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The State of Washington and its Professional Educator Standards Board (PESB) have articulated the goal of developing a common assessment across institutions for students completing a teacher education program.  PESB has solicited input from WACTE institutions for a recommended approach.  Towards that end, WACTE has been dedicating substantial attention at its regular meetings towards developing a consensus view that could be supported by all institutions.  


In order to move the process forward, the Executive Board thought it would be useful to collect information from each participating institution about the importance of particular characteristics of any potential assessment design.  In this way, WACTE could better evaluate areas in which there was significant agreement among institutions as well as identify areas in which there are different perspectives.  By surfacing these differences, it is the intent that the collective group can further understand challenges to a common assessment and hopefully, find compromises that would preserve the core goals of all institutions.  


In this spirit, the goal of this paper is to provide a set of data that can be used to facilitate conversations across institutions at our subsequent meeting with the goal of moving towards a shared understanding across institutions..


Surveys were emailed to all 22 WACTE institutions.  Each institution was asked to provide a single response that ideally, represented input from key institutional stakeholders.  

The survey consists of three parts and appears in Appendix A.  The first part consisted of 16 statements that required a response on a 6-point scale.  The lowest scale point was anchored as Not Important and the highest scale point was anchored with Extremely Important.  Respondents were asked to select one of the 6 scale points.
The second part consisted of two questions in which the institution was asked to identify concerns about financial concerns associated with assessment development and ongoing operations, respectively.  In our analysis, we have attempted to cluster these generated responses into meaningful categories.


Finally, in the third part, institutions were asked to rank order a set of seven key considerations.  This type of task forces respondents to prioritize features in ways that are not always visible when examining independent ratings of performance.


After the survey was administered, an abbreviated version was sent to public school superintendents throughout the state.  Results from the 67 respondents are also presented.
Results

Surveys were returned by all institutions.  In a small number of cases, institutions chose to vary their responses from the original design.  Most often, this took the form of providing a score or ranking between scale points.   Occasionally, no response was provided to a particular question. We have tried to accommodate these variations in our analysis. One institution (Evergreen) raised substantive concerns about the fundamental assumption of trying to achieve a common assessment across institutions with varying missions.  These concerns were shared with all WACTE institutions.

In Table 1, we briefly present a set of descriptive statistics that summarize the overall ratings.  There is a substantial range in the mean ratings of importance.  Standard deviations are useful as a signal of how much agreement/disagreement there is about the importance of specific characteristics across institutions.
Table 1 

Summary Statistics for Importance Ratings of Various Assessment Attributes
	Question
	Count
	Mean
	Mode
	Standard Deviation

	Different Assessors Judge the Assessment
	22
	5.36
	6
	0.73

	Valid Indication of Teaching Quality 
	21
	5.71
	6
	0.56

	Teaching as a Complex and Coordinated Act
	21
	5.81
	6
	0.40

	Breaks Down Teaching 
	22
	4.45
	6
	1.23

	Assessment is Easy to Use
	21
	4.50
	4
	1.00

	Assessment is Generic
	20
	3.93
	5
	1.64

	Subject-Specific Component 
	22
	4.18
	5
	1.44

	Provides Information that can Help Teacher Candidates 
	22
	5.27
	6
	0.94

	Capture And Reflect Upon A Video Segment 
	22
	3.59
	3
	1.27

	Information is Useful to the Teacher Education Program
	22
	5.43
	6
	0.62

	Allows For Comparisons Across Programs
	20
	3.25
	3
	1.41

	Aligned with Procert Assessment
	22
	4.55
	5
	1.06

	Aligned with the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards
	21
	4.00
	5
	1.25

	Supports for Wide-Scale Implementation 
	22
	4.80
	5
	1.20

	Scoring of the Assessment is Done by the Faculty 
	21
	5.24
	5
	0.70

	Assessment is Readily Integrated into the Existing Teacher Education Program 
	22
	5.55
	6
	0.65


We organize the results in terms of the nature of agreement across all 22 institutions.  The first set of results focuses on seven items for which there was a very high level of agreement that the particular characteristic was highly important.  To meet this criterion, at least 18 of the 22 (>82%) responses needed to be given a 5 or 6.  
The second set of results focuses on two items for which there were very few institutions that gave the characteristic high priority.  We included questions for which 6 or fewer (<25%) respondents provided a rating of 5 or 6.

