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EXPLORING EFFORTS TO STRENGTHEN THE
TEACHING PROFESSION

Thursday, February 27, 2014
U.S. House of Representatives,
Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Elementary,
and Secondary Education,
joint with
Subcommittee on Higher Education and
Workforce Training
Committee on Education and the Workforce,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittees met, pursuant to call, at 10:05 a.m., in Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Todd Rokita [chairman
of the Early Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Education sub-
committee] presiding.

Present from Early Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Edu-
cation subcommittee: Representatives Rokita, Kline, Foxx, Roe,
Brooks, Scott, Davis, Polis, and Pocan.

Present from Higher Education and Workforce Training sub-
committee: Representatives Foxx, Walberg, Salmon, Guthrie,
Brooks, Hudson, Messer, Bonamici, Davis, and Wilson.

Staff present: Janelle Belland, Coalitions and Members Services
Coordinator; James Bergeron, Director of Education and Human
Services Policy; Lindsay Fryer, Professional Staff Member; Amy
Raaf Jones, Deputy Director of Education and Human Services Pol-
icy; Nancy Locke, Chief Clerk; Daniel Murner, Press Assistant;
Krisann Pearce, General Counsel; Jenny Prescott, Legislative As-
sistant; Dan Shorts, Legislative Assistant; Alex Sollberger, Com-
munications Director; Alissa Strawcutter, Deputy Clerk; Brad
Thomas, Senior Education Policy Advisor; Tylease Alli, Minority
Clerk/Intern and Fellow Coordinator; Jeremy Ayers, Minority Edu-
cation Policy Advisor; Kelly Broughan, Minority Education Policy
Associate; Jody Calemine, Minority Staff Director; Jamie Fasteau,
Minority Director of Education Policy; Scott Groginsky, Minority
Education Policy Advisor; Julia Krahe, Minority Communications
Director; Brian Levin, Minority Deputy Press Secretary/New Media
Coordinator; Megan O’Reilly, Minority General Counsel; and Mi-
chael Zola, Minority Deputy Staff Director.

Chairman ROKITA. Finding a quorum present, the subcommittee
will come to order. Good morning, and welcome to today’s joint sub-
committee hearing.
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I would like to thank our witnesses for being here to help us ex-
amine ways we can work together to encourage better teachers in
our nation’s schools.

I would like to thank my colleague from North Carolina, Dr.
Foxx, the chairwoman of the Subcommittee on Higher Education
and Workforce Training, for agreeing to hold this joint hearing on
“Exploring Efforts to Strengthen the Teaching Profession.”

Today we will have opening statements from the chairmen and
the ranking members of each subcommittee.

And with that, I recognize myself for my opening statement.

Ladies and gentlemen, research has confirmed that teachers
have an enormous influence on student learning and performance.
Outside of their parents, teachers are often the single greatest in-
fluence on students’ ability to build the best possible life for them-
selves.

Whether as a parent or in our own school days, many of us have
had the fortune to witness firsthand the impact of a truly excep-
tional educator and what effect the educator can have on a child’s
life. Effective teachers can motivate students to explore the un-
known, think critically, and challenge expectations. Because we
fight not only for our children, but for all people so that they can
build better lives for themselves and their families, we must also
find ways to see that teachers achieve greater success.

Most educators earn a degree from an education program at a
traditional 4-year college or university. After obtaining the degree
the prospective teachers must then pass the state licensure or cer-
tification exams to become eligible to teach in that state. As the
chairwoman of the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Work-
force Training will explain in her remarks, far too many teacher
preparation programs, also known as “teacher colleges,” are under-
performing and failing to ensure new educators are ready for suc-
cess in the classroom.

States play a major role in improving teacher quality and prepa-
ration, as they have authority over the licensure and certification
requirements. Recognizing teacher preparation programs aren’t
making the grade, some states have proactively raised teacher
preparation program standards and taken steps to tie teacher effec-
tiveness to license renewal.

In Rhode Island, for example, the state board of education re-
cently strengthened admission criteria and implemented policies to
hold novice teachers accountable for improving student achieve-
ment. Additionally, the state has forged valuable partnerships with
local school districts to better align pre-service training with the
needs of today’s students. We will learn more about the efforts un-
derway at the state level from our witness, Dr. Deborah Gist—is
that right? Okay, thank you—commissioner of the Rhode Island
Department of Elementary and Secondary Education.

We also have with us today Ms. Christina Hall from the Urban
Teacher Center, an alternative certification program based in Balti-
more. These programs allow individuals who already have a post-
secondary degree and work experience to earn certification to teach
without completing a traditional teacher education program.

Alternative certification programs have become increasingly pop-
ular in recent years, particularly with the release of studies con-
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firming alternatively certified educators are just as effective as tra-
ditionally certified teachers. Additionally, the alternative routes
help districts address educator shortages quickly and more effi-
ciently, helping to ensure more students have access to good teach-
ers, and isn’t that the point?

The House Education and Workforce Committee has also been
working to encourage more effective educators. Last year we suc-
cessfully advanced the Student Success Act, legislation to revamp
federal K-12 education law that includes a number of key provi-
sions affecting teachers.

First, the Student Success Act eliminates the antiquated, quote—
“highly qualified teacher,” unquote, or HQT, provision that values
an educator’s degrees or credentials over his or her ability to moti-
vate students in the classroom. States, school districts, and teach-
ers have criticized this policy for years and it is past time we got
rid of it.

Second, the legislation includes language to support state or
school district efforts to develop unique teacher evaluation systems,
helping ensure educators can be fairly judged on their ability to
raise student achievement.

Finally, the Student Success Act also consolidates most of the
teacher quality programs in current K-12 education law into a
Teacher and School Leader Flexible Grant. The new grant program
also absorbs some of the ideas behind the Teacher Quality Partner-
ship Grant program under the Higher Education Act.

The Teacher and School Leader Flexible Grant supports creative
approaches to recruit and retain effective teachers and grants dis-
tricts the authority to partner with higher education institutions
and other organizations to improve teacher and school leader prep
programs. Additionally, states, alone or in partnership with state
agencies of higher education, can use these funds under the grant
program to reform teacher certification, recertification, and licens-
ing; improve state teacher preparation programs; or improve alter-
nate certification programs.

But we must not rely exclusively on our teachers, for many are
asked to do far too much. That is why the Student Success Act em-
powers local communities and states with the authority to find
their own solutions.

For example, in Indiana’s 4th District Gary Henriott, of the
Henriott Group, and Steve Horne, a volunteer with the United Way
in Lafayette, who are both in attendance today as part of the
Greater Lafayette Chamber of Commerce’s annual fly-in, have led
an enormously successful school reading program, called Read to
Succeed, that brings business and community leaders into schools
where they not only read and teach students but provide valuable
mentorship for our young people.

One-size-fits-all programs will inevitably limit these sort of dy-
namic educational efforts that at their core are supporting children,
teachers, and our communities at large.

Together the policies in the Student Success Act will encourage
states to implement strategies that will help get better teachers,
strengthen families, and enrich communities. Unfortunately, this
critical legislation to revamp the nation’s K-12 system has been
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awaiting Senate consideration for several months now. It sits on
Senator Reid’s desk.

Once again, I urge the Senate to bring education reform legisla-
tion up for a vote as soon as possible. Our children deserve a better
education law and they deserve the greatest opportunity to build
better lives for themselves.

With that, I will now yield to my distinguished colleague, Higher
Education and Workforce Training Subcommittee Chairman Vir-
ginia Foxx, for her opening remarks.

[The statement of Chairman Rokita follows:]

Research has confirmed teachers have an enormous influence on student learning
and performance. Outside of their parents, teachers are often the single greatest in-
fluence on students’ ability to build the best possible life for themselves. Whether
as a parent or in our own school days, many of us have had the fortune to witness
firsthand the impact a truly exceptional educator can have on a child’s life. Effective
teachers can motivate students to explore the unknown, think critically, and chal-
lenge expectations. Because we fight, not only for our children, but for all people,
so they can build better lives for themselves and their families, we must also find
ways to see teachers achieve greater success.

Most educators earn a degree from an education program at a traditional four-
year college or university. After obtaining the degree, the prospective teachers must
then pass the state licensure or certification exams to become eligible to teach in
that state. As the Chairwoman of the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Work-
force Training will explain in her remarks, far too many teacher preparation pro-
grams — also known as ‘teacher colleges’- are underperforming, failing to ensure new
educators are ready for success in the classroom.

States play a major role in improving teacher quality and preparation, as they
have authority over the licensure and certification requirements. Recognizing teach-
er preparation programs aren’t making the grade, some states have proactively
raised teacher preparation program standards, and taken steps to tie teacher effec-
tiveness to license renewal.

In Rhode Island, for example, the state board of education recently strengthened
admission criteria and implemented policies to hold novice teachers accountable for
improving student achievement. Additionally the state has forged valuable partner-
ships with local school districts to better align pre-service training with the needs
of today’s students. We will learn more about the efforts underway at the state level
from our witness, Dr. Deborah Gist, Commissioner of the Rhode Island Department
of Elementary and Secondary Education.

We also have with us today Ms. Christina Hall from the Urban Teacher Center,
an alternative certification program based in Baltimore. These programs allow indi-
viduals who already have a postsecondary degree and work experience to earn cer-
tification to teach without completing a traditional teacher education program.

Alternative certification programs have become increasingly popular in recent
years, particularly with the release of studies confirming alternatively certified edu-
cators are just as effective as traditionally certified teachers. Additionally, the alter-
native routes help districts address educator shortages quickly and more efficiently,
helping to ensure more students have access to good teachers.

The House Education and the Workforce Committee has also been working to en-
courage more effective educators. Last year, we successfully advanced the Student
Success Act, legislation to revamp federal K-12 education law that includes a num-
ber of key provisions affecting teachers.

First, the Student Success Act eliminates the antiquated “Highly Qualified Teach-
er,” or HQT, provision that values an educator’s degrees or credentials over his or
her ability to motivate students in the classroom. States, school districts, and teach-
ers have criticized the policy for years, and it is past time we got rid of it.

Second, the legislation includes language to support state or school district efforts
to develop unique teacher evaluation systems, helping ensure educators can be fair-
ly judged on their ability to raise student achievement.

Finally, the Student Success Act also consolidates most of the teacher quality pro-
grams in current K-12 education law into a Teacher and School Leader Flexible
Grant. The new grant program also absorbed some of the ideas behind the Teacher
Quality Partnership grant program under the Higher Education Act.

The Teacher and School Leader Flexible Grant supports creative approaches to re-
cruit and retain effective teachers, and grants districts the authority to partner with
higher education institutions and other organizations to improve teacher and school
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leader preparation programs. Additionally, states — alone or in partnership with
state agencies of higher education — can use funds under the grant program to re-
form teacher certification, recertification and licensing; improve state teacher prepa-
ration programs; or improve alternative certification programs.

