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“New and convincing evidence that teaching is more important for schoolchildren than any other condition has been stunning in its clarity and exciting in its implications ….  Now, recent research based upon thousands of pupil records in many different cities and states establishes beyond doubt that the quality of teachers is the most important cause of pupil achievement…..  Such new knowledge puts teacher education squarely at the focus of efforts to improve the intellectual capacity of schoolchildren in the United States.  More than ever, the nation needs assurance that colleges and universities are educating prospective teachers of the highest quality possible.”







 - The Carnegie Corporation of New York
Introduction and Background

The New Jersey Higher Education Taskforce began meeting in October 2006 to redesign the state program approval process for professional preparation programs to drive and ensure program quality and ultimately the quality of educators in New Jersey’s public schools. The Taskforce was comprised of twenty outstanding educators from both institutions of higher education and the public schools and was chaired by Dr. Ada Beth Cutler, Dean of the College of Education and Human Services at Montclair State University.  The composition of the Taskforce was carefully selected to reflect the diversity of New Jersey’s colleges and universities and the public schools. In addition, it was important to have representation from the State content specialists and the licensing office.  The deans and directors of the professional preparation programs were invited to nominate two individuals from their institutions (please see appendix A, page 14, for the names and institutions of the Taskforce members).  Deans and directors were encouraged to nominate faculty from the school of the arts and sciences as well as the school of education.  In addition, Dr. Janice Poda, Deputy Superintendent, South Carolina State Department of Education, was hired as a consultant to the New Jersey State Department of Education for her knowledge and experience in this area.       

Presently, the process of state program approval is input driven, relying on a single state official using a checklist of required elements to determine the status of all new or substantially revised programs.  Although the State has a highly developed set of standards for students in the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards (NJCCCS), there is only one generic set of standards for teachers, the New Jersey Professional Standards for Teachers, which is based on the work of the Interstate New Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC), and another set of standards for school leaders, the New Jersey Professional Standards for School Leaders, which is based on the work of the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC).  There are no state standards for educators which specify the specific knowledge and skills required in each area of certification, aligned with the NJCCCS.  Moreover, there is an absence of any criteria to strengthen and maintain the quality of programs once approved and there is no structure in place to track graduates and gather data after candidates complete their professional preparation program.  In order to address this issue, Commissioner Davy convened a Higher Education Taskforce which was charged with making recommendations on revising the State program approval process to better prepare candidates for their area of licensure.   

A key point of discussion for the Taskforce was the role of program approval in relation to national accreditation. The New Jersey State Board of Education adopted new licensure regulations in 2003 requiring all institutions of higher education that offer licensure preparation programs to gain national accreditation by 2009.  State department staff indicated that program approval fulfills a critical State responsibility, quite separate from national accreditation, to ensure individual programs leading to licensure, in addition to meeting high standards, also meet all of the requirements specified in State statute and regulation.  Once a program is approved by the State, candidates who complete that program are automatically approved for licensure upon recommendation of the higher education institution.  


Presently, the State has an agreement with two agencies to carry out national accreditation.  These two agencies are the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council (TEAC).  As part of NCATE accreditation, individual licensure area programs are currently reviewed through the Specialized Professional Associations (SPAs).  Accreditation under TEAC does not have a parallel process.  The Taskforce realized that the new State program approval process would make the NCATE SPA process redundant for NCATE institutions and thus decided to recommend that New Jersey’s program approval process substitute for the SPA process for these institutions.  In addition, the new process of program approval will compliment and augment the requirements of national accreditation by assisting institutions of higher education to obtain the necessary evidence to support their programs (Please see recommendation three, page 7, for a full discussion of this issue). 
Supporting Research 


The Higher Education Taskforce was influenced by the body of research published over the last twenty years in the area of teacher quality.  In reviewing this research, several key findings began to emerge that were to inform and shape the discussions.  The research reviewed by the members reveals a number of themes.
The Need for Outcomes-based Program Approval

In December, at the second meeting of the Taskforce, Arthur Levine, president of the Woodrow Wilson National Fellowship Foundation and former president of Teachers College, Columbia University, was invited to discuss his recent critique of teacher preparation programs.  In Educating School Teachers, Levine (2006) claims that our present process of both national accreditation and state program approval lacks notions of quality and has failed at setting a minimum quality floor.  Levine further believes that our quality principles are misplaced and dated.  Levine posits that “process trumps outcomes; teachers overshadow students; and teaching eclipses learning.  Today, quality control focuses principally on teaching; for instance, it emphasizes the components that makeup a teacher education program and focuses on attempts to measure ability - passage rates on certification exams, principals’ assessment of new teachers rather than learning outcomes” (p.61). 