The final set of results focuses on questions for which there was a high level of variability across institutions. 
 The charts below present the distributions for each of the questions across all categories.

Questions for which there is high agreement that the characteristic is important
Different Assessors Judge the Assessment Evidence in the Same Way (Reliability)
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Assessment is a Valid Indication of Teaching Quality
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Assessment Treats Teaching as a Complex and Coordinated Act
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Assessment Provides Information that Can Help the Teacher Candidates
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Assessment Provides Information That is Useful to the Teacher Education Program
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Assessment is Readily integrated into the Existing Teacher Education Program
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Questions for which ratings of importance were modest
Assessment Includes Capture and Reflection Upon a Video Segment.
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Assessment Allows for Comparisons Across Programs.
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Questions for which there was a large amount of variability 
Assessment has Supports for Wide-Scale Implementation
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Aligned with the NBPTS Assessment
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Aligned with the Procert Assessment
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Assessment has a Subject-Specific Component
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Assessment is Easy to Use
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Assessment Breaks Down Teaching
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We next present the results of the priority ratings in Table 2.  These results confirm the pattern observed in the data from the individual ratings of characteristics.  Validity, reliability and feedback to teacher candidates are viewed as most important, while cost and alignment with other teacher assessments are seen as relatively less important.  With interpreting results from this, we can only make inferences about relative importance.  Respondents may still see a particular characteristic as important in the abstract, just not as important as other characteristics.

Table 2

Mean Rank of Selected Assessment Characteristics

	Question
	Mean Rank
	Standard Deviation

	Valid Measure of Teaching
	1.26
	0.54

	Reliability
	2.34
	0.91

	Feedback To Teacher Candidates
	3.60
	1.30

	Cost
	4.40
	1.76

	Feedback To Programs Including Comparison Data
	4.86
	1.35

	Ease of Use
	5.43
	1.33

	Alignment With Other Teacher Tests
	5.55
	1.56



Finally, we present and attempt to categorize the comments about financial concerns for development and operations.  We tried to include almost all responses that were given.  Some responses were not specific enough to classify (e.g., general concern about costs). There are significant concerns and we present the comments as given in Tables 3 and 4.


It is clear that there are significant concerns about costs associated with developing faculty expertise to use a new assessment.  There are also quite a number of concerns about the increased workload on staff already perceived to be overburdened.  The costs of data systems, training of scorers, developing of systems and ensuring a system that is reliable and valid were also raised by multiple respondents.  Consequently, a number of institutions are concerned about how these increased costs will effect students financially.
Table 4 focuses on concerns about operational costs.  Sensitivity to costs appears to be heightened given the difficult economic challenges being faced by institutions.  There are concerns about whether institutions and/or students will be asked to carry these burdens.  There are also concerns about increased demands on faculty.
Table 3
Financial Concerns about Development of a Performance Assessment

	Area of Concern
	Comments

	
	

	Professional Development of Faculty
	Professional Development of faculty and mentor teachers

	
	Personnel – training

	
	Providing education for faculty and staff who will be teaching our candidates.  In other words, incorporating the tool into our program.

	
	Supervisor and Mentor Training

	
	Finding time and financial resources to provide adequate professional development for faculty so the assessment can be implemented well and inform other aspects of the program.

	
	Training

	
	Making available financial and technical assistance resources for education schools and colleges in establishing learning communities to maximize lessons learned, etc.

	
	Effective teaching practices research

	
	2)Professional communities support

	
	

	Staff Time
	Reallocation of workload/courseload/time AND financial Resources

	
	Personnel  - operations

	
	We used a number of part time lecturers as field supervisors. Field experience is the most likely setting in which such an assessment will be done. There is no monies for training re study design or implementation

	
	need to reassign faculty time to oversight, implementation, and reporting

	
	need to reassign staff time to support implementation and reporting

	
	Faculty or supervisor load and compensation to score the assessment.