But we must not rely exclusively on our teachers, for many are asked to do far
too much. That is why the Student Success Act empowers local communities and
states with the authority to find their own solutions. For example in Indiana’s 4th
District, Gary Henriott, of the Henriott Group, and Steve Horne, a volunteer with
the United Way in Lafayette, Indiana, who are both in attendance today as part
of the Greater Lafayette Chamber of Commerce’s annual fly-in, have led an enor-
mously successful school reading program, called Read to Succeed, that brings busi-
ness and community leaders in to schools where they not only read and teach stu-
dents but provide valuable mentorship for our young people.

One size fits all programs will inevitably limit these sort of dynamic educational
eff(l)rts that, at their core, are supporting children, teachers, and our communities
at large.

Together the policies in the Student Success Act will encourage states to imple-
ment strategies that will help get better teachers, strengthen families, and enrich
communities. Unfortunately, this critical legislation to revamp the nation’s K-12
system has been awaiting Senate consideration for several months now. Once again,
I urge the Senate to bring education reform legislation up for a vote as soon as pos-
sible. Our children deserve a better education law, and they deserve the greatest
opportunity possible to build better lives for themselves.

Chairwoman Foxx. Thank you, Chairman Rokita.

Good morning and welcome.

I thank our panel of witnesses for joining us for today’s joint sub-
committee hearing on strengthening the teaching profession. We
look forward to your testimony.

So often teachers are unfairly blamed for the problems in our na-
tion’s schools. I had many excellent teachers throughout my edu-
cation and have known many exceptional teachers since then. In
fact, my own experience highlights the difference a good teacher
and educational opportunity can make in the life of a student.

While we will take an honest look at teacher preparation pro-
grams today, I want to commend the hardworking individuals on
the front lines of education every day. I believe I speak for most
if not all of my colleagues here today when I say there is an urgent
need to address the sad state of teacher preparation programs in
this country.

According to the National Council of Teacher Quality’s 2013
Teacher Prep Review, teacher preparation programs at American
colleges and universities, quote—“have become an industry of me-
diocrity, churning out first-year teachers with classroom manage-
ment skills and content knowledge inadequate to thrive in class-
rooms with ever-increasing ethnic and socioeconomic student diver-
sity.” The scathing report details myriad problems within teacher
preparation systems, including overly lenient admissions policies,
outdated coursework, and a severe lack of hands-on classroom ex-
perience.

In a piece for the Wall Street Journal, education consultant Har-
old Kwalwasser and Napa County Superintendent, Dr. Barbara
Nemko echoed the National Council of Teacher Quality’s findings,
stating, quote—“Too often these future educators learn to ’teach’
math but they don’t necessarily learn how to do the math itself)”
end quote.

Without strong teacher preparation programs we cannot make
real progress in our efforts to improve K-12 schools, raise gradua-
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tion rates, and help more children get on the path to a successful
future. It is time to shine a bright light on the problems with
teacher preparation as we examine ways school districts, postsec-
ondary institutions, organizations, and states are working together
to challenge the status quo.

Chairman Rokita has already discussed ways states and school
districts are working to bring more effective teachers into the class-
room and reviewed our efforts in the Student Success Act to sup-
port state and local efforts to recruit, hire, and retain better teach-
ers.

On the postsecondary level, four institutions have earned na-
tional recognition for their efforts to strengthen the teaching pro-
fession. Rigorous coursework, high academic standards, and exten-
sive hands-on experience at The Ohio State University, Lipscomb
University, Furman University, and Vanderbilt University have
earned these institutions’ teacher preparation programs high
marks from the National Council on Teacher Quality.

We are fortunate to have Dr. Marcy Singer-Gabella from
Vanderbilt’s Peabody College with us today to describe the institu-
tion’s efforts to ensure students graduate ready to move to the
front of the classroom.

As the committee continues to prepare for the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act, reducing regulatory burdens on higher
education institutions remains a top priority. Like most postsec-
ondary programs, teacher colleges are overwhelmed with reporting
requirements, few of which have any real bearing on the quality of
teachers produced by the programs.

While we agree on the need to strengthen data collection under
the law, we must make sure the right kind of data is collected to
provide helpful information. I look forward to continuing conversa-
tions with my colleagues on ways to help states and schools report
useful, timely information for policymakers, states, districts, insti-
tutions, prospective teachers, and the public. We also must ensure
federally mandated reporting requirements do not create additional
burdens or hinder the good work already underway.

We must also continue monitoring actions by the Obama admin-
istration that would increase federal overreach and limit innova-
tion in postsecondary education, especially with regard to the
teaching profession. I remain concerned about the direction of the
administration’s spring 2012 negotiated rulemaking session, which
did not result in consensus among participants.

Though the regulations have yet to be released, I am wary of any
new federal dictates on teacher preparation programs, program
quality, and teacher effectiveness. These responsibilities are best
left to states and institutions, not federal bureaucrats.

Once again, I would like to thank our witnesses for joining us
today. We look forward to learning your views on strengthening the
teaching profession.

And with that, I yield back.

[The statement of Chairwoman Foxx follows:]

So often teachers are unfairly blamed for the problems in our nation’s school. I
had excellent teachers throughout my education and know many exceptional teach-
ers. In fact, my own experience highlights the difference a good teacher and edu-
cational opportunity can make in the life of a student. While we will take an honest
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look at teacher preparation programs today, I want to commend the hardworking
individuals on the frontlines of education every day.

I believe I speak for most, if not all, of my colleagues here today when I say there
is an urgent need to address the sad state of teacher preparation programs in this
country. According to the National Council of Teacher Quality’s 2013 Teacher Prep
Review, teacher preparation programs at American colleges and universities “have
become an industry of mediocrity, churning out first-year teachers with classroom
management skills and content knowledge inadequate to thrive in classrooms with
ever-increasing ethnic and socioeconomic student diversity.”

The scathing report details myriad problems within teacher preparation systems,
including overly-lenient admissions policies, outdated coursework, and a severe lack
of hands-on classroom experience. In a piece for the Wall Street Journal, education
consultant Harold Kwalwasser and Napa County Superintendent Dr. Barbara
Nemko echoed the National Council of Teacher Quality’s findings, stating, “Too
often, these future educators learn to ‘teach’ math, but they don’t necessarily learn
how to do the math itself.”

Without strong teacher preparation programs, we cannot make real progress in
our efforts to improve K—12 schools, raise graduation rates, and help more children
get on the path to a successful future. It is time to shine a bright light on the prob-
lems with teacher preparation as we examine ways school districts, postsecondary
institutions, organizations, and states are working together to challenge the status
quo.

Chairman Rokita has already discussed ways states and school districts are work-
ing to bring more effective teachers into the classroom, and reviewed our efforts in
the Student Success Act to support state and local efforts to recruit, hire, and retain
better educators.

On the postsecondary level, four institutions have earned national recognition for
their efforts to strengthen the teaching profession. Rigorous coursework, high aca-
demic standards, and extensive hands-on experience at The Ohio State University,
Lipscomb University, Furman University, and Vanderbilt University have earned
these institutions’ teacher preparation programs high marks from the National
Council on Teacher Quality. We are fortunate to have Dr. Marcy Singler-Garbella
from Vanderbilt’s Peabody College with us today to describe the institution’s efforts
to ensure students graduate ready to move to the front of the classroom.

As the committee continues to prepare for the reauthorization of the Higher Edu-
cation Act, reducing regulatory burdens on higher education institutions remains a
top priority. Like most postsecondary programs, teacher colleges are overwhelmed
with reporting requirements, few of which have any real bearing on the quality of
teachers produced by the programs.

While we agree on the need to strengthen data collection under the law, we must
make sure the right kind of data is collected to provide helpful information. I look
forward to continuing conversations with my colleagues on ways to help states and
schools report useful, timely information for policymakers, states, districts, institu-
tions, prospective teachers, and the public. We also must ensure federally mandated
reporting requirements do not create additional burdens or hinder the good work
already underway.

We must also continue monitoring actions by the Obama administration that
would increase federal overreach and limit innovation in postsecondary education,
especially with regard to the teaching profession. I remain concerned about the di-
rection of the administration’s spring 2012 negotiated rulemaking session, which did
not result in consensus among participants. Though the regulations have yet to be
released, I am wary of any new federal dictates on teacher preparation programs,
program quality, and teacher effectiveness. These responsibilities are best left to
states and institutions, not federal bureaucrats.

Chairman ROKITA. Thank you, Dr. Foxx.

I now yield to my distinguished colleague from Colorado, Mr.
Jared Polis, for his opening remarks.

Mr. Pouis. I thank the chair. I am thrilled that the committee
has called this important hearing.

Not only does our own personal experience highlight the impor-
tance of our own teachers that we had and that I had growing up,
and common sense indicates that the most important factor is a
teacher in the classroom, but the data bears out that there is no
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more important school-level factor that influences a child’s edu-
cation than the quality of the teacher that they have.

On day one our teachers need to enter the classroom with the
skills, the knowledge they need to succeed. We need to make sure
we prepare teachers for success, that they are evaluated fairly, that
they are compensated well, and that they have working conditions
that allow them to thrive in helping their students achieve.

Unfortunately, our system for preparing teachers today is hit or
miss and systemically is falling short of ensuring that we have
enough quality teachers to enter particularly the classrooms that
serve our most at-risk kids. According to a recent study of schools
of education, almost two-thirds of recent school of education alumni
reported that schools of education at 4-year colleges did not ade-
quately prepare them to enter the classroom on day one.

Students in high-poverty schools are twice as likely to be as-
signed new teachers. This means our most vulnerable students
often bear the brunt of a system that fails to consistently prepare
high-quality teachers to enter the classroom.

But there is good news, as well. We can and we are doing better.

Across the country innovative teacher preparation programs like
the Urban Teaching Center, the Relay Graduate School of Edu-
cation, and the Match Teacher Residency program are breaking the
traditional classroom model, partnering with school districts,
prioritizing practice and coaching instead of theory, and dem-
onstrating that the first-year teacher does not need to learn
through failure.

That is why I have introduced the bipartisan GREAT Act, along
with Congressman Petri, which would encourage the growth of
teachers and principal academies, which are held accountable for
high standards in exchange for being free from burdensome input-
based regulations that are unrelated to student achievement. It is
our hope that these academies open up the profession of teaching
to people who otherwise might not choose to enter it, as well as en-
sure that graduates of the academies are ready to be excellent
teachers on day one.

These programs use video to emulate best practices, allow novice
teachers to learn from mentors and professors who themselves are
experts, and recommend students for licensure based not on seat
time but on proven results. These innovations are already leading
to improved student outcomes as well as increased teacher reten-
tion and morale. Unfortunately, many of these programs are un-
able to offer federal financial aid because they are not able to make
it through the current burdensome, costly accreditation process
that focuses more on inputs than outcomes and hasn’t changed in
recent history.

On the state level, the Council of Chief State School Officers has
partnered with seven states to adopt bold reform measures in
teacher preparation and licensure. These and other states are tak-
ing a comprehensive approach to improve their human capital pipe-
lines for teachers by raising the bar on teacher preparation and
performance across all programs.

It is important for states and for the federal government to sup-
port innovation and reform in the field of teacher preparation. We
need to ensure that transparency exists and remove the Higher
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Education Act’s onerous input-based reporting requirements, but
focus on outcomes to ensure that success is rewarded.

