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NEW REPORT FINDS STATES' TEACHER POLICIES IN NEED OF COMPREHENSIVE REFORM

National Council on Teacher Quality Releases its 
2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook, Rating and Reviewing 
State Laws, Rules and Regulations That Impact Teacher Quality; 
Report Finds That States Fail to Ensure That 
All Students Will Have Effective, Well Prepared Teachers

January 28, 2010 (Washington, DC)— A new, 52-volume report released today by the not-for-profit, non-partisan National Council on Teacher Quality (NCTQ) finds that state teacher policies largely work against the nation's goal of  improving teacher quality. While the national focus on teacher quality has never been greater, the broad range of state laws, rules and regulations that govern the teaching profession remain broken, outdated and inflexible and too often impede rather than promote serious reform.  

The report finds that: 1) states' poor and misdirected oversight contributes to the low quality of many of the nation’s teacher preparation programs; 2) the burdensome requirements of states' so called alternate routes to certification block talented individuals from entering the profession; 3) the impact of teachers on students' learning—the single most important job of a teacher—gets almost no consideration in either teachers’ evaluations or decisions about tenure; 4) states are not doing enough to make it possible for districts to move away from anachronistic compensation schemes; and 5) state laws make it too difficult and too costly for districts to remove ineffective teachers. 

NCTQ President Kate Walsh said, "The release of the 2009 Yearbook comes at a particularly opportune time. Race to the Top, the $4.5 billion federal discretionary grant competition, has put unprecedented focus on education reform in general, and teacher quality in particular. We believe that the Yearbook provides a road map for achieving a Race to the Top grant, making it clear what must be fixed in the area of teacher preparation, evaluation, alternative certification and compensation. 

Walsh continued:  “Unfortunately, states have tremendous ground to make up after years of policy neglect. The hard work remains largely undone."  

The 2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook finds that state regulations are in need of significant reforms in order to improve teacher quality and offers states specific guidelines for rectifying substandard policies.  Each state’s Yearbook, as well as a national summary, is immediately available for free download at www.nctq.org/stpy.

NCTQ, in consultation with over 150 leading thinkers, organizations and teachers across the country, identified 33 policy goals organized in five key areas. Broadly, these goals examine the impact of state policy on 1) delivering well-prepared teachers, 2) expanding the teaching pool, 3) identifying effective teachers, 4) retaining those deemed effective and 5) exiting those deemed ineffective. 

While no one state represents a comprehensive model for other states to follow, Florida earned the highest overall grade, a "C". Other states moving in the right direction are Arkansas, Alabama, Georgia, Louisiana, South Carolina, Tennessee and Texas, all of which received an overall grade of "C-."  

Forty states received a grade in the "D" range, while Maine, Montana and Vermont received an overall grade of "F".  

Key findings of the 2009 State Teacher Policy Yearbook include:

· Evaluation and tenure policies do not consider what should count the most about teacher performance: classroom effectiveness. 
Although states control most features of teacher evaluation and tenure, student learning is noticeably absent from the conversation.
· Only four states require evidence of student learning to be the preponderant criterion in teacher evaluations. Just 16 states require any objective measures of student learning. 
· Only 24 states require that new teachers be evaluated more than once a year and only 15 states require annual evaluations of veteran teachers.
· Only four states require the consideration of any evidence of teacher performance as part of tenure decisions; the remaining 47 states permit districts to award tenure virtually automatically.

· States are complicit in keeping ineffective teachers in the classroom.
States fail to articulate that poor classroom performance is grounds for dismissal, create obstacles for districts seeking to dismiss poor performers and provide loopholes that allow ineffective teachers to remain in the classroom. 
· All but three states have laws on their books that address teacher dismissal, but these laws are much more likely to consider criminal and moral violations than teacher effectiveness. Only one state articulates a separate policy for dismissing teachers for poor performance. In addition, 38 states allow (and another 8 states appear to allow) multiple appeals of dismissals, taking decisions about who stays and who goes away from those with educational expertise and making it too difficult for districts to attempt to dismiss poor performers.
· Just 13 states specify that teachers who have been rated unsatisfactory on multiple evaluations should be eligible for dismissal. Only 25 states require districts to place a teacher with an unsatisfactory evaluation on an improvement plan.