	
	Sufficient faculty

	
	Time for faculty

	
	Costs of providing supervisors.

	
	Involving school-based personnel and practitioners and compensating them for their time.


Table 3 Continued
	
Area of Concern
	Comments

	
	

	Cost to Students
	Will there be additional costs to candidates for scoring and/or administration

	
	We do not want student to have additional fees to be paid by students

	
	Cost to Candidates (5 comments like this)

	
	Tuition rates will go up

	
	

	Costs of Data Systems
	Data archiving, retrieval and analysis

	
	Data collection solutions for aggregating and reporting

	
	need to address administrative costs of collecting, reporting, and archiving data

	
	Making available financial and technical assistance resources for education schools and colleges in establishing and maintaining a common data-information management system

	
	

	Scorer Training and Scoring
	Scorer training; scoring

	
	Working with people who will score the tool to establish and confirm reliability

	
	What will be the cost of training for evaluators and who shoulders this cost?

	
	Training internal and/or external evaluators

	
	

	Research and Quality Control
	Equipment initial and upgrades


	
	If the implementation “require[s] non-trivial additional resources,” then it is absolutely necessary that there is some significant reliability and validity.

	
	Participation in validity and reliability studies

	
	Cost of state-specific credibility studies (establishing validity and reliability

	
	Getting inter-rater reliability is desirable but costly (2)

	
	

	Systems and Other Development
	Development costs for the tool—we need the state or some other organization to bear these! (4)

	
	Technology for video clips and e-portfolios

	
	Cost of capturing video-based evidence

	
	Ease and feasibility of including this assessment in each institution’s electronic platform (Chalk and Wire; livetext, Blackboard, Sakai)


Table 4

Financial Concerns about Operations of a Performance Assessment

	Area of Concern
	Comments

	
	

	Candidate Costs
	Costs to candidates (4)

	
	Students in private institutions will bear the burden of additional costs for assessment through increased fees. Beyond tuition charges, they already pay for background checks, honoraria, and certificate applications. 

	
	Costs to student and institution in comparison to other assessment practices that may be ore cost effective while providing the same kind of data/evidence

	
	Tuition costs that may minimize student from opportunities from minority communities/consider scholarship opportunities

	
	

	Training Costs
	Cost of training (faculty and administrators) (8)

	
	Because of budgetary reductions in state institutions there are no funds for faculty development. Any development sessions would have to be free

	
	resources required for ongoing faculty and student professional development to integrate and implement evidence-based evaluation system for teacher candidates, program, and partnership school performance

	
	

	Tighter Budgets
	The recession; no state aid; credit crunch

	
	Institutional budget cuts and restraints

	
	Universities have no funds for implementation and at times like these students cannot take on additional costs;

	
	There simply are no additional funds to cover “non-trivial additional resources.”

	
	administrative resources are minimal in the current budget environment, and stand to be reduced in anticipated budget cuts

	
	Current base budget reductions to state institutions


	
	No unfunded mandates (2)

	
	State budgets; 2)Cuts to all state institutions


Table 4 Continued
	
Area of Concern
	Comments

	
	

	Infrastructure support
	costs of state level support infrastructure



	
	Data solution system

	
	data management system articulation—having different data systems talk to one another with a common core data set BEFORE universities begin investing resources and time into such efforts

	
	staffing and other resources required to establish and maintain a dynamic information-data management system

	
	making available financial and technical assistance resources for education schools and colleges in rolling out a common assessment system

	
	

	Assessor Costs
	Cost of external reviewers is not aligned with the benefits of the assessment tool.

	
	Compensation for university supervisors.  They will need to understand this tool at a deep level even if they don’t score it.