We have a crucial role to play in ensuring that meaningful data
exists, is collected, is analyzed, that teacher preparation programs
are held accountable, and to promote best practices in the field.

Doing so in preparation programs requires restructuring of data
systems to ensure that teacher performance can be tracked back to
programs—17 states already have the ability to do that. We also
need to ensure that high-quality induction and mentoring experi-
ences are available when teachers enter the classroom.

I look forward to hearing from our esteemed witnesses about
their experiences and perspectives on improving the teaching pro-
fession and investing in our future—America’s children.

[The statement of Mr. Polis follows:]

I am very glad that the Committee has called this important hearing. There is
no more important school-level factor influencing our children’s education than the
quality of our teaching force.

On day one, our teachers need to enter the classroom with the skills and knowl-
edge }Ehey need to succeed. Unfortunately, our system for preparing teachers is fall-
ing short.

According to a leading study of schools of education, almost two-thirds of edu-
cation school alumni reported that schools of education at four-year colleges did not
adequately prepare them for the classroom.

Moreover, students in high-poverty and high-minority schools are twice as likely
to be assigned to new teachers. This means our most vulnerable students are bear-
ing the brunt of a system that fails to consistently prepare high-quality educators.

We can do better. Across the country, innovative teacher preparation programs,
like the Urban Teacher Center, the Relay Graduate School of Education, and
MATCH Teacher Residency, are breaking the traditional classroom model,
partnering with K-12 school districts, prioritizing practice and coaching instead of
}h%ory, and demonstrating that the first year teacher does not need to learn through
ailure.

These programs use video to emulate best practices, allow novice teachers to learn
from professors who are themselves expert educators, and recommend students for
licensure based on mastery, not “seat time.” These innovations have lead to im-
proved student outcomes and increased teacher retention.

Unfortunately, many of these programs are unable to offer federal financial aid
because they are not able to make it through a burdensome, costly accreditation
process that focuses more on inputs than outcomes like teacher performance, job
placement, and retention.

On the state level, the Council of Chief State School Officers has partnered with
seven states to adopt bold reform measures in teacher preparation and licensure.
These and other states are taking a comprehensive approach to improve their
human capital pipelines by raising the bar on teacher preparation program perform-
ance.

It is important for states and for the federal government to support innovation
and reform in the field of teacher preparation. We need to remove the Higher Edu-
cation Act’s onerous input-based reporting requirements, and focus on outcomes.

We have a crucial role to play in collecting meaningful data on program results,
holding teacher preparation programs accountable, and promoting best practices in
the field.

Doing so requires increasing the selectivity of who enrolls in preparation pro-
grams, restructuring data systems to ensure that teacher performance can track
back to programs, which 17 states currently have the ability to do, and ensuring
that teachers have high-quality induction and mentoring experiences when they
enter the classroom.

I look forward to hearing from our esteemed witnesses about their experiences
and perspectives on improving the teaching profession and investing in America’s
future — our children.

Mr. PoLis. I would also like to ask unanimous consent to submit
Chairman Hinojosa’s statement to the record?
[The statement of Mr. Hinojosa follows:]
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Thank you, Representative Polis.

Today’s hearing will focus on efforts to strengthen the teaching profession. As
Ranking Member of the Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Train-
ing, I believe that all students should have access to outstanding teachers. Research
clearly shows that the most important factor in the education of a child is teacher
quality, followed by school leadership.

Along the same lines, it is also critical to recruit and train exemplary teachers
who reflect the rich cultural and linguistic diversity of the student population and
local community that they serve.

Improving the quality of the teaching profession is key to student success, but we
know that it begins with teacher preparation programs, before teachers actually
enter the classroom.

In my view, the federal government, states, and institutions can do more to im-
prove the quality of teacher preparation programs and ensure that they are ade-
quately funded.

To begin, federal policy on teacher preparation is limited and not well-funded.
Title II of the Higher Education Act (HEA) provides a mere $40 million per year
and requires states to report on basic aspects of their teacher preparation programs,
but places few requirements on them. Federal policy can help states reform and im-
prove their teacher preparation programs. HEA requirements can shift the focus on
outcomes and help teacher preparation program improve.

For example, H.R. 2172, the “Educator Preparation Reform Act,” a bill sponsored
by my colleague, Representative Mike Honda, would help to improve the quality of
teaching in high need schools by reforming and strengthening accountability of edu-
cator preparation programs as well as support partnerships to meet the needs of
educators and educational leaders.

Q Ai a proud cosponsor of the bill, I would like to see improvements to the Teacher
uality

Partnership Grants Program in Title II of the Higher Education Act.

Finally, I want to underscore what is quite obvious in to us in my home state of
Texas: American public schools have and will continue to become increasingly di-
verse. Students of color in Texas already comprise the majority of the state’s public
school enrollments. As a result, teacher diversity must be a central part of this dis-
cussion.

In 2013, the Equity and Excellence Commission’s report, entitled “For Each and
Every Child” provided a number of recommendations to Secretary of Education Arne
Duncan to address the teacher quality pipeline.

With regard to teacher diversity, I am pleased that the commission highlighted
the importance of this issue.

In particular, the Commission called on teacher training and professional develop-
ment programs to be tailored to meet the needs of today’s contemporary classrooms,
where students of color, low-income students and students learning English as a
second language are increasingly the majority.

The commission also recommended that states recruit and retain excellent multi-
lingual teachers and teachers of color.

In closing, I look forward to hearing from our distinguished panelists on how our
nation can strengthen the teaching profession and improve student success for all.

Thank you!

Chairman ROKITA. Without objection. And thank you, Mr. Polis.

I now would like to say for the record, pursuant to committee
rule 7(c) all subcommittee members will be permitted to submit
written statements to be included in the permanent hearing record.
And without objection, the hearing record will remain open for 14
days to allow statements, questions for the record, and other extra-
neous material referenced during the hearing to be submitted into
the official record.

It is now my pleasure to introduce our distinguished panel of wit-
nesses.

Again, we have joining us this morning Dr. Deborah Gist. She is
the commissioner of the Rhode Island Department of Elementary
and Secondary Education.
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Before coming to Rhode Island she served as the first state su-
perintendent of education for the District of Columbia. She also
serves as a founding member of Chiefs for Change.

We also have with us this morning Dr. Marcy Singer-Gabella.
She is a professor and associate chair for teacher education in the
Department of Teaching and Learning at Vanderbilt University.
Before coming to Vanderbilt she taught high school social studies
in New York and worked with the Stanford School’s Collaborative
Professional Development Center in the California Bay Area.

Welcome.

Dr. Heather Peske is the associate commissioner for educator
quality at the Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education. Prior to that role she was vice president of pro-
grams at Teach Plus. She has also served as the director of teacher
quality at the Education Trust and as an elementary school teacher
and Teach for America Corps member in Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Welcome.

Ms. Christina Hall is the cofounder and co-director of the Urban
Teacher Center in Baltimore, Maryland. Prior to co-launching
Urban Teacher Center, Ms. Hall was chief of staff for the chief aca-
demic officer in Baltimore City Public Schools. She has also served
as an attorney advocating for disadvantaged youth at the Depart-
ment of Social Services for the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
and as a public high school teacher.

Welcome to you, Ms. Hall.

Before I recognize each of you to provide your testimony let me
briefly explain our lighting system.

You will each have 5 minutes to present your testimony. When
you begin the light in front of you will turn green; when 1 minute
is left the light will turn yellow; when your time has expired the
light will turn red. At that point I ask you to wrap up your re-
marks as best as you are able.

After everyone has testified, members will each have 5 minutes
to ask questions of the panel—fairly self-explanatory. It is mostly
a reminder for us up here about the lighting system.

I would now like to recognize Dr. Gist for 5 minutes.

Dr. Gist?

STATEMENT OF DR. DEBORAH A. GIST, COMMISSIONER,
RHODE ISLAND DEPARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SEC-
ONDARY EDUCATION, PROVIDENCE, RI

Ms. GIST. Good morning, Chairman Rokita, and good morning,
Chairwoman Foxx and Representative Polis and all of the members
of the committee. It is really an honor to be here this morning to
talk with you about a topic that is truly important to all of us as
Americans, the issue of educator quality and teacher preparation.

My name is Deborah Gist. I am the Commissioner of Education
in Rhode Island.

I also serve on the board of directors of the Council for the Ac-
creditation of Teacher—Educator Preparation, which is known as
CAEP. I am also a member of the technical panel for the Teacher
Prep Review for the National Council of Teacher Quality, and as
a member of the board of directors of the Council of Chief State
School Officers, which has provided tremendous support to those of
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us in our states as we do all of our work, but including our work
with teacher preparation.

Because of my work in all of these different roles I have an ap-
preciation for how necessary it is that we make dramatic improve-
ments to our current system of teacher preparation. To teach suc-
cessfully our graduates need—they need to know their subject, they
need to know how to reach a diverse population of students, and
they need to know how to apply their learning and their skill in
the classroom.

So recognizing this need, in Rhode Island we worked closely over
the past year, with our partners in higher education in our state,
to significantly revise our approval standards for our educator
preparation programs, and our board adopted these standards in
November. I have attached them and you should have a copy of
those standards.

These new standards that we put in place in our state were mod-
eled after the standards developed by CAEP, the Council for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation. And there was a large com-
mission that worked on that; I am sure you are familiar with that
work. So we modeled our standards after CAEP.

So I want to tell you a little bit about those standards. I will just
talk about four different—or five different parts of those standards.

The first is that we are focused on the importance of classroom
practice, with more emphasis on partnerships between our prepara-
tion programs and the schools—the K-12 schools within our state.
We want to make sure that our aspiring teachers have experiences
in our classrooms with students. We want our teacher preparation
programs to coordinate with our schools and make sure that those
field placements are high quality and make sure that aspiring
teachers are performing and getting strong feedback when they are
in those programs.

Second, we want our teaching force to reflect the diversity of stu-
dents in Rhode Island. Therefore, we expect our teacher prepara-
tion programs to recruit, to make sure that they have diverse can-
didates that they are bringing into their programs and supporting
all candidates as they strive to become teachers.

Third, we expect our teacher preparation programs to have cri-
teria and assessments to determine whether or not their candidates
are truly ready to be candidates for certification. That all starts
with how they attract and recruit and the selection criteria they
use when aspiring teachers are coming into their programs. And
then they also need to evaluate their performance once they are ac-
tually in their practicums.

And fourth, we expect our programs to continue to gather infor-
mation about the performance of their graduates through at least
the first year of their teaching by gathering feedback from the
graduates and from their employers.

And finally, we are going to be sharing data about and report in-
formation widely, and we are going to do it publicly through a se-
ries of report cards on each preparation program.

I strongly encourage the committee to take note of the work that
state leaders have done, that educators in the field have done, and
national organizations such as CAEP have done. There is a lot of
movement happening in this area, and we are really engaged in
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making changes—dramatic changes in the system, including
through educator preparation program accreditation, which is what
CAERP is responsible for.