· Few states’ alternate routes to certification provide a genuine alternative pathway into the teaching profession.
Instead of offering a real alternative, most states’ alternate routes either mirror traditional routes or appear to be little more than emergency certificates in disguise.
· Although all but one state claim they have an alternate route, only five states offer a genuine alternate route that provides an accelerated, responsible and flexible pathway into the profession for talented individuals. 
· Alternate route admissions criteria in only 19 states are flexible to the needs and backgrounds of nontraditional candidates. 
· Only 14 states appropriately limit the amount of coursework that can be required of alternate route teachers.
· Only 20 states allow broad usage of their alternate routes across subjects, grades and geographic areas, and also allow organizations other than higher education institutions to train teachers.  

· States’ requirements for elementary teacher preparation ill equip teachers of the youngest students to teach the basic building blocks of all learning: reading and mathematics.
Few states are doing enough to make sure that prospective elementary teachers know how to teach reading or mathematics, arguably the most important job of an elementary teacher.
· Only 25 states require teacher preparation programs to fully address the science of reading, and just five states use an appropriate, rigorous test that ensures teachers are well prepared to teach their students to read.
· Aspiring elementary teachers must acquire a deep conceptual knowledge of the mathematics that they will teach. Massachusetts is the only state that requires such preparation. Massachusetts is also the only state that requires an appropriate, rigorous test that ensures teachers are well prepared to teach mathematics.  

· States’ requirements for middle school teachers do not prepare these teachers to transition students to more advanced secondary-level content.
Middle school grades are critical years of schooling, a time when far too many students fall through the cracks. Yet many states fail to distinguish the knowledge and skills needed by middle school teachers from those needed by elementary teachers.
· Sixteen states allow teachers to teach grades seven and eight with a K-8 generalist license. Another five states allow this license to be used under certain circumstances. By offering such licenses, states suggest the content and pedagogy needed to teach eighth grade math or science is no different than what is required of early elementary grade teachers.  
· Twenty-six states require insufficient content preparation for middle school teachers. Only nine states require middle school teachers to earn two minors, the most flexible way to ensure that middle school teachers will be qualified to teach two subject areas.

· States’ requirements for the preparation of special education teachers are one of the most neglected and dysfunctional areas of teacher policy.  
States’ low expectations for what special education teachers should know stand in stark contradiction to state and federal expectations that special education students should meet the same high standards as other students.
· Twenty-six states do not require elementary special education teacher candidates to take any subject-matter coursework or demonstrate content knowledge on a subject-matter test. 
· Although secondary special education teachers must be highly qualified in every subject they will teach, not one state requires teacher preparation programs to ensure that secondary special education teachers are highly qualified in two subject areas upon program completion. 


· States fail to exercise appropriate oversight of their teacher preparation programs.
States do not hold their teacher preparation programs accountable for their admission standards, efficiency of program delivery or, most importantly, the quality of their graduates.
· Although 46 states require teacher candidates to pass a basic skills test in order to receive a license, only 15 states make such test a condition of admission into a teacher preparation program, with the result that programs spend too much time remediating skill deficits and not enough time preparing teachers for the classroom. 
· Few states connect their program-approval process to measurable outcome data about programs’ graduates. Only 21 states collect any meaningful objective data that reflect program effectiveness, and just five of these states have taken the next step of setting minimum standards that programs must meet to continue receiving approval.  

· States cling to outmoded compensation structures, providing few financial incentives to retain effective teachers.
States do not encourage—or in some cases even allow—districts to move away from traditional “step and lane” salary schedules and toward compensation structures that reward high-performing teachers.
· Seventeen states require districts to adhere to a state-dictated salary schedule that sets minimum pay for every level, and 18 states require districts to pay more to teachers with advanced degrees—generally master’s degrees—which  have never been shown to add value to teachers’ effectiveness.
· Of the 19 states that support performance pay, not all have programs that recognize its appropriate uses and limitations. 




· State pension systems are not flexible or fair, and many are in questionable financial health.
States continue to provide teachers with expensive and inflexible pension plans that do not reflect the realities of the modern workforce and that they may be unable to sustain.  
· Based on states’ own reports, the pension systems in 27 states do not meet actuarial benchmarks for funding level and/or amortization period, making their financial sustainability uncertain. 
· A mere three states offer teachers the option of selecting a defined contribution plan as their primary pension plan; one additional state provides only a defined contribution plan. The portability of these plans can be attractive to an increasingly mobile workforce. 
· States pass on much of the expense of their generous pension systems to school districts, committing districts’ limited resources to funding retirement benefits. Local districts in some states are required to contribute as much as 20 percent of teachers’ salaries to the pension system and/or Social Security. 


For more information on Yearbook findings at the national and state level, methodology and background on the report, go to www.nctq.org/stpy.   
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