Draft recommendations for Commission review

More than the Numbers

State Policy on Data to Inform Teacher Preparation



Lessons from our June Meeting

v Data and Evidence Matter
— Don’t make the Scared Straight mistake
— Program caused 13 percent more
crimes to be committed

v We can’t wait for definitive research

v" Promising Practices
— Smart data practices
— Rich clinical experiences (student
teaching)
— State certification of teachers




Lack of Data Creates Problems

Without robust and accessible data systems,
anecdote substitutes for evidence, and there is little
basis to inform improvement discussions:

= Within and among preparation programs,
= Between preparation programs and the school
districts in which their graduates teach, or

= Between preparation programs and accreditation
and regulatory agencies.

State policymakers lack evidence on which to base
teacher licensure, preparation program approval and

accountability and researchers are unable to explore best
practices.




Smart Data: December Meeting Recap

December Speakers

Common indicators, outcome measures
(retention, achievement, observation)

UNC Educator Quality Dashboard for
research and program improvement

Ben Riley

Alisa Chapman

Transparent information is a tool for

Jamie Woodson . .
programs, policymakers and candidates

Power of data (and Fitbits) in modifying

Cassandra Herring behavior

Data systems to support continuous
improvement of educator preparation

Chris Minnich



Promising Data Systems Practices

v Track teachers as they “The dashboard provided the
graduate from impetus for us to better
preparation programs understand how we could

improve our mathematics

teacher education programs. It
helped us make the case that

v’ Develop systems to break we need to do better. We are
down data silos building a culture that uses

: data for improvement.”
v Data ShOU|d be aCCGSSIb|e — Ellen Mclintyre, Dean, UNC Charlotte

and transparent College of Education

v’ Focus on outcome
measures



Recommendation 1

Synthesize data for teacher education from various
state and local agencies

Data should be based on common definitions and formats,
preferably shared across states. These data should include:

* Program data on admissions requirements, course
requirements, qualifications of graduates (e.g., licensure
field or certification exam scores), demographic
attributes of graduates

* Teacher placement data on assignments and student
socio-demographic attributes of first position

* Teacher outcomes data on measured teaching
effectiveness and teacher retention during first five years



Recommendation 2

Disseminate data widely, tailored to needs of
specific audiences

* Provide the public with general information: a
description of the performance of teacher preparation
programs on basic performance measures, the graduates
of teacher preparation programs, their job placements,
and their retention rates in education over five years;

* Provide preparation programs with data and information
that facilitates the management and improvement of
teacher preparation;

* Provide state policymakers with information on the
performance of the teacher preparation programs based
on the performance of program graduates.



Recommendation 3

Empower change through the use of data

Pursue and implement ways to help teacher preparation
programs and school districts analyze, discuss and use the
data to improve teacher preparation to meet state
performance benchmarks.

For example, states may create an advisory board
composed of representatives from the state
department of education, teacher preparation
programs and school districts to insure meaningful
discussions of program improvement.



Teacher preparation data systems are much
more than the numbers

Well-designed, informative data systems embedded in a
network of the state department of education, teacher
preparation programs and school districts provide the basis
for meaningful improvement in teacher education.

The Commission recognizes that such systems may lead to
improvements in many programs but that ultimately programs
will need to be held accountable to performance benchmarks.
The outcome measures that form the basis for performance
benchmarks are an integral part of data systems.

The Commission’s final report will return to the broader issue

of teacher preparation program accountability based on
performance benchmarks.






Achievement Gains

Chart 1
Average Student Achievement by
Preparation Program

A B C D E F G
Preparation Programs

Teacher Retention

Chart 2
Average Teacher Retention by
Preparation Program
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Preparation Programs



2015 LOUISIANA TEACHER PREPARATION DATA DASHBOARD
Louisiana State University and A&M College

Prepared by Louisiana Board of Regents & Louisiana S5tate University System
Public University Undergraoduate Teacher Preparation Program

BASIC PROGRAM INFORMATION

Program Web Site hittp://uiswcmsweb_prod.lsu_edu/education/

ApprovalfAccreditation Names of Agencies Status
State: Board of Elementary and Secondary Education (BESE) Approved
State: Board of Regents [BoR) Approved
Regional: Southern Association of Colleges and Schools Commission on Colleges Accredited
|SACSCOC)
Mational: Mational Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (MCATE); Teacher Accredited

Education Accreditation Council (TEAC]; or Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation

Type of Program Traditional (Undergraduate)
CANDIDATE SELECTION PROFILE
Academic Strength Completer Passage Rate on Praxis 5kills Assessment (2012-13]) 100%
Median GPA of Candidates Entering the Program (2012-13) 3.11
Median GPA of Candidates Completing the Program (2012-13) 332
Mumber of Candidates who S5tarted but Did not Complete the Program Within & Years Data Mot Yet
{by 2012-13) Available
Teaching Promise Data not yet available.
Candidates/ Candidates Enralled Compl Total
Completer {2012-13) 2313 240 1073
Diiversity Enrolled Males .
Gender 135 698
Enroiled Hizpani ndi Asian Black islander White Puilti-
Race i
35 3 11 57 1 710 12