So I am sure you are aware that all of our states currently pro-
vide a report to the U.S. Department of Education on our educator
preparation programs, and going forward it would be helpful if this
data collection were limited to data points that provide evidence of
quality, and that our states and our educator preparation programs
find the data that they are gathering and reporting to be actually
valuable, such as data that is more focused on outcomes.

It would also be valuable if we could gather and analyze and re-
port this data not just aggregated across the preparation institu-
tions, but designated by the programs that they have, so early
childhood, elementary, secondary, for example.

I think it is important that states retain the authority to set
their own benchmarks for measuring the efficacy of their prepara-
tion programs, but the data and reports on the programs will be
most useful if we are all publicly reporting those data and that we
are sharing with those we are responsible to what the benchmarks
are that we are setting.

We may never know how important the work that we are doing
is because it is just really launching the careers of our aspiring
educators, but we know that we have to do things differently, and
I assure you that things are happening very differently in our pro-
grams across the country. So I am happy to answer any questions
and share in a dialogue with the committee and with my colleagues
on the panel.

[The statement of Dr. Gist follows:]
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Chairman Rokita, Chairwoman Foxx, Representatives McCarthy and Hinojosa, Members of
the Committee, | am honored to be invited to speak before you this morning on an issue of
great importance to all Americans: strengthening the teaching profession.

My name is Deborah A. Gist, and | am the Commissioner of Elementary and Secondary
Education for the State of Rhode Island.

| also serve as a member of the Board of Directors of the Council for the Accreditation of
Educator Preparation, a member of the Technical Panel for Teacher Prep Review for the
National Council on Teacher Quality, as one of the founding members and the vice-chair of
Chiefs for Change, and as a former board member of the Urban Teacher Center. | am also a
member of the Board of Directors of the Council of Chief State School Officers, which has
provided tremendous support for policy development regarding teacher quality and many other
issues we face at the state and local level.

Because of my work in these different roles, | have an appreciation for how necessary it is that
we make dramatic improvements to our current systems of teacher preparation. | have also
seen what quality looks like and what we must aim to create for every aspiring teacher.

fn Rhode Island, we have set forth our mission, our goals, and our priorities in our 5-year
strategic plan, Transforming Education in Rhode Island.

Because the single most important school-based factor in student success is the quality of the
classroom teacher, the first priority in our strategic plan is ensuring that we have an effective
teacher in every classroom.

Ensuring that we have effective teachers in every classroom and effective leaders in every
school encompasses the entire span of an educator’s career. Our responsibility begins with
recruiting great teachers into the profession, and the process includes supporting excellent
programs of educator preparation, providing support and guidance for new teachers as they
enter the profession, providing continuous feedback and support for teachers throughout their
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careers, and opening opportunities for teachers to enter positions of school leadership, if that
is their desire.

In Rhode Island, we have launched a number of initiatives to improve teacher effectiveness.
For example, we have begun a statewide induction program for first-year teachers. Under this
program, each new teacher is linked with an “induction coach,” an experienced educator who
is relieved of teaching duties and is working full time to help new teachers transition
successfully to this challenging profession.

We have also initiated annual evaluations for all educators, based on observations of
successful classroom practices, fulfillment of professional responsibilities, and evidence of
student growth and achievement.

In addition, we have linked certification renewal to educator effectiveness. Under regulations
that our state Board approved in 2011, educators who have been demonstrated satisfactory
performance over a period of time will have their certifications renewed. Our certification
system is no longer based on inputs, such as hours of professional development, but rather on
outcomes: evidence of effective teaching.

These initiatives aside, there is no doubt that the process of bringing great teachers into our
classrooms begins with ensuring that we have high-quality programs for teacher preparation. |
appreciate that you have included me in this important conversation today to speak about
educator preparation.

By way of background, ! was privileged to receive my teacher preparation through an excelient
program at the University of Okiahoma.

| studied early-childhood education. From the time | entered the program at “OU,” | worked in a
lab school on campus, the Institute for Child Development, under the direction of accomplished
academics and teachers, including Dr. Joanne Hendrick. | wrote lesson plans, worked directly
with children, and received regular observations and feedback on my work. Being in the lab
school, planning for learning, and engaging with children began early in the program and
included critical support from master teachers.

To teach successfully, graduates of our preparation programs need to know their subject,
know how to reach a diverse population of students, and know how to apply their learning and
their skills in a classroom setting.

in October 2009, with our strategic plan in place, our initial step toward improving teacher
quality in Rhode Island was to set high minimum scores for entry into preparation programs.
Students hoping to enter a teacher-preparation program have to attain or surpass the cut score
in one of several approved assessments, such as the ACT, the GRE, the SAT, or the Praxis
assessments in mathematics, reading and writing. Our goal is to have a teaching corps made
up of the best teachers in the country, so we opted to raise the program-entry cut score in
stages over the next two year because we need our aspiring teachers to be among the best of
today’s college students.

This action to increase selectivity was only a first step, however, toward raising the quality of
teacher-preparation candidates and setting us on a path to better-prepared graduates. To do
s0, we knew we had to revise our educator-preparation program standards, which had been
largely unchanged for 12 years.
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These educator-preparation program standards set forth the elements that we expect o see in
a high-quality program. In Rhode Island, the Board of Education has the authority in state law
to “adopt standards and qualifications of teachers.” To carry out this process, the Rhode Island
Department of Education is responsible for review and approval of all educator-preparation
programs in the state, in both public and nonpublic institutions of higher education. Approval
from our agency is highly important to all Rhode Island preparation programs because
graduates of approved programs are automatically eligible for certification in Rhode Island,
provided they have achieved passing scores on the appropriate licensure tests.

All programs are up for review every five years, and more frequently if necessary. Our program
reviews include site visits by a team of department staff and other educators, as well as a
comprehensive review of data and information that the programs provide to us. During the
process of program review, we use the program-approval standards as a blueprint to focus
and direct our work.

The review process encourages programs to maintain excellence and to strive toward
continuous improvement, and the process also enables us to rescind approval from programs
that we find to be ineffective. We have done so twice over the past decade, for a principal-
preparation program at one of our public institutions of higher education and for a reading-
specialist program at a nonpublic college.

Recognizing the need to bring our program-approval standards up to date and into alignment
with the goals and priorities in our strategic plan, we worked closely over the past year with our
partners in higher education to significantly revise our approval standards for educator-
preparation programs. The Rhode Island Board of Education approved these new standards in
November, and | have attached these standards to my written testimony.

Our new standards, modeled after the standards from the Council for the Accreditation of
Educator Preparation (CAEP), include five key elements that | would like to bring to your
attention. We believe these elements to be essential to the improvement of program quality.

First, we are focused on the importance of classroom practice, with more emphasis on
partnerships between preparation programs and schools and on the experiences aspiring
teachers have during their field placements.

We expect our teacher-preparation programs to coordinate field placements closely with
schools and to develop measures to determine how effectively their aspiring teachers are
performing during their placements. In fact, in Rhode Island we require that programs must
ensure that their aspiring teachers are placed only in classrooms with teachers who have
received evaluations of “effective” or better.

Second, we want our teaching force to reflect the diversity of students in Rhode Island public
schools.

Therefore, we expect our teacher-preparation programs to demonstrate their commitment to
recruiting diverse candidates for admission and to supporting all candidates as they strive to
become beginning teachers.

Third, we expect our teacher-preparation programs to have criteria and assessments for
determining whether their students are truly ready to be candidates for certification.
Telephone (401)222-4600  Fax (401)222-6178  TTY {800)745-5555 Voice (800}745-6575 Website: www.ride.ri.gov
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This expectation begins with ensuring that all programs attract and retain high-quality
candidates through recruitment and admissions. The programs must also evaluate the
classroom performance of their aspiring teachers — while on campus as students and while in
the field as student-teachers.

We also emphasize, however, that our programs must consider and evaluate additional
evidence of readiness for certification, such as leadership, resilience, and perseverance — all of
which are critical traits for effective educators. Our educator-preparation programs are in the
process of development measurement protocols for this additional evidence of readiness, and
the measurements may include such elements as interviews and observations of classroom
practice.

Fourth, we expect our programs to continue to gather information about the performance of
their graduates through at least their first year of teaching.

We expect our programs to use feedback from their graduates and data from employers — data
such as the number and percentage of graduates to find teaching jobs and the evaluation
results of recent graduates — to determine how well their graduates are improving student
learning and achievement.

We expect all programs to use this information to continuously improve the quality of
instruction, the efficacy of field placements, and the outcomes for their graduates.

Finally, we expect our preparation programs to analyze data, share the data, and report
information widely and publicly. We have developed a template for our new Educator
Preparation Program Report Cards, which will include data on the grade-point averages of
entering candidates, median composite scores of candidates on various normed admissions
tests, passage rates on ficensure exams, the percentages of program completers receiving
certification and employment within various time frames, and the educator-evaluation results of
recent completers, including performance-level data on observations of practice, fulfillment of
professional responsibilities, and effect on student growth and achievement.

Programs themselves will benefit from this reporting process, aspiring teachers will make good
use of this information as they consider program selection, school districts will use the
information when hiring, my agency — the Rhode Island Department of Education — will use
these reports as we continue to monitor program quality, and Rhode Islanders in general will
review these reports to see how well their tax and tuition dollars are invested.

In summary, | urge the Committee to take note of the work of state leaders, national
organizations such as the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP), and
educators in the field who are engaged in improving teacher preparation. Thanks to the
ongoing work in many states, we now have more of a focus on how effectively our programs
coordinate their practices with school districts to improve student outcomes. We require more
robust data and more frequent feedback loops on teacher-candidate performance throughout
their participation in the preparation program.

In Rhode Island, our preparation programs recognize that we need better alignment to our
state learning standards and more careful recruitment of diverse and high-quality candidates.
Our partners in higher education know we are focused on results and that we demand
accountability for preparing highly effective teachers.
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You are most likely aware that all states currently provide the U.S. Department of Education
with annual reports on educator-preparation programs. These reports contain approximately
400 data points, and it is not evident that these data points all pertain to the quality of the
educator-preparation programs.

Going forward, it would be helpful if this data collection were limited to data points that provide
evidence of quality and that states and educator-preparation programs find to be truly valuable,
such as data on outcomes. It would also be more valuable if states could analyze and report
this data not aggregated across the entire preparation program but disaggregated by program
type, such as elementary, secondary, and early childhood.

States should certainly retain the authority to set their own benchmarks for measuring the
efficacy of preparation programs, but the data and reports on programs wili be most useful if
states publicly report their benchmarks and measurement criteria for program evaluation.

During our teacher-preparation program quality work in Rhode Island, we have focused on
student learning and program improvement. Through it all, we have strived to keep in mind
what matters most—our students and their learning.

| remember 26 years ago, when | had just begun a student-teaching experience at a local
elementary school, | met a kindergarten girl who was very fascinated with why | was in her
classroom. | explained to her a number of times that her teacher was helping me to learn how
to be a teacher someday. Finally, she said, “Oh, so teachers teach teachers how to be a
teacher!” | said, “Right!” Thoughtfully, she paused for a moment and then said: ‘| wonder how
the first teacher learned!”

