 

as most other candidates, I will require candidates to show proof of the date they have 

registered to take the PLT exam. I will strongly encourage students to take the PLT 

during October testing windows at the latest for the fall semester of 2012 and to take the 

PLT no later than the end of April 2013 for the spring semester. (Although this 

information is not on any data report received, I know which of my advisees were remiss 

in taking the PLT in a timely fashion.)  

6) I will offer review sessions for Praxis II English Content test 

7) Increase emphasis on deepening learning, academic language, and student engagement in 

ENGL 3420 and ENGL 4400/5400 and continue to model student engagement in classes.  

 

Long-term Actions, Spring 2013 



1) Residency 1 English/LA candidates may be required to return to campus for 2-3 

afternoon seminars during the 5-week field experience to cover topics directly related 

assessment and pedagogy. 

2) I will continue to offer review sessions for Praxis II English Content test (0538) 

3) I may change the textbook for ENGL 3420 to one that has more opportunities for 

students to analyze teaching strategies and to reflect on teaching practices. I am 

examining books at this time.  

Note:  if no candidates were assessed during the past year you may want to address 

possible reasons that no candidates are in the program.    

IX. Assessment of Program Operations 

What do enrollment, exit survey, and graduate follow-up survey data sets show about the 

operations and quality of your program? 

These data sets show the English, Grades 7-12 program to be overall an effective program to 

prepare teacher candidates that is graduating quality professional teachers ready to enter area 

classrooms. Also, these data sets show the program to be strong in teaching candidates how to 

plan for sequential instruction and appropriate assessments. The data also show that the program 

needs to place more emphasis on teaching candidates how to scaffold learning so that students 

engage in and deepen their learning.   

X. Summary of Proposed Changes 

Based on the data provided, what changes are proposed for your program? 

Proposed Changes Based on Praxis II Content Scores 

Based on Praxis II content scores, having been lower in Spring 2013 than in Fall 2012, I plan to 

provide Praxis II English Content Exam review sessions. Last year I did not provide review 

sessions, so I need to do this again. 

Proposed Changes Based on edTPA Scores and  

Although I had planned, along with Mrs. Rogers of the College of Science and Mathematics to 

work with the Clarksville-Montgomery School System Director of Research to provide a 

workshop on how to plan for and use data/assessment to inform instruction, we were not able to 

get the workshop scheduled for 2012-2013.  I have contacted the CMCSS representative who  

planning an assessment workshop for all secondary majors in Residency 1 for Fall 2013.  

Proposed Changes Based on English Academic Audit, 2012-2013  

Initiative 2: Improve outcomes in ENGL 1020.  



This initiative addresses the following Tennessee Licensure Standard for English/Language Arts:  

4.5 Instruct students in using standard formats to arrange text, cite sources, and document 

quotations, paraphrases and other information. This standard is addressed in ENGL 1010 and 

1020 and reinforced in all classes in English course at APSU. 

 

The English faculty has been talking about a solution to one of the biggest problems the 

writing assessment has shown. Even though we are all doing our best to help students 

develop documentation skills, we persistently demonstrate a problem in that area. 

According to the 2009, 2010, 2011, and 2012 assessment scores, our students achieve 

only 30% for satisfactory/effective documentation, and we continue to have a 70% 

unsatisfactory or failure rate.  To resolve at least the documentation problem, we are 

piloting auto-graded D2L exercises that can help students learn how to write summaries, 

paraphrases, and direct quotations, as well as how to incorporate them into essays, cite in 

text, and design a works-cited page. In other words, we’re creating an active-learning 

online supplement to in-class instruction that, because it is auto graded, will not lead to 

more work for instructors.  This course supplement is not a canned product purchased 

from a publishing company. With the help of Distance and Extended Education and the 

Center for Teaching and Learning, we as a department are creating these exercises. The 

effectiveness of this program will be assessed through the existing mechanism, and the 

Composition Committee will evaluate the need for further changes or assessments in 

Spring 2013 (taken from the Department of Languages and Literature’s response to 

Academic Audit recommendations during 2012-2013) 

Academic Audit Follow-Up Initiative 4: Increase communication among English faculty 

members. 

Change related to Academic Audit: 

I will communicate to all English faculty members the Tennessee Licensure Standards for 

English/Language Arts Licensure.  

Because all English majors who are preparing to become teachers in grades 7-12 must complete 

one writing course selected from ENGL 3200, 3500, or 3600, I will communicate to faculty who 

teach writing courses, information about Common Core State Standards and PARCC 

Assessments so that they understand the competencies in writing that apply to English majors 

who are seeking licensure to teach in grades 7-12. 

 



XI. Assessment System 

What data do you need to better evaluate your candidates and/or program?  

Based on the data provided, how can the Teacher Education Unit Assessment System be 

changed to provide more meaningful and useful evidence regarding candidate performance 

and program operations? 

At this time I am receiving most of the information I need about candidates in the English, 

Grades 7-12 program. All of the requests for information and data I have made in the past have 

been satisfied.  For example, I requested to know which of the English, grades 7-12 candidates 

had not passed Milestone and the reason for their not passing, and I, as do all other advisors of 

candidates, receive this information. However, I would like a list of all of my candidates who are 

eligible for Milestone 2 so that I could make sure that I sign their applications for Milestone 2. 

 

 

 

 