I
KNOWLEDWGE AND SKILLS FOR TEACHING OF COMPLETERS

Knowledge | Content Completer Passage Rate on Praxis Content Assessments (2012-13) 100%
Pedagogical | Completer Passage Rate on Praxis Professional Knowledge Assessments (2012-13) 100%
Owerall Completer Passage Rate on all Assessments (2012-13]) 100%
Clinical Experiences Student Clock Hours of Clinical Experiences Pricr to Student Teaching 130
Teaching Clock Hours of Clinical Experiences HNumber of Mumber of Tetal Number of
During Student Teaching e Mﬂ:’:“'ﬂ“"" e
14 a5 490
Licensure Requirements Mumber and Percentage of 2012-13 Completers That Meet State Licemsing 100%
Reguirements
Completer Ratin Data Mot Yet Available
PROGRAM PRODUCTIVITY AND ALIGNMENT TO STATE NEEDS OF COMPLETERS
Entry and Persistence in Percentage B Number of 2012-13 Completers That Began Teaching in 2013-14 S0% (nm120)
Teaching in Public Percentage & Mumber of 2012-13 Completers That Obtained a License to Teach Data Mot Yet
Schools in Louisiana Available
2008-09 Compls Teaching in Public Schools in Lowisi iin 2005-10, 2010-11, 2001-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14
{Please examine the 2015 Number of Number & Number & Number & Mumber & Number &
Lowisiana Teacher Preporation 200809 Percentage Pern T Perc I~ Perc & Perc I
Dote Foct Book to accurately Completers Teaching in Teaching in Teaching in Teaching in Teaching in
interpret tie meaning of these 2O0E-10 IEi0-11 20d1-13 I0AF-13 2005-18
scoresf 10:0% (nm151) 52% (nm79) 50% (nm7Ta) A47% (nm71) 46% (nmb69) 49% (nm7T4)
Placement/Persistence in | Data Mot Yet available
High-MNeed
Subjects/Schools



2015 LOUISIANA TEACHER PREPARATION DATA DASHBOARD (CONT D)
Louisiana State University and ASM College

Prepared by Louisiana Board of Regents & Louisiana State University System
Public University Undergraduate Teacher Preparation Program

PERFORMANCE AS CLASSROOM TEACHERS (NEW TEACHERS WITH LESS THAN TWO YEARS OF TEACHING)

Impact on Mean Compass Student Qutcome pass Student O Mean & Number of Scores
K-12 Students Score (2012-13 & 2013-14) and
Mumber of Scores for All New 3.2 (nmd09)
(Plecss H“;Wﬂ: f-"; X1is o Teachers with Less than Two Years
Bt Pt Bk g ety |21 1S2CHINE
interpret the meoning af these Percentage and Number of 2012- T N """"h'_'. - _r _"'m“
seores) 13 and 2013-14 Compass Student Ineffective Effective Emerging | Effective Proficient | Highly Effective
Outcovme Scores for the New 2% 14% 34% 509
Teachers by LIMJE Teacher
Effectiveness Lewvels
Demonstrated Teaching Mean Compass Professional Compass Professional Practice Mean & Number of Scores
Skill Proctice Score (2012-13 & 2013-
14} and Number of Scores for All 3.0 (nma0a)
[':T:Tl::r?;z::;r";::;famq Mew Teachers with Less tham Two
Dt Fa‘rr SmJ;:na-rm'ardp Vears of Teaching
interpret the meaning of these Percentage and Number of 2012- iy e e [ [Crmet o e e o s
SCOVES. ] 13 & 2013-14 Compass Professional Inefiective Effective Emerging | Effective Profici Hiighly Effective
Practice Scoves for the Mew 1% 17% B5% 17%
Teachers by LOOE Teacher
Effectiveness Levels
Owerall Impact and Mean Compass Final Evaluation Final Evaluation Mean & Number of Scores
Demonstrated Teaching Score (2012-13 B 2013-14) and
Skill MNumber of Scores for New 3.0 (nmd09)

(Plemse examine the 2015
Lowisiana Teacher Preporaiion
Dato Fact Book to accurately
interpret tfie meaning of these
scoves. |

Teachers with Less than Two Years
of Teaching

Percentage and Number of 2012-
13 & 2013-14 Compass Final
Evaluwation S5cores for the New
Teachers by LIMJE Teacher
Effectiveness Lewvels

Compass Teacher Effectiveness Levels for Final Evaluation Scores

Inefiective

Effective Emerging | Effeckive Praficient

Highly Effective

3%

14% B0%

24%

State Value Added Scores
for New Teachers in
Grades 4-10 with Less
than Two Years of
Teaching by Content
Areas [Twenty-five or
More Mew Teachers)

(Pleose examine the 2015
Lowsiana Teacher Preporation
Dot Fact Book to occurately
interpret the meaning of these
scoves. |

Content Areas

Mean, Mumber of Scores, & Effectiveness Levels for ¥alue-Added Scores of
Twenty-five or More Mew Teachers with Less Than Two Years of Teaching wiho

Tawght during 2011-12, 2002-13, or 2013-14

Mathematics
1.1 (n=77)
ineffective | Effective Emerging | Effective Proficient | Mighly Effective
10% | 35% | 35% | 20%
Science
0.0 (nm57)
inefiective | Effective Er | Effective Proficient | Mighly Effective
11% | 33% | ITH | 19%
Social Studies
-0.3 {nm57]
Inefiective Effiective Er Efiective Proficient | Highly Effective
4% 51% 33% 12%
English/Language Arts/Reading
-2.1 |nm&1)
Inefiective Effiective Er Efiective Proficient | Highly Effective
12% 53% 25% 10%

K-12 Student Perceptions

Digta Mot Yet Available.




Licensure Exam Pass Rates
NCA&T NCCU WSSU

*For the bestvisual results, the number of selections has been limited to four for the visual above.

Licensure Exam Pass Rates




