Assessment of Endorsement Programs





Background

Historically, Washington has not had a process for systematically reviewing or assessing endorsement programs. Institutions wishing to offer new endorsement programs have been required to seek PESB (formerly SBE) approval; once approved, there has been no formal assessment or review. Evidence from endorsement programs is indirectly reviewed as a part of the institutional site visit, but those visits have not systematically assessed each endorsement area.

Within the last several years, however, several issues have pointed to the need for a more focused approach:

· The move to a performance-based endorsement system has raised expectations that program approval should at least partially depend on demonstrated outcomes.
· Policymakers have raised concerns about the adequacy of content preparation, particularly in fields such as math and science. 
· The state’s partnership agreement with NCATE stipulates that the state will take responsibility for review of subject-area preparation, thus exempting accredited institutions from NCATE review in those areas. 

· The Professional Educator Standards Board on several occasions has expressed its belief that content experts should be involved in the review of endorsement programs. 

For those reasons the Professional Education and Certification division at OSPI has been working with the Washington Association of Colleges for Teacher Education to develop recommendations for a more systematic approach to the assessment of endorsement programs. A work group developed an initial draft that was shared with the PESB in March, 2006. Among the feedback provided by the Board was the request that we make every effort to avoid placing an excessive burden on institutions, which are already being asked to provide extensive accountability data to a variety of agencies. Accordingly, PEC sought information from deans and directors of university preparation programs, asking them to identify internal or external processes they currently use to assess endorsement programs. The responses we received suggested several conclusions:

1. In general, universities have procedures in place to assure the quality of faculty, coursework, and departmental operations in each department. This is done through mechanisms such as hiring processes, annual faculty reviews, and departmental reviews. In addition, academic departments are periodically involved in external reviews by regional accrediting bodies or (more rarely) content-area accrediting groups such as the National Association of Schools of Music.

2. While such procedures provide an important form of quality assurance, it is unclear that they regularly or systematically focus on Washington’s teacher endorsement standards, which provide the primary yardstick for the state’s performance-based system. Some departments in some institutions may provide such data as part of their internal institutional accountability, others do not. 

3. Teacher programs currently collect considerable data on candidate performance, including such measures as the WEST-E, the Pedagogy Assessment, surveys of program completers, and a variety of assessments embedded within course work. In addition, traditional academic measures such as GPA and transcript review provide additional information on candidate performance.

Overall, there appear to be relatively few university assessment processes that in their current form would satisfy state goals for assessment of endorsement programs. However, in developing our recommendations, we have attempted to build a process that takes full advantage of the assessment work that programs already do. Most of the elements in the proposal below already exist; the proposal seeks to align them in a way that would contribute to both accountability and program improvement.   

Context

Creating a process that provides the optimal balance of accountability (to satisfy state purposes) and flexibility (to respect the unique context of each institution) presents some challenges, given the nature of endorsement programs in Washington state:  

1. Candidates can follow multiple pathways to become endorsed. For example:

a. They can enroll in a four-year school as a freshman and do all endorsement work entirely within that institution.

b. They can transfer into a four-year school from a community college or another four-year school, in which case some of their endorsement work may already have been done.

c. They can enter an M.I.T. program, in which case almost all of their content courses will have been taken at another institution.

d. They can choose to add endorsements to an existing certificate, in which case their content courses may be taken at multiple institutions over a period of time.

The consequence is that there is no single (or simple) template that can be used to assess what candidates do to earn endorsements. Any effective assessment of endorsement programs has to be sufficiently flexible to cover all these pathways.

2. At many institutions, endorsement programs are housed within arts and sciences departments whose missions are much broader than just teacher preparation; often, teacher candidates comprise a minority of the students within the department. One implication is that education departments, which are typically the units responsible for assuring compliance with state standards, frequently have a considerable administrative burden in helping academic departments understand state requirements and develop programs and procedures that meet the standards. The more complex the assessment process becomes, the greater the burden for education departments. A second implication is that academic departments with small numbers of teacher candidates may simply decide that the burden of meeting state requirements is more trouble than it’s worth, and decide to drop teacher programs altogether, thus reducing access. Finally, the small numbers of candidates in many programs raises questions of cost-effectiveness. Devoting substantial time or money to evaluating a program that graduates 2-3 people a year may not be the best use of resources.

3. The number of endorsement programs in Washington is large. The 21 institutions that are currently approved to operate teacher programs collectively offer almost 400 separate endorsement programs. Any effort to increase accountability of endorsement programs will require additional effort and resources from both the state and institutions of higher education.

4. Recent decisions by the PESB have dramatically increased the pace of change in educator preparation. Within the next two years, these efforts will have:

a.  Substantially revised all of Washington’s 34 endorsement areas

b.  Developed completely new WEST-E tests aligned with the endorsement standards

c.  Significantly changed the core knowledge and skills expected for all teachers, including a move toward a more evidence-based approach

d. Revised the Performance-Based Pedagogy Assessment to align with the new expectations for teacher knowledge and skills

e. Revised all of the state’s program approval standards

These changes will put considerable pressure on teacher preparation programs in the next few years, stretching their capacity to redesign programs while maintaining high quality in meeting current standards. Adding a substantial review and reporting process for endorsement programs will further complicate the effort to manage these changes.

Thus, any process for systematic assessment of programs will require tradeoffs. Accountability invariably requires resources, both fiscal and human; the more rigorous the process, the greater the costs.  The policy challenge is developing a system that is rigorous enough to be credible yet efficient enough to be manageable and sustainable.    





