FACT SHEET
Washington’s Development of a New Evidence-Based Pedagogy Assessment

Background / History –

· Since 2003, PESB WAC 181-78A-264(10) requires that all programs administer, and all candidates for residency teacher certification take, the pedagogy assessment adopted by the Professional Educator Standards Board.  This assessment has been the Performance-Based Pedagogy Assessment (PPA) developed by colleges of education.  
· Institutions’ experience with the PPA, while a considerable achievement, revealed a number of limitations and shortcomings, including reliability and validity of the instrument.  This combined with the adoption of new, evidence-based knowledge and skills standards for residency teacher preparation programs prompted pursuit of an evidence-based instrument.  As such, the colleges of education, with support from the Professional Education Division, began to explore potential revisions to the current instrument, as well as modification of existing assessments used in other states.

· The 2009 Legislative session enacted ESHB 2261, charging the Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) with developing a proposal by January 2010 for a “uniform, statewide, valid and reliable classroom-based means of evaluating teacher effectiveness as a culminating measure at the preservice level”.  The legislation further specified that the assessment shall include: 

· multiple measures of teacher performance in classrooms; 
· evidence of positive impact on student learning; and

· include review of artifacts, such as use of a variety of assessment and instructional strategies, and student work. 
· In April, 2009, teams from eight states, including Washington, were invited by the Council of Chief State School Officers, Association of Colleges of Teacher Education, and Stanford University to explore willingness to participate in piloting a nationally-available preservice pedagogy assessment based on the Performance Assessment of California Teachers (PACT).  This new instrument, called PACT 2.0 would be aligned to individual state standards / need but be a similar enough instrument to yield comparison and reciprocity.  With participation in the national pilot also comes access to funding support for development and implementation and inclusion in research studies based on the assessment.  Representatives from Seattle Pacific University, Central Washington University, University of Washington Seattle, Washington State University, and City University attended the meeting.  All institutions expressed desire to participate in the pilot.  Cori Mantle-Bromley from Washington State University was nominated to serve as lead contact for participating institutions.
· At their May 2009 meeting, the PESB passed a motion to sign the official Letter of Intent to participate in the pilot program viewing this as both an outstanding opportunity as well as clear compliance with the legislative intent in ESHB 2261.
· In summer 2009, three additional institutions were added to the list of pilot participants: Heritage University, Gonzaga University and Seattle University.

· Throughout summer and fall of 2009, the national pilot team at Stanford has engaged in development work.  In Fall of 2009, a Washington State design team was convened for their first meeting focused on aligning the instrument with Washington Standards and identifying policy questions that will need to be addressed.
Next Steps -

· In January, 2009, the national pilot team and the PESB will deliver to the Washington State legislature a proposal for continued development and implementation of the PACT 2.0.  Per ESHB 2261, the proposal must include:

· Estimated costs and statutory authority;
· A common and standardized rubric for determining whether teacher has met minimum performance level;
· Administration and management of these assessments;
· Establish a timeline for when the assessment will be required for successful completion of a Washington state-approved teacher preparation program. The timeline shall take into account the capacity of the K-12 education and higher education systems to accommodate the new assessment. 
· How the assessment will be included in state-reported data on preparation program quality; and 

To the extent funds are appropriated for this purpose, the PESB is charged with further developing and implementing this assessment through the 2010-11 and 2011-2012 school years. 
Frequently Asked Questions –

Q.    Will this assessment be content specific?  

A.     The recommendation of the national pilot development team is yes.  However the Washington design team is still weighing this option and other considerations such as cost to candidate, administration and scoring will factor into this decisions. 

Q.    If it is content specific, in which content area would Elementary Ed candidates focus?

A.    Elementary Education candidates would not be able to complete entries in all content areas, so a policy decision will need to be made as to which area.  There is some argument that allowing the candidate to choose is less preferable in terms of validity than either institutions choosing, choosing an area based on current areas of concern (e.g. math or reading), or random assignment.

Q.     What impact will this have on length of field experience?

A.     It is anticipated that this may mean the need for longer field experiences for candidates. However, evidence for this assessment need not be collected only during the culminating “student teaching”.  The entries requirements for this assessment will be transparent, and it is envisioned that faculty and candidates may use a variety products produced during practicum and methods courses to contribute to the candidate evidence.

Q.     Who would score the assessments?

A.      For validity and reliability, assessments must not be scored by faculty associated with candidates.  Likely scoring would engage faculty from other institutions and practicing educators, all of whom would undergo rigorous training.  Scoring would occur via electronic platform that would greatly enhance and shorten length of scoring process. 