	
	Compensation for faculty who need to be involved in the scoring of the tool to see what impact their teaching has had.

	
	need to address administrative costs of collecting, reporting, and archiving data

	
	Making available financial and technical assistance resources for education schools and colleges in establishing and maintaining a common data-information management system

	
	Compensation and expenses for external evaluators 

	
	Increased cost that may be required to pay supervisors and cooperating teachers as we continue to add more to their respective assignments

	
	Working with people who will score the tool to establish and confirm reliability

	
	What will be the cost of training for evaluators and who shoulders this cost?

	
	Training internal and/or external evaluators

	
	


Table 4 Continued

	Materials Costs 
	Any associated cost of conducting the assessment such as purchasing copies or rights to use and outside assessment.

	
	Purchase or reproduction of the assessment instruments

	
	Costs of packet preparation and dissemination.

	
	Cost of state-specific credibility studies (establishing validity and reliability

	
	Getting inter-rater reliability is desirable but costly (2)

	
	

	Demands on Faculty
	Workload distribution may require more faculty in content areas

	
	1) faculty already lack time to complete their full range of duties, particularly scholarship

	
	2) staff are already overextended and overloaded with existing duties

	
	Ease and feasibility of including this assessment in each institution’s electronic platform (Chalk and Wire; livetext, Blackboard, Sakai)

	
	

	Maintaining Technical Quality
	The cost to adapt an existing assessment or develop a new assessment tool to fit Washington State standards.

	
	Some sort of central clearinghouse to maintain the fidelity of implementation of the tool.

	
	Value added – does the assessment really provide information regarding impact on student learning?  

	
	Cutting corners to save costs for the test developer.

	
	Rushing implementation in order to save costs and/or recoup R&D costs.

	
	Maintaining reliability and cost associated with it

	
	Sections on resilience, social justice and emotional intelligence

	
	Consider possibility/support to institutions to establish  interrater and interobserver reliability


Superintendent Survey

A total of 67 superintendents responded to a brief survey that asked a subset of questions from the larger survey.  The mean response for each of these questions is presented in Table 5.  Interestingly, the perceptions of superintendents are largely aligned with the perceptions of WACTE institutions.
Table 5

Results of Survey by School Superintendents
	Question
	Mean Rating

	The assessment recognizes teaching as a complex and

coordinated act:
	5.28

	The assessment breaks down teaching into a set of constituent

parts (e.g. planning, assessment, etc.):
	5.21

	The assessment has a subject-specific component that is

particular to content:
	4.51

	The assessment has a component that is particular to grade

level:
	3.72

	The assessment provides information that allows for comparisons

across teacher education programs:
	4.11

	The assessment is aligned with the assessment for Professional

Certification (ProCert):
	5.07

	The assessment is aligned with the National Board for

Professional Teaching Standards:
	4.39


In addition, a final open-ended question was asked:
Is there additional information you would like the WACTE membership to consider as we deliberate on recommendations regarding a state-wide performance assessment for teacher candidates? 

Responses to this question are presented in Appendix B.  

Next Steps

This report is intended to provide a set of data that the WACTE community can digest and discuss at the upcoming meeting.  By highlighting areas of agreement and differences, we hope that we can make progress towards a recommendation to PESB for a direction that can be endorsed by WACTE institutions.

APPENDIX A
SURVEY OF ASSESSMENT ISSUES

Please rate the following features of a system in terms of their importance.  Please rate each feature on a scale of 1-6, with a 1 representing not important and a 6 representing extremely important.  Mark your rating with an X next to the number reflecting your rating.

Different assessors judge the assessment evidence in the same way (Reliability):

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment provides a valid indication of the teaching quality of the teacher candidate:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment recognizes teaching as a complex and coordinated act:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment breaks down teaching into a set of constituent parts:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment is easy to use:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment is generic and is used in the same way across all content areas and grade levels:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment has a subject-specific component that is particular to content and grade level:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment provides information that can help the teacher candidates develop their practice:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment requires candidates to capture and reflect upon a video segment of their teaching:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment provides information that is useful to the teacher education program:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment provides information that allows for comparisons across programs:
Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment is aligned with the ProCert assessment:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment is aligned with the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment has supports for wide-scale implementation throughout the state:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The scoring of the assessment is done by the faculty of the student’s program:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

X5

6

The assessment is readily integrated into the existing teacher education program coursework and preparation program:

Not important 
Extremely Important


1

2

3

4

5

6

The assessment design will require additional financial resources that are not currently budgeted by the state.  Identify financial concerns your institution considers the three most pressing issues for the state to consider in deliberations about the assessment design. 