Linda Darling-Hammond and John Bransford (2005) offer additional research in support of Levine’s position by stating that today, professional educators “need a new kind of preparation – one that enables them to go beyond covering the curriculum to actually enable learning for students who learn in very different ways” (p.2).  Therefore, it follows that the quality of any professional preparation program for teachers, school administrators, and educational service personnel should be focused on outcomes and be measured against the performance of its graduates.  A position reflected throughout the research and clearly stated in the 1999 report by the American Council on Education entitled To Touch the Future: Transforming the Way Teachers are Taught – An Action Agenda for College and University Presidents. 

The Key Criteria in Creating a Quality Control System for Teacher Preparation Programs


The research reveals that in order to ensure high quality outcomes for professional preparation programs, key criteria must be addressed.  Listed below, regardless of the length of the program, are some of the most important features for ensuring high-quality outcomes for teacher education, as reported in The National Commission on Teaching and America’s Future (1997).  These features are: 

(a) A common vision of good teaching that is apparent in all coursework and clinical 
experience; 

(b) Well-defined standards of practice and performance that guide and measure courses 
 
and clinical work; 

(c) Rigorous core curriculum; 

(d) Extensive use of problem-based methods, including case studies, research on teaching  
issues, performance assessments, and portfolio evaluation; and  


(e) Strong relationships with reform-minded local schools that support the development 
of common knowledge and shared beliefs among school and university faculty.  

Moreover, additional key characteristics of successful professional preparation programs include strong collaboration and cooperation across the college and university and the education community at large and include: 


(a) Deep and meaningful collaboration in program development and delivery by the arts 

and sciences faculty and the education faculty;

(b) Strong support by the central administration of the institution and by school leaders in 
the community for the educator preparation program; 

(c) A thoughtfully designed process of matriculation for teacher candidates; 

(d) Guidance and support for graduates of teacher education programs so they are 
carefully guided into and supported in a community of teachers and learners and are not 
just cut adrift after graduation; 

(e) Program elements are tightly articulated, with practice coupled to theory; and 

(f) Independent and continuous assessment of program quality.  
The Need for a Continuum of Professional Practice and Growth for Educators

The research is clear that in order to improve the quality of instruction and promote greater student learning, the focus must be on designing a system of quality control that will strengthen and sustain professional educators over time. According to Sharon Feiman-Nemser (2001), the problems of pre-service professional preparation, induction, and professional learning stem from a lack of “connective tissue” binding these different stages together resulting in a fragmented and conceptually impoverished path toward becoming a skilled professional.  Feiman-Nemser contends that the five areas states need to target include:  recruitment, preparation, licensing, induction, and on-going professional learning.  These five areas provide the theoretical framework for designing and maintaining a system to improve teacher quality and serve as scaffolding in the construction of a continuum of professional practice. 

National and state standards should serve as the basis of program approval and can serve as the connective tissue linking each phase in the development of the professional. These standards lay out the knowledge, skills and habits of mind that educators need to acquire in order to be successful. Then, in order to develop one’s professional practice, it is a matter of providing the opportunity and the necessary guidance to develop, over time, the knowledge and skills laid out in the standards. As David Berliner (1994) has stated, the ability of professional educators to master the necessary knowledge and perform to the highest level is the result of a single process: deliberate practice defined as working on techniques, seeking constant critical feedback, and focusing relentlessly on improving weaknesses. 

There has also been much to learn about building a continuum of professional practice from other states which have moved to a performance-based approach to program approval and teacher quality systems. Suzanne Wilson, Linda Darling-Hammond, and Barnett Berry (2001) in their article “Connecticut’s Story: A Model of Teaching Policy”, applaud the systemic approach taken by Connecticut.  In Connecticut’s case, the state designed a program approval system which utilizes subject specific standards as the foundation of the review process. Aligned assessments are utilized as part of program requirements and then play a key role in the ultimate licensure decisions at the end of the teacher induction phase. Connecticut has made and continues to make dramatic strides in the area of improving teacher quality and student achievement which is due in large part to the state’s enduring commitment to invest in the necessary resources and policies that link effective teaching with student learning.    