We may never know the answer to that question, but we can do much more than we are doing
today to ensure that our teachers are better prepared and ready from the first day of school to
serve our children well.

Your inviting me and my colleagues here today demonstrates that you want to hear from those
of us in the field about the work states are doing to strengthen the teaching profession. Much
of this work, quite rightly, takes place at the state and local level, and it is important to let this
work go forward, within the frameworks that such national organizations as the Coungil for the
Accreditation of Educator Preparation have developed to support continuous improvement in
our educator-preparation programs.

| for one believe that decisions about education should take place as close to the student level
as is practical and effective. Just as teachers do their work best when school leaders give
them autonomy, resources, and support, we at the state level do our work best when given
autonomy, guidance, and positive incentives from the federal level. The federal role should
continue to be providing states and communities with clear delineations of what we must
accomplish in our schools, but not with prescriptions for how to do so. | hope that this kind of
guidance and support results from today’s hearing and from other hearings before your
Committee.

As a lifelong educator, 1 believe that teaching is the most important and the most rewarding
profession in the world. | hope the initiatives | have described for you this morning will help as
you continue your work.
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I would be glad to answer any questions you may have.

HHE
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Chairman ROKITA. Thank you very much.
I would now like to recognize Dr. Singer-Gabella for 5 minutes.
Doctor?

STATEMENT OF DR. MARCY SINGER-GABELLA, PROFESSOR OF
THE PRACTICE OF EDUCATION, VANDERBILT UNIVERSITY,
NASHVILLE, TN

Ms. SINGER-GABELLA. Chairman Rokita, Chairwoman Foxx, Con-
gressman Polis, Congressman Hinojosa, members of the sub-
committees, thank you for inviting me to talk with you today about
Vanderbilt’s teacher education programs. I serve as associate chair
for teacher education and work closely with faculty across two de-
partments responsible for preparing early childhood, elementary,
secondary, and special education teachers.

In my comments I want to first set the context for our work and
then offer some examples of how we are preparing teachers to suc-
ceed and persist in the profession.

My colleagues and I view teacher preparation as a larger system
of schooling intended to prepare youth to flourish in work and civic
life. In the U.S. this larger system currently faces profound chal-
lenges. Let me point to three that shape and motivate our work as
teacher educators.

First, a bimodal distribution of school performance, with schools
at one end that are doing quite well, and a significant number of
schools, typically at the lower end of the socioeconomic spectrum,
that are not doing well at all.

Second, a teacher workforce for which the modal number of years
of experience has shifted from 15 to 1 in just over two decades.
That means that teachers have taught for—that more teachers
have taught for only 1 year than have taught 5, 10, or 15. Key
causes of this shift include the absence of a real career path, low
levels of respect and compensation, and the sapping of motivation
caused by an imbalance of interest in test scores.

And third, system churn, caused by the very real difficulty of
teaching in struggling schools, and increasing reliance on tem-
porary teachers—young, bright, very talented individuals who are
entering teaching for the short term as a stepping stone to another
career.

At Vanderbilt our goal is to prepare teachers who have the
knowledge, skills, and stamina to succeed and to stay in the profes-
sion. We believe that our chances of success are intertwined with
the fortunes of the schools we serve.

To address the challenges I have noted, schools must become
sites of ongoing learning, growth, and opportunity not only for stu-
dents but also for the adults who teach in them. Central to our
strategy, therefore, is the design of partnerships with schools that
attend to the interests and challenges of school and university si-
multaneously.

So, for example, with our partner schools we are redesigning
roles that enable teacher candidates to learn the craft of teaching
by working on teams with experienced and novice teachers over the
course of a year. Candidates act as mentors and tutors for pre-K-—
12 students and as increasingly able assistants for master teachers.
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In turn, master teachers develop and refine new skills as they sup-
port the development of novices and peers.

By matching up our candidates’ needs for real-world experience
and models of practice with schools’ needs for more skilled and car-
ing adults to work with learners we improve and expand the re-
sources available to schools in which resources are scarce. Again,
we are positioning teacher education in relation to a bigger project
of building schools’ capacity to serve all learners well.

We are finding that really making a difference for students re-
quires moving beyond egg-crate models of schooling that isolate
teachers from one another, and recruiting and retaining a more tal-
ented and diverse workforce. In my written testimony I have sug-
gested what this can look like in terms of reconfigured schedules
and teaching assignments, differentiated staffing patterns, and new
compensation arrangements.

In re-centering the learning of teaching and practice we are not
abandoning theory and research. Rather, throughout our programs
we help candidates draw connections between their experiences in
the field and cutting-edge research on learning and teaching. These
connections help candidates develop principled understanding illus-
trated by real-world examples that can guide their future practice.
Through these activities candidates also learn to participate in the
kinds of data-informed collegial conversations that can drive learn-
ing throughout their careers.

So how do we know we are preparing candidates who will make
a positive difference? Here are four measures we are using.

Before they graduate, candidates in my department must pass
the edTPA, a nationally, externally scored, performance-based
measure of candidates’ abilities to plan, enact, and assess teaching
and learning of rigorous content. We want to be sure that our can-
didates are proficient before they become teachers of record.

Once candidates take positions teaching, we collect survey data
on employer and graduate satisfaction 1, 3, and 5 years out from
graduation. These data indicate that our graduates feel well pre-
pared, and their employers agree.

We are now experimenting with surveys of student perceptions
of the classrooms in which our graduates teach. Recent studies
show interesting correlations between the degree to which learners
feel challenged and supported and their achievement.

And finally, we are working with graduates to gather administra-
tors’ ratings of their teaching on state-approved observation proto-
cols.

This collection of measures, combined with benchmark assess-
ments throughout our programs, provide faculty with invaluable
data to check impact and support program improvement.

Let me close by calling out two areas in which federal policy-
makers can help support advancement in the field. First, we need
policy leaders to incentivize partnerships between schools and
preparation programs and to continue to invest in design-based re-
search to help build and study new arrangements.

Second, policymakers can streamline and refocus reporting re-
quirements so they are targeted and productive, efficient and fair.
Data collected should be usable and useful, and reporting guide-
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lines should apply in equal measure to all organizations that pre-
pare teachers.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify before you today.
I look forward to answering your questions.

[The statement of Dr. Singer-Gabella follows:]
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Marcy Singer-Gabella
Professor of the Practice of Education &
Associate Chair for Teacher Education
Peabody College of Education and Human Development
Vanderbilt University

Before the House Subcommittees:
Early Childhood, Elementary, and Secondary Education
Higher Education and Workforce Training

Chairman Rokita, Chairwoman Foxx, Congresswoman McCarthy, Congressman Hinojosa,
and Members of the Subcommittees, thank you for inviting me to talk with you about
Vanderbilt University’s teacher education programs. 1serve as Associate Chair for
Teacher Education in the Department of Teaching and Learning at Vanderbilt's Peabody
College, and work closely with the faculty across two departments charged with
preparing early childhood, elementary, secondary and special education teachers.
(Please note that my testimony reflects my own views, and not necessarily those of
Vanderbilt University.)

Let me start by setting the context for our work, and describing how this context has
shaped our approach to teacher preparation. | will then give some specific examples of
what we are doing at Vanderbilt to prepare teachers who are not only effective but also
“stayers.” Finally, | will point to ways that federal policy leaders might support the
ongoing development of successful models of teacher preparation to ensure that every
child is taught by an effective teacher.

Setting the Context

In my comments today, | want to push beyond the easy dichotomies between
traditional and alternative pathways, and beyond a view of teacher preparation as a set
of more or less useful courses required for licensure. Instead, | invite you to think about
teacher preparation — and about challenges of recruiting teachers, providing training
that is relevant to today’s classrooms, and having a positive impact on learning — as part
of a larger system of schooling intended to prepare our youth to flourish in higher
education, in the world of work, and in civic life.

In our country, this larger system currently faces profound challenges. Let me point to
three that particularly shape and motivate my work as a teacher educator:

* First, a bimodal distribution of school performance, with schools at one end that
are doing quite well with respect to achievement, and a significant number of
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schools, typically at the lower end of the socio-economic spectrum, that are not
doing well at all on this measure.

* Second, a teacher workforce for which the modal number of years of experience
has shifted from fifteen to one in just over two decades. That means that of all
teachers currently teaching, more have taught for only one year than have
taught for two or five or ten. While retirements account for part of this shift,
three other factors press against the retention of intelligent and committed
individuals in the teaching profession:

o the absence of a real career path that would allow one to grow and
advance while remaining engaged in the work of teaching,

o low levels of respect and compensation,

o animbalance of interest in test scores that saps motivation.

* And third, system “churn” caused by:
o the very real challenges of teaching in struggling schools, and
o increasing reliance on “temporary teachers” — young, bright and very
talented individuals who are entering teaching for the short term, as a
proving ground rather than as a profession.

At Vanderbilt, our goal is to prepare teachers who have the knowledge, skills, vision and
stamina to effectively challenge and support their students’ learning, and to stay in the
profession. As a leading research university, we are fortunate to have a highly talented
applicant pool — our students are admitted to the program based on strong academic
achievement, evidence of commitment to and successful experience working with
children and youth, and demonstrated desire to learn and grow in teaching. How can
we increase the odds that they will succeed and persist in the profession?

Partnering with Schools to {re}Center Preparation in Practice

We believe that our chances of success are intertwined with the fortunes of the schools
—and in fact the broader system — we serve. To address the challenges abave, schools
must become sites of ongoing learning and growth not only for students but also for the
adults who teach them.

Central to our strategy, therefore, is the development of partnerships with schools that
attend to the interests and challenges of school and university simultaneously. To the
extent that we can align our interests, frame problems as issues of shared concern, and
then figure out ways to work on many challenges at once, we believe that these
partnerships will be robust and productive.
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So for example, with our partner principals, we are designing intensive and extended
field experiences that enable teacher candidates to learn through practice ~ to work
side by side with experienced mentors and other novices as they learn:

* to establish positive relationships with children and/or adolescents;

* to create safe yet challenging learning environments; and

s to continuously assess student progress, and

* to design responsive learning activities that build on students’ knowledge and

experience and help them access and master challenging subject matter.

In our current pilot models, these field experiences extend over the course of a year,
positioning candidates as reliable members of the school community — not simply drop-
ins. As candidates learn, they act as mentors and tutors for preK-12 students, and as
increasingly able assistants for master teachers. in turn, master teachers develop and
refine new skills as they support the development of novices. Yet another resource for
candidates and the school is the routine coaching provided by clinical faculty members
who possess deep expertise in both subject matter and pedagogy.

Increasing the ratios of adults to children allows for more personalized attention and
differentiated instruction so that all students — including English learners and students
with identified special needs — have access to rigorous curricula. Importantly, our
candidates and clinical faculty offer not just extra pairs of hands {although that’s critical},
but also bring deep understanding of subject matter and new ideas and tools that open
up possibilities for school innovation.