   Proposal

The proposal that follows is based on the following general principles:

1. The process should provide evidence that endorsement programs are meeting the relevant endorsement standards.

2. The process should be sufficiently consistent with NCATE expectations to ensure that NCATE programs can continue to substitute state review for the SPA process.

3. The process should be logistically manageable and economical in terms of the time and effort required for programs being reviewed.

4. The review process should allow for the involvement of individuals with expertise in the content area.   

     Proposed process

Overview

The review would be conducted as part of the institution’s periodic evaluation and site visit. Several months prior to the scheduled visit, each endorsement program would prepare a brief report that would summarize aggregated data for key indicators (see below). Additionally, the report would describe how the program had used assessment data to make changes. The report would be approved by the program’s PEAB and submitted to the Professional Education and Certification office (PEC) at OSPI. PEC staff would review the reports and prepare a summary to be shared with the site visit team. Although on-site review of individual endorsement programs would not be a regular part of the process, there may be occasions on which additional review would be needed (see below).

Data

Effectiveness of endorsement programs rests on their ability to assure that candidates have both adequate knowledge of the subject and  the skill to convey their knowledge to students. 

(a) By law, candidate subject knowledge must be measured by the WEST-E. Thus, test results provide a common measure across programs. The tests currently being developed will be fully aligned with endorsement competencies, and can be considered both necessary and sufficient indicators of candidate knowledge. Hence any system for assessing endorsement programs must include WEST-E data (pass rates and mean scores).

(b) In most programs, the ultimate measure of pedagogical skill is performance during student teaching. Here, too, the state provides a common assessment, the Performance-Based Pedagogy Assessment (PPA). However, in its current form, the PPA has several limitations. First, it is designed to assess core teaching skills common to all endorsement areas; subject-specific pedagogy is not directly covered. It can be argued that candidates with subject deficiencies are unlikely to succeed on the PPA, but the instrument itself will not necessarily identify specific areas of concern. For example, science teachers are expected to be able to manage laboratory sessions effectively, but there is no guarantee that the PPA will be administered on a day in which a lab is being conducted. 

A second limitation is the fact that the PPA is designed as a pass-fail instrument; candidates must be rated successful on all ten components in order to pass. Since the assessment lacks a numerical scale, and since virtually all candidates pass the assessment, the results do not provide much information about areas of relative strength and weakness. 

Despite these limitations, the PPA provides a common rubric across programs and results should be included in the review process. As the PPA is revised during the coming year, it may be possible to address these limitations. 
(c) Given the current limitations of the PPA, program review should include some   other measure of pedagogical understanding and skill. Although the WEST-E and PPA are the only assessments common to all programs, endorsement programs do have program-level assessments that are aligned with endorsement competencies. These assessments, which sometimes comprise part of a final portfolio, have the potential to provide useful insights into candidate progress and program effectiveness. As part of the review process, programs should present data from at least one program-level assessment that will provide evidence on pedagogical competencies.

Report

As noted in the overview, the program would provide a report that included the data described above, as well as a description of how the program has used data to assess candidate progress and make program improvements. 

Follow-up review and involvement of individuals with content expertise
During the discussion of these issues, we had many conversations about how to involve individuals with content expertise. At one point we considered recruiting small content teams to review the reports from each endorsement program. However, we were deterred by the need to identify, train, and support the dozens (if not hundreds) of individuals required for such an effort. Instead, we decided to recommend using those individuals on an as-needed basis—i.e., when the program’s report or aggregated data raises concerns about candidate preparation, especially in content knowledge, where there is a uniform objective test (as well as considerable concern by policymakers). The de facto standard used by the PESB has been a pass of rate of 80% (also used by NCATE). As part of the review process, a WEST-E pass rate of under 80% would trigger further review and recommendations by a team of two to three individuals with demonstrated expertise in the content area. The results of this review would be available to the site visit team.  

Note: Use of the WEST-E for this purpose would require additional discussion and analysis to determine how pass rates should be calculated. At present, there is considerable ambiguity about this at both the state and national levels. Additionally,

meaningful judgments about programs require an adequate number of scores; the smaller the number, the less the reliability. We propose that there should be at least 10 scores available before judgments are made about a program’s success. This is the same criterion used by the federal government for Title II reporting. Requiring this minimum number also helps alleviate potential concerns about privacy under federal privacy rules (FERPA).  

Implementation

If adopted, this review process would begin with the 2008-09 academic year. Given the breadth of changes currently being implemented in the preparation system, an earlier start does not seem feasible, especially in light of the changes in endorsement standards.





Rationale

Overall, this process would provide a solid foundation for review of endorsement programs without adding excessive requirements. While there would be additional work connected with the production of the report, the review would largely reflect efforts that are currently underway: 
1. The proposed process uses data that are already available and being used by programs; there would be no need to develop or monitor additional assessments. 

2. The process builds on information and processes that are already in place. When endorsement programs were approved by the State Board of Education in 2003 and 2004, they were asked to (a) identify their strategies for assessing competencies; (b) describe how assessment data would be reviewed and used for program improvement; and (c) explain how the program would assess candidate positive impact on students. Thus, most of the required information should be readily available.

3. The proposal is sufficiently similar to NCATE’s program review process to serve in lieu of that process for NCATE-accredited institutions.
4. Finally, the proposed process would maintain the dual focus that characterizes Washington’s assessment system for educator preparation: accountability and program improvement. As often happens in program evaluations, he internal review required by the process may be just as valuable as the external review.
In summary, this proposal provides a significant first step in the review and improvement of endorsement programs in Washington.
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