The ongoing operational costs for carrying out the assessment will require non-trivial additional resources above and beyond current state and institutional budgets.  Identify financial barriers your institution considers the three most pressing issues for the state to consider in deliberations about the assessment implementation. 

Now, please rate the following sets of features in order of how important they are to consider in making our collective decision – with 1 being the most important and 7 being the least important.  Please provide a discrete and unique ranking for each feature (e.g. you can’t use the same ranking)










Rank

Cost








______

Reliability







______

Valid Measure of Teaching





_____

Alignment with Other Teacher Tests




______

Feedback to Teacher Candidates




______

Feedback to Programs including






Comparison Data






______

Ease of Use







______

APPENDIX B

RESPONSES TO OPEN QUESTION FOR SUPERINTENDENTS
Classroom management causes many new teachers to leave the profession. Are classroom management techniques included in the assessment?

How much is enough?

I would be interested in what you consider to be essential skills. Planning, assessment, engagement,

always remember that there is an intangible element in teaching - call it art, magic, projecting caring and honesty, or personality - some people just have the

ability to inspire.

Teachers need to know their subject(s), be able to accurately communicate their knowledge to others in an appealing manner, be able to accurately assess

how well their students have learned, be able to maintain control, and display a sense of humor.

In a pre-service assessment, content and technical teaching skills are not as critical as character, heart, general knowledge and ability to learn.

does success on the assessment have any correlation with actual success as a classroom teacher? Is there any research to back up this practice as a successful?

Will the cost of the program justify the positive results if there actually are any? We are looking at a teacher shortage - especially in math, science and music – will this help or hurt the ability for districts to find qualified teachers or will it just add one more meaningless hoop that could keep qualified individuals out of the education field?

people skills? how to rate

Good teaching that results in student engagement and understanding heavily relies on a person who is able to make personal connections with students, who is able

to know what is essential to know rather than what is less important and a person who is flexible and seeks out ways to excite and engage students in their

learning. Gauging how teachers use formative and summative assessments to measure student understanding and as a tool to determine what adjustments need to be made in the teacher’s lesson plan are important – Assessing these sorts of things are essential for knowing if a pre service teacher might develop into an effective instructor and if they have the personal qualities ensure student academic

success. I’m not really clear if an assessment can clearly predict whether a pre service candidate has the potential to be a great teacher.

Collaborative skills for grade/subject area teams, data competent for informing and adjusting instruction

Special education and differentiated instruction needs to be addressed

Don't put on irrelevant details as test items

Align with other programs. Focus on gathering evidence of student learning.

It should include some measurement of collaboration and flexibility.

Character

All of the components listed focus on teacher or preparation program qualities and performance. To get to better learning results there has to be something to

force a focus on the products of teaching such as student learning, engagement, achievement, progress over time, etc.

Demonstration tape

Their ability to work cooperatively as part of a team with a positive attitude

human relationship skills, soc./emotional dev. awareness

Why would the WEST E not be considered as a portion of this assessment?

This was a difficult survey, as there are so many unknowns in the questions presented. I tend to be nervous how such information could be used when

there could be so much interpretation of the points listed, with little background.

belief systems; cultural competence

Focuses on impact on students; includes assessment of collaborative/teamwork abilities; interpersonal and relationship building; integrating technology into

instruction;

I believe it is important that actual performance on a cd be included as the National Board Exam is weighted for staff who possess high verbal skills; an equal opportunity is needed for actually teaching a lesson with a well defined target , a performance outcome to assess if students learned, and a plan for vocabulary to be taught using research validated practices, and a demonstration that active engagement strategies are integrated into the fabric of the lesson.
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