Wilson, Darling-Hammond, and Berry (2001) point out that throughout the continuum of professional practice the state must work in partnership with institutions of higher education and the public schools to foster a culture of learning that will strengthen and sustain excellent educators. Teaching needs to be recognized as an academically taught clinical-practice profession.  Adherence to this principle requires close cooperation between the colleges of education and the schools where pre-service professionals are placed and acute attention must be paid to the assignment of outstanding practicing teachers and school leaders and be coupled with a longer high quality induction period for graduates of professional education programs allowing greater opportunity to strengthen and sustain these new professionals as they enter the field (Kirby, McCombs, Barney, and Naftel 2006). 


Another key partnership lies within the university itself.  Faculty in the disciplines of the arts and sciences must continue to be fully engaged in the education of prospective teachers and school leaders, especially in the areas of subject-matter understanding and in the liberal arts and sciences disciplines (Kirby, McCombs, Barney, and Naftel 2006).
The Key Role of Evidence in Approving Programs


Current research indicates that the focus in the initial preparation of professional educators must be shifted from teaching to learning.  As Levine (2006) points out in his work Educating School Teachers, the design and delivery of this preparation needs to focus more intently on outcomes and not inputs. The emphasis should be on mastering the standards and displaying the performance necessary to promote student learning, what the candidates know and can do in real world settings resulting in greater student learning as opposed to counting credits or what candidates “take” in their program.  In the end, our focus needs to be on outcomes and not the by-products of the system.   

Finally, research is clear that ultimately the success of a program should be determined by the success of its graduates. There exists widespread acceptance that “a teacher education program should be guided by a respect for evidence.  A culture of research, inquiry, and data analysis should permeate the program.  Attention needs to be paid to pupil-learning gains accomplished under the tutelage of teachers who are graduates of the program” (Kirby, McCombs, Barney, and Naftel 2006, page xv).  The ultimate measure regarding the effectiveness of any program is the performance of its graduates on improving student learning. This can only be accomplished by designing, building, and implementing a statewide data system for teachers and other educators.  
Final Recommendations of the New Jersey Higher Education Taskforce  
1. 
Create a set of specific program standards by licensure area that are, where 
applicable, aligned to the New Jersey Professional Standards for Teachers, School 
Leaders, and the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards, and use these 
standards for State program approval. 

New Jersey should build a standards and performance based system of program approval by reviewing, revising, and adapting national standards for each certification area, aligning them, where appropriate, to the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards.  These standards should then drive the review process for program approval by clearly delineating what candidates are expected to know and be able to do within their licensure area.  The certification specific standards are to be developed by a panel of experts consisting of individuals with the knowledge and expertise in the particular area of licensure to be drawn from institutions of higher education and the P-12 schools. For example, for programs preparing teachers for the K-12 mathematics endorsement, New Jersey’s Core Curriculum Content Standards would serve as a point of departure.  The program committee would also review, and where necessary revise, the National Council of Teachers of Mathematics (NCTM) Standards for teachers outlining the knowledge, skills, and dispositions mathematic teacher candidates need to possess as well as program standards which outline the essential components of a high quality school mathematics preparation program.  In addition, New Jersey’s Professional Teaching Standards will continue to apply to all instructional endorsements and preparation programs leading to teacher certification.  These standards include preparing candidates to teach students from diverse backgrounds - such as English language learners, students from impoverished backgrounds, and teaching students with disabilities.   There must be a clear link between the standards and a coherent set of high-quality field experiences.

New Jersey is committed to moving away from an input-driven licensure system based upon credits and seat-time to a standards-based system in which professional standards specify what educators should know and be able to do and preparation programs are approved on the basis of evidence that their graduates meet these standards.  In such a system, these standards are the basis of pre-service programming, licensure, and professional development.     

2. 
Develop and implement performance-based assessments to provide evidence that 
professional preparation programs enable candidates to meet the State standards 
adopted for each certification area.  This evidence will also be used for on-going 
program improvement and adjustment. 

Once the program specific content standards are in place, members of the Higher Education Taskforce recommend instituting performance-based assessments as educators move along a continuum of professional learning.  These performance-based assessments are to apply to all candidates regardless of one’s route into the profession.  This means that once the State adopts the appropriate performance assessment for each certification area, it will be used first by programs to assess candidate’s readiness for recommendation for probationary certification, then during the probationary certification period to assess readiness for recommendation for standard certification, and later to assess on-going professional growth and development.  Such performance-based assessments will assure that candidates, both traditionally trained and alternate route, provide evidence of their mastery of the relevant standards.


The research is clear that policies targeted at improving the academic quality of the teaching force both in terms of