Thus, by matching our candidate’s needs for real-world experience and models of
practice with schools’ needs for many skilled and caring aduits to work with learners, we
can improve and expand the resources available to schools — especially in schools in
which resources are scarce. Again, we are positioning the task of teacher education in
relation to a bigger project of building school capacity to serve all learners well.

Really making a difference for students requires more, however. To do so, we must
move beyond rigid, egg crate models of schooling in which individual teachers work in
isolation in their classrooms. And to recruit and retain capable teachers, we need to
find ways to make quality preparation and professional learning affordable. This means:

* Reconfiguring schedules and teacher assignments so that teachers can work and
learn as teams — teams led by master teachers, grounded by established
teachers, and assisted by novices; teams that given differentiated expertise and
more hands on deck, can nimbly respond to data on student progress by flexibly
regrouping to match students to “just right” challenges and supports.

* Developing new staffing compensation arrangements such that both mentors
and prospective teachers are paid for their efforts. Compensating novices,
rather than asking them to put income on hold while paying tuition, can help us
recruit and retain a more diverse and talented teaching workforce.
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Given these kinds of arrangements, we can both serve learners well, and create rich
opportunities for novices and more advanced teachers to learn in and through their
work with students and colleagues.

The Role of Research and Theory

As we ratchet up candidates’ engagement in practice, and work with schools to
reorganize for student and teacher learning, we are not backing off attention to theory
and research: these provide the foundation that enables teachers to make sense of
their students’ learning and to plan sound next steps. Note that the ability of
universities to build and support that foundation is part of what makes universities so
important in this enterprise.

Therefore, in our programs we couple immersion and graduated responsibility {rather
than a fire hose of demands all at once) with opportunities to step back and reflect on
what is happening with students and why.

For example, in “video club” our candidates videotape their work with learners, and
then present their video and receive critical feedback from both instructors and peers.
In these discussions, faculty and candidates draw connections between what candidates
experience in the field and cutting edge research on learning and teaching. These
connections help candidates develop principled understandings, illustrated by real
world examples, to guide their future practice. In these discussions, candidates learn
not only to “see” what is going on in their classrooms and why, but also to participate in
the kinds of data-informed, collegial conversations that can drive learning throughout
one's career.

Assessment on Dimensions that Matter

To this point | have located teacher preparation within a broader system of public
education, and described our work to make teacher preparation relevant within that
system. We have designed and are continuing to build opportunities for teacher
learning that are embedded in school-based team structures, deepened through
individual content-focused mentoring, justified and strengthened in coursework and
seminars, and tested in a cycle of practice and reflection.

So how do we know we have succeeded in preparing candidates to serve learners well?
Today there is a press to assess the effectiveness of teacher preparation programs
based on the value-added scores of their graduates. We agree that programs must be
accountable for outcomes, and a critical outcome is graduates’ ability to make a positive
difference in the learning and achievement of their students. As a parent as well as
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teacher educator, | want to know that from day one, whoever steps into a classroom
has the knowledge and skills to work effectively with all children.

One important move that we have made is to require all prospective teachers to pass a
performance assessment of teaching before they enter the classroom —much like a road
test for drivers, or more aptly, the practical component of the board examination for
physicians. Once novices become teachers of record, we want to continue to gauge
their effectiveness. For both substantive and technical reasons, we find current value-
added measurement approaches highly problematic. Aside from challenges in
methodology, and the documented unreliability of these measures, value-added
estimates cannot provide insight into why things are waorking or not, or how to improve.
We need assessments that provide credible and concrete indicators of our candidates’
abilities to support student learning.

There are ongoing efforts to develop more appropriate measures of teaching
effectiveness. At Vanderbilt, we currently rely on two kinds of measures, and are
experimenting with two more.

+ Before they graduate, candidates in early childhood, elementary, secondary and
music education must pass the edTPA, a national, externally scored,
performance-based measure of candidates’ abilities to plan, enact, and assess
teaching and learning of rigorous content. While our candidates’ performance
on this assessment has generally been strong, our early work with the edTPA
prototype suggested that candidates struggled to analyze student work
systematically and give students usable feedback. In response we increased
attention to these areas in coursework and field assignments, and have since
seen improvement both on the assessment and in candidates’ actual teaching.
(Based on very preliminary results, we find that strong performance on edTPA is
correlated with strong ratings of teacher effectiveness. This demands larger
scale study.)

* Once candidates take positions teaching, we collect survey data on employer
and graduate satisfaction — one, three, and five years out from graduation.
These surveys ask principals and graduates to rate graduates’ readiness to teach
in their subject area, work with diverse learners, translate theory into practice,
establish safe and productive learning environments, navigate school structures,
adapt curriculum and differentiate instruction, manage behavior, etc. We are
gratified to have a return rate of over 70% on these surveys. The data indicate
that our graduates feel very well prepared for the classroom, and are highly
satisfied with both courses/field experiences and the faculty and students with
whom they worked. Employers similarly rate graduates as very well prepared,
and indicate that they would definitely hire another graduate from our
institution.

¢ We have begun to experiment with surveys of student perceptions of the
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classrooms in which our graduates teach. Recent studies show interesting
correlations between the degree to which students feel challenged and
supported and their achievement.

*  We are attempting to work with graduates to gather their administrators’ ratings
of their classroom teaching as measured by state-approved ohservation
protocols.

This collection of measures, combined with benchmark assessments throughout our
programs, provide faculty with invaluable data to check impact and support program
improvement.

How Can Federal Policy Advance Teacher Preparation?

Before | close, let me call out and briefly describe two areas in which federal policy
makers can help support improvement of teacher preparation.
¢ Incentivize partnerships between schools and preparation programs;
* Streamline reporting to focus on data that will help answer questions that can
move the field, and seek efficiencies in reporting.

Incentivize Partnerships and Innovation

At Peabody we are fortunate to have several school partners who are working seriously
with us to innovate around school organization, a large pool of academically
accomplished applicants, and the flexibility that comes with relatively small size.
However, growing this work beyond small pilots will require that more institutions and
districts are freed up to innovate; learning from this work will require ongoing
investment in design-oriented research that allows us study the kinds of partnerships
I've described above — not only in places like Vanderbilt, but also in the large public
universities that prepare the vast majority of teachers in this country. Legislation that
incentivizes partnerships and supports research is vital.

Streamline and Focus Reporting
Federal policy makers would also help by ensuring that reporting requirements are
targeted and productive, efficient and fair.

When we invest time in collecting data, it should be the sort of data that will help us ask
and answer questions that will improve our work locally, and move the field more
broadly. Currently much data is collected, but it is unclear what is used and what is
useful. We need to know: who is entering teacher preparation, what kinds of programs
prepare them to be successful, and in what kinds of contexts? These are questions of
recruitment, relevance, and impact. Current Title Il elements that can begin to help us
unpack the question of who is attending and succeeding in what kinds of programs
include:
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* basic demographic data about graduates by institution and field and pass rate
data from credentialing exams;

* comparable information for alternate routes {recognizing that the definition of
“alternate route” should be further studied as states define them differently and
one state’s “alternate route” may be another state’s “traditional program”)

* entry requirements along with actual data on program entrants performance in
relation to these requirements (e.g., GPA, test scores, etc.)

Getting at questions of impact is trickier. State capacity to link learning outcomes with
teachers, and teachers with preparation programs varies greatly. As state data systems
come online, useful data will include:

* evidence of student learning

¢ job placement of program completers within 12 months of graduation

* retention of program completers in teaching after three years

* results of teacher evaluation

{ should note that there is promising work on this question underway in the states and
professional associations. In Tennessee for example, the Department of Education and
Higher Education Commission have partnered with universities to make available to
campuses more and better data on graduate performance, and to expand the range of
program effectiveness indicators tracked in the State Report Card on Teacher Education.
The goal is more accurate, finer grained and more usable information with which to
improve programs. At a national level, after rolling out a set of rigorous standards for
educator preparation, the Council for the Accreditation of Educator Preparation (CAEP)
is now working with states and institutions to press hard on the question of what
constitutes evidence of effective practice. These collaborations should be supported.

University-based educator preparation programs typically gather and report data for
four or more monitoring bodies. The type of data is fairly similar, e.g., enrollment,
demographics, completer numbers, as well as measures of program quality. However,
varying reporting windows (for example, capturing completers from September 1 —
August 31 vs_July 1 —June 30) exponentially increase the workload, especially as
program sizes increase. Over the past few years, different monitoring agencies have
begun to better align definitions and windows, but there are still discrepancies. Federal
policy guidelines should encourage common data definitions and reporting windows.

Finally, reporting and accountability demands must be applied consistently across
preparation pathways and models. Larger public universities have many fewer
resources and yet face the most burdensome requirements for reporting and providing
evidence of impact. If reporting and evidence requirements are intended to make the
system better, it only makes sense for those regulations to apply in equal measure to all
preparation organizations. Specifically, states should be required to report data for alf
teacher preparation providers (university, non-profit, school districts, etc.) in order to
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track the performance in each route.

Final Thoughts

I began my remarks highlighting three challenges that define the context for teacher
preparation: a growing gap in student outcomes that aligns with the deepening divide
in wealth and opportunity; a workforce that is increasingly comprised of newcomers;
and the inability to {re)build instructional capacity because of high levels of churnin
schools that most need stability. Teacher preparation is not the sole solution to these
challenges, but rather must be seen as part of a systemic response. Research tells us
that well-prepared teachers stay in schools longer; that teachers who have at least five
years of experience are more effective. Schools that support teacher learning and
development both retain effective teachers and increase student achievement. For
these reasons, at Vanderbilt we are redesigning our programs from a systems view,
betting that our preparation programs will improve as we find ways to align our needs
and resources with those of our school partners, and to think synergistically to address
many problems at once.

The stakes are high. Qur nation’s global competitiveness will hinge on our ability
to ensure that all children have the opportunity and resources to learn — including
teachers who have the commitment, knowledge, skills and staying power to enable
student success. Thank you for your consideration and efforts on behalf of learners and
teachers, and for the opportunity to testify before you today. | look forward to
answering your questions.
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Chairman ROKITA. Thank you, Doctor.
Dr. Peske, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF DR. HEATHER G. PESKE, ASSOCIATE COMMIS-
SIONER FOR EDUCATOR QUALITY, MASSACHUSETTS DE-
PARTMENT OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION,
MALDEN, MA, DEMOCRAT WITNESS

Ms. PESKE. Thank you for the opportunity to testify this morn-
ing. I care deeply about the issue of educator effectiveness not only
because it is my job but because right now my first-grade daughter
is sitting in a public school classroom in Massachusetts.

Just last night I was meeting with faculty and administrators
from educator preparation programs. One professor made the con-
fession, “Within our program the quality of the teaching place-
ments varies tremendously across our placement sites.”

Three months from now hundreds of graduates from Massachu-
setts’ colleges and universities will graduate with a license to
teach. They will look for jobs—some in Massachusetts, some in
your districts. Some of them will be well prepared and some of
them will be ill-equipped for the challenges of the classroom. This
must change.

In Massachusetts we are building a comprehensive system of ed-
ucator preparation strategy to ensure that these program grad-
uates make impact with their students. The comprehensive strat-
egy includes four components, which I will outline and describe
briefly today.

The first component is standards and accountability. We have
new regulations for educator preparation program approval in
order to strengthen program accountability. We have a revised pro-
gram review and approval process in order to build a robust evi-
dentiary base from which to decide whether a program can con-
tinue or whether it should be closed down.

The second component is investing in local districts. It is essen-
tial that local school districts and schools are invested in educator
preparation. We require programs to report on these partnerships
and how the partnerships specifically impact the candidates and,
more importantly, how they impact the students.

This year we will conduct and publicly report on surveys of dis-
trict personnel in order to gather data on their level of satisfaction
with the program graduates who have been hired as teachers and
administrators in their schools. We hope these data will catalyze
conversation and further innovation.

The third component is transparency of data and reporting. For
every preparation program in our commonwealth, including our al-
ternative providers, Massachusetts publishes a publicly available
Educator Preparation Program Profile. This is a way to both invest
in local districts and also to provide data for the educator prep pro-
grams and the alternative programs themselves.

For the first time we are linking educator workforce data and ed-
ucator effectiveness data to educator preparation programs. We will
report this annually and publicly on things like program graduates’
educator evaluation ratings, program graduates’ impact in pro-
ducing growth in student learning, employment data, as well as the
survey data I mentioned a moment ago. By analyzing the data
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from the programs, along with other data, we will be able to iden-
tify low-and high-performing programs, programs we should rep-
licate and programs we should not continue.

The fourth component of our strategy is support. We are com-
mitted to providing programs with easy-to-access analytic reports
on a variety of data to answer a number of different types of ques-
tions, such as the following: Where are my program graduates
being employed? Do they stay? How long?

I want to shift now to talk about the federal role. We believe in
Massachusetts there is a critical role for the federal government in
promoting effective teacher education programs, so I appreciate
your consideration of the following three ideas.

First, we need help from you in order to support and disseminate
research on effective programs. The current research is really lim-
ited in being able to answer questions like, which components of
educator preparation are most impactful when it comes to pro-
ducing growth with students? Much in the same way as the federal
government now supports the What Works Clearinghouse for local
school and district policy and practice, we need a similar analogue
in educator preparation.

Second—and this has been mentioned already by my col-
leagues—we need help in Title II reporting. We need you to reduce
the hundreds of data elements we are now required to report on.
We need you to develop common metrics and we need you to focus
on the highest-priority data.

Right now my staff spends far too much time collecting meaning-
less data to report on Title II. There is little or no comparability
across the states when we report on these elements, and the
metrics and definitions are not common.

We also need a stronger focus in Title II reporting on outcomes
data rather than the hundreds of input measures we provide for
you now.

Number three: We need to provide federal subsidies to establish
new clinical models. Our clinical sites are suffering. We need fund-
ing to sustain these areas.

Right now the federal government provides subsidies to teaching
hospitals in order to train the next generation of doctors. We need
something similar in terms of training the next generation of teach-
ers.

Without this federal subsidy some hospitals might not take on
the task of training doctors. The same is true for our local school
districts, and I can talk a little bit more in the questions about the
details of that.

I want to conclude with a short story. On July 3, 1839 three
young women braved a thunderstorm to enroll in Massachusetts’
first state-supported school dedicated to training teachers—the first
Normal School in America. This year, 2014, marks the 175th anni-
versary of the Normal School in Massachusetts.

As we as a nation reflect on our history of educating teachers we
have to ask ourselves now, what can and should we do to ensure
that the experiences of teacher and principal candidates prepare
them to promote and to excel in developing college-and career-
ready students?
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I look forward to the discussion and happily answer your ques-
tions. Thank you again for the opportunity.
[The statement of Dr. Peske follows:]
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Testimony to the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on Education and the Workforce
Subcommittee on Higher Education and Workforce Training

Prepared Testimony of Heather G. Peske, £d.D., Associate Commissioner for Educator Quality,
Massachusetts Department of Elementary and Secondary Education

Chairman Rokita, Ranking Member McCarthy, Chairwoman Foxx, Ranking Member Hinojosa and
Members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the opportunity to testify this morning on the importance
of efforts to strengthen the teaching profession and the role of educator preparation.

On luly 3, 1839, three young women enrolled in a new school of higher education in Lexington,
Massachusetts. This school was the first state-supported school dedicated 1o training teachers. This year
marks the 175™ anniversary of the Normal School in Massachusetts.” Then, as now, teacher preparation
was a critical component in ensuring teachers could enter the classroom and be successful in their work
with students.

As we reflect on our long history of teacher education in Massachusetts, the present and future beg this
question: Will the experiences of teacher and principal candidates in our educator preparation programs
ensure these aspiring educators will be ready to promote college and career ready students?

Mission and Context

We seek to guarantee that educator preparation in Massachusetts will result in effective educators
ready to support the success of all students. We believe preparation should not be strictly about pre-
service; we need to structure the first few years on the job as a continuation of preparation through
apprenticeships, induction programs and the continued involvement of higher education. As a point of
reference, it is important to consider some context about our state:

«  Massachusetts enrolls just under 1 million students in nearly 400 districts across our
Commonwealth.

« At present, there are 80 “sponsoring organizations” that manage educator preparation
programs for principal and teacher candidates. These 80 sponsoring organizations include the
traditional university-based programs as well as alternative programs.

* These 80 sponsoring organizations run over 1,800 programs of preparation. A number of
institutions, like Bridgewater State University, one of our largest producers, run multiple
programs from early childhood undergraduate programs to graduate programs in various high
school license areas.

! Source: http://www. framingham.edwhenry-whittemore-library/archives-and-special-collections/150-years-in-
framingham/our-history.htm!
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e Per regulations and statute® the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (ESE) is
responsible for reviewing and approving programs. In approving programs, ESE authorizes
sponsoring organizations to endorse candidates for both initial and advanced levels of licensure.

» Onaverage, sponsoring organizations endorse approximately 6,600 candidates for various
Massachusetts’ licenses each year.

*  When it comes to the balance of theory and practice, we would like to see even more emphasis
and opportunities for candidates to have clinical experience (e.g., student teaching, practicum).

Building a Comprehensive System

Massachusetts has been building a comprehensive system of educator effectiveness policies to promote
educator efficacy at every step of an educator’s career continuum, from pre-service to in-service. As we
develop state educator policy, we are increasingly focused on the importance of aligning the policies
across this career continuum to build a comprehensive system to develop, recruit, hire, support and
retain effective educators. We have to consider the fundamental question: Which policy and practice
levers are going to be most impactful? For example, how will changes in licensure policy impact changes
to educator preparation requirements? To fully leverage the opportunity to push for stronger
accountability and greater support for educator effectiveness, these policies have to be inter-connected
to build a comprehensive system of accountability and support to attain the goal of ensuring an
effective educator in every classroom in Massachusetts, especially our highest-need classrooms and
schools.

Much of our work in Massachusetts in the past three years has been supported by federal funding
through the “Race to the Top” initiative. By far the biggest initiative is the implementation of a new
Educator Evaluation system. In 2011, the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education adopted new
regulations for the evaluation of all Massachusetts educators. This launched a massive statewide effort
to implement a pioneering new model to document and evaluate educator performance and to provide
meaningful feedback. In 2012-2013, Massachusetts’ Race to the Top districts began implementing the
new Educator Evaluation Framework. By 2014-2015, all educators in the Commonwealth, regardless of
RTTT participation, will be evaluated under the new Educator Evaluation Framework.

The new Educator Evaluation Framework is designed to:

* Promote growth and development amongst leaders and teachers,

* Place student learning at the center, using multiple measures of student learning, growth, and
achievement,

* Recognize excellence in teaching and leading,

+ Set a high bar for professional teaching status, and

« Shorten timelines for improvement.

The Educator Evaluation Framework includes standards and indicators that outline the state’s
expectations for educator performance on a Model Rubric. This is the first time the state has articulated
expectations for educator performance along dimensions and ratings of practice from “Exemplary” to
“Unsatisfactory.” We are working now to align our educator preparation policies with the new Educator
Evaluation Framework as well as other educator effectiveness policies.

? Regulations for Educator Licensure and Preparation Program Approval {603 CMR 7.00), Massachusetts
General Laws, M.G.L Chapter 71, Section 38G
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Building a Comprehensive System for Educator Preparation
Massachusetts is building a comprehensive system to promote effective preparation of teachers and
principals in our state, educators who will well-serve our students as soon as they enter the classroom.
This comprehensive system includes four components:

1. Standards and Accountability;

2. Investing local district stakeholders as critically important consumers;

3. Transparency of data and reporting;

4. Support.

These four foci come together to promote the continuous improvement of programs and to meet the
goal of ensuring that educator preparation results in effective educators ready to support the success of
all students.

Standards and Accountability

Standards

In june 2012, the Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) approved new regulations for
educator preparation program approval.’ The regulations are intended to strengthen accountability by
using the candidates’ performance evaluation ratings data once they are teachers of record,
employment data and survey data to determine whether the programs can continue to operate in the
state. Together, the revised regulations and new Program Guidelines communicate a shift in the
program approval process, a shift that includes program outcome measures. These outcome measures
will indicate whether {or not) programs are preparing graduates who are ready to effectively teach and
lead in the Commonwealth’s schools; and whether (or not) programs are preparing educators to assume
positions in high-needs placements across the Commonwealth.

Teachers in Massachusetts can achieve an initial license for five years provided they have completed an
approved educator preparation program and passed the requirements of the Massachusetts Tests for
Educator Licensure {MTEL). The tests include a subject test and a separate test which assesses teacher
candidates’ communication and literacy skills. Additionally, for the purpose of strengthening the
mathematics content knowledge and skills of prospective elementary and special education teachers, a
new Massachusetts Tests for Educator Licensure (MTEL) General Curriculum test with a separately
scored mathematics subtest was developed and was administered for the first time on March 7, 2009.

In this comprehensive system we are building, we are aligning the educator preparation work to a re-
engineering of our licensure policies as another strategy to drive improvement in preparation based on
the needs of local school districts. In the next two years, we will be re-designing our licensure policies to
promote a performance-based licensure system aligned with other educator effectiveness palicies,
including educator preparation. This work is being supported as part of the “Network for Transforming
Educator Preparation” in collaboration with the Chief State School Officers.

® Regulations for Educator Licensure and Preparation Program Approval {603 CMR 7.00), Massachusetts
General Laws, M.G.L. Chapter 71, Section 38G
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Accountability: New Program Review and Approval Process

We are currently developing a revised program review and approval process to build a robust
evidentiary base for evaluation and decisions about program approval {or revocation). We will develop
a solid evidentiary base undergirded by data from an offsite and an onsite review. This process will
emphasize an outcomes-focused program review that leads to a summative evaluation. We are also
building stronger definitions of at-risk, low performing and high performing programs and aligning those
definitions with HEA Title I. To date, Massachusetts has not identified any program as low-performing.
In order to make more differentiated decisions about program approval, we need to have a stronger
evidence base with both input and outcomes data and a more transparent review process that invests
both the educator preparation program and the local schools they serve as partners in the review.

The new program approval standards hold programs accountable for continuous improvement,
collaboration with local school districts, program impact on those local school districts, program
capacity, and their ability to deliver on the subject matter knowledge and pedagogical standards for
candidates. Further, the new review and approval process will give us the opportunity to identify high-
performing programs and to learn from them.

Investing K-12 Stakeholders as Consumers

Investing local schools and districts in educator preparation is critical to supporting the kinds of
innovations that will ensure candidates are well-prepared to hit the ground running after they complete
the programs. On a recent site visit during a review of a program, it was evident that some of the
innovations in the preparation program had occurred as a result of a deep partnership with the local
district. For example, the principal of the high school explained that he contacted a faculty member at
the preparation program to invite him to teach his high school methods course in the high school {rather
than in a classroom at the university). As a result of this invitation, the course is embedded in the
routines of the high school and the pre-service teachers have the opportunity to observe other teachers
and students in action, even as they learn the theories and methods to support their actions. According
to the high school principal and to some of the pre-service candidates participating in the course, this
fluidity between the practice and the theory has meant enormous benefit and substantial learning for
them.

Another example of innovation took ptace in an elementary school. Instead of assigning the student-
teacher candidates to one teacher for the whole year, the principal assigned student-teacher candidates
to multiple classrooms and grade levels throughout the year. She reasoned that upon successful
completion of the program, the state issues licenses in first through sixth grade. For them to only spend
time in one elementary grade level before being placed in an entirely different one as a teacher of
record would be a disservice to the candidate and to the students. These innovations in preparation
were being driven by the needs of jocal districts and schools and the program was responding. This is
the kind of work we hope to see continue in our state as a result of changes in expectations for the
programs.

It is essential that local school districts are invested in educator preparation, as they are the primary
consumers of the programs. Thus, ESE expects preparation programs to be responsive to the needs of
the districts and schools both in terms of the supply-and-demand issues of districts as well as the
content of the programs. We know from our analyses of our Massachusetts educator workforce data
that program graduates usually search for teaching jobs very close to the program from which they
graduated. In the new program regulations and standards of performance, there is a provision that
requires educator preparation programs to demonstrate evidence of “deep, interactive partnerships
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with K12 districts” and “recruitment, enrollment and employment that address the needs of districts.”
(See regulations: 603 CMR 7.03). In their annual reporting of data to ESE, educator preparation
programs must report on the types of district partnerships and collaborations in which they are
involved. The formal evaluation reguires that they demonstrate that partnerships have improved
outcomes for educator preparation candidates and PK-12 students.

in addition to the qualitative data, ESE will report annually and publicly on the employment data of
program completers. These data include, among other elements, the percentage of program graduates
employed in a Massachusetts public school within 1, 2, and 3-years of completion of the program and
the percentage employed who stay for at least 2, 3 or 4-years. These data will help programs to know to
what extent they are meeting the demand needs of local districts and to what extent their program
graduates are being retained by the districts.

ESE will also conduct and publicly report on annual surveys of district personnel, including Human
Resource directors and principals, to gather data on their level of satisfaction with the program
graduates who have been hired as teachers and principals in their district. These data will catalyze
programs and districts to not only analyze whether program graduates are well-serving the district, but
also to begin to work together to make improvements and to promote innovation.

Transparency of Data and Reporting

Massachusetts has changed the types of data we collect from educator preparation programs. Where
we used to only collect input data (e.g., syfiabi, information about faculty), we are now collecting more
outcomes data in addition to the input data. We are also better linking the available data from districts
to educator preparation programs. For every preparation program in the Commonwealth, including the
alternative providers, Massachusetts publishes an Educator Preparation Program Profile. Massachusetts
first released Educator Preparation Profiles in July 2013, These profiles appear on the Department of
Education’s website, right alongside our district and school profiles, publicly accessible data to any
consumer or program.

As part of our expectation for continuous improvement in the program and our commitment to using
data to drive improvements, ESE collects and reports qualitative and quantitative program data. The
qualitative data elements include program mission and annual goals. The quantitative data include data
on program participants, such as: single and aggregate pass rates on the Massachusetts Test of Fducator
Licensure (MTEL) and pass rates by each of the assessments; summary pass rates on the MTEL at the
point of enroliment, non-practicum completion and program completion. Additionally, we are very
pleased to be linking educator workforce data and educator effectiveness data for the first time. These
data elements include: program graduates’ educator evaluation ratings, program graduates’ impact in
producing growth in student learning, employment and survey data. By analyzing the data from the
programs along with other data such as school employment data and teacher evaluation results, the
Department will be able to identify low- and high-performing programs and present the information to
the public in a user-friendly, online format. With the collection and analysis of these data, ESE will be
able to better identify strong programs worthy of recognition and replication and eliminate those
programs failing to produce the types of educators required for the needs of Massachusetts’ schools.

Support
ESE is committed to supporting the educator preparation programs in their continuous improvement to

well-prepare candidates and to weli-serve our students. One way we do this is by providing the
programs with easy-to-access analytic reports on a variety of program data. ESE built a powerful
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reporting and data analysis tool we call “Edwin Analytics” that gives educator preparation programs and
districts access to new information and should catalyze self-assessment. The available tools and reports
for this data will help program staff make informed decisions about how and where they can improve
upon their practices to provide an exceptional learning experience for their candidates. The Educator
Effectiveness Reports for educator preparation programs, to be released within the next six months,
will allow the organizations to answer questions such as:

e What are the enroliment, persistence, and completion trends for the cohort from an individual
Prep Programs, as well as statewide?

e Fora selected year, what is the pipeline of candidates by subject area?

= Where are completers finding employment in the state?

* How are completers performing in their Massachusetts educator evaluations? Is there any
variance between programs and/or districts?

» Did candidates gain a license in the fields they were endorsed in? What other licenses did they
gain?

s Do students find employment teaching subjects they were endorsed in?

The Federal Role

There is a critical role for the federal government in promoting effective educator preparation policy and
practice. We appreciate your consideration of the following ideas:

Support and disseminate research on effective programs

The current research is limited in answering a number of questions about educator preparation, such as
“Which components of educator preparation are most impactful when it comes to student growth and
learning?” The federal government has a role in supporting and disseminating research on the practices
and features of more effective teacher preparation programs, much in the same way that the federal
government has supported the “What Works Clearinghouse” for best practices in local school and
district work.

Title li Reporting: Reduce data elements, develop common metrics, and focus on the highest priority data
Presently, states like Massachusetts spend far too much time collecting meaningless data for Title I}
reporting purposes. There is little or no comparability across the states when reporting on these data
elements as there are no common definitions or standards for the data elements. We need a stronger
focus on the data elements that are most important and common definitions of these metrics so there is
uniform reporting across the states. We also need strong outcomes measures as well as input measures.
One example of a meaningful input measure might be for states to report on the regulations governing
the amount of time required for candidates to be in classrooms. Examples of strong outcomes
measures include program completer survey data or measures of program completers’ impact on
students using multiple measures. We would like to see data collection that explores the connections
between the inputs and the outcomes. The key is defining what counts as important, such as the state
requirements for the number of practicum hours or hours in classrooms; or the background of the
clinical staff who supervise, such as what percentage of the faculty have taught in the past 10 years.

Provide federal subsidies to establish “teaching hospital schools” to build innovative modefs of
preparation

We are presently lacking the capacity for bridging the gap between preparation in higher education and
clinical preparation; we need structures that can help to provide high-quality clinical training while
partnering with higher education and local school districts. The federal government currently provides
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subsidies to teaching hospitals to train interns and residents. Without this federal subsidy, some
hospitals might not take on the expensive work of training the next generation of doctors. The federal
government could reallocate funding to establish “teaching hospital schools” in major urban areas that
would be a} centers for high quality clinical training for teachers serving low-income students or low-
performing scheols; b) host applied research to promote a quality improvement process driven by
practical and useful research and data embedded in the work; ¢) forge partnerships between local
districts and teacher preparation programs, including traditional and alternative program providers that
meet certain criteria; d) partner with other schools to build capacity to support high quality field
training.”

Conclusion

We urge all stakeholders engaged in the preparation of future educators to embrace this opportunity to
create experiences for educator candidates to ensure the success of all students in our nation. We
believe Massachusetts’ efforts to transform educator preparation will yield fruit in providing meaningful
feedback for the continuous improvement of all programs. in Massachusetts, we are banking on the
combination of new program review and approval standards; better and more accessible statewide
data; a stronger accountability process for review and approval; and a commitment to investing local
school and district stakeholders in improving educator preparation. We are encouraged by the interest
and commitment of the federal government in supporting this critical work.

* This recommendation came out of conversations with Jesse Solomon and Edward Liu, senior leaders at the
Boston Teacher Residency Program (www.bostonteacherresidency.org), an alternative program provider.
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Chairman ROKITA. Thank you, Doctor.
Ms. Hall, you are recognized for 5 minutes.

STATEMENT OF MS. CHRISTINA HALL, CO-FOUNDER AND CO-
DIRECTOR, URBAN TEACHER CENTER, BALTIMORE, MD

Ms. HALL. Thank you.

Chairman Rokita and Chairwoman Foxx, Representative Polis,
and members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me here
today to speak with you about this important topic—teacher qual-
ity.

My name is Christina Hall and I am cofounder of Urban Teacher
Center. We are a nonprofit that partners with urban schools and
districts to prepare new teachers.

We have 231 teachers in almost 75 schools in Baltimore and D.C.
Program satisfaction is high—100 percent of our teachers report
that our training gives them the knowledge and skills they need,
and 90 percent of our school partners returned this year. This is
testament to our value because principals pay to bring us to their
buildings.

Best of all, we can already see that our teachers are getting re-
sults. Last year 79 percent—that is 79—79 percent of our first-year
teachers had student achievement gains equal to or better than the
typical second-year teacher.

When we set out to build our program we knew that holding a
degree in teaching is not a proxy for effectiveness, but because of
prevailing compensation systems we wanted to offer an M.Ed. We
considered applying to become our own institute of higher ed, but
an often onerous and sometimes irrelevant process kept us from se-
riously considering it.

Instead, we looked for a partner that would embrace broader cri-
teria for hiring clinical faculty, embark on creating a whole new
preparation program, and accept responsibility for master’s con-
ferral while releasing approval for certification to UTC. We spoke
with almost a dozen colleges and universities and eventually found
Lesl}ley University in Massachusetts. Lesley agreed to take the leap
with us.

Here are a few features of our model: Residents get more than
1,400 hours of real-time experience in four different classroom set-
tings before they get the keys to their own classroom. Every suc-
cessful candidate earns dual certification and a dual master’s in
their subject area and special education. And every participant re-
ceives sustained, on-the-job coaching for 4 years.

UTC holds the highest bar for teacher certification in the coun-
try, and not every teacher who begins our program gets certified.
Even with intensive support not every promising candidate devel-
ops the qualities of a great teacher. We believe it is better that we
incur the cost of that discovery than our children.

We begin by recruiting diverse, high-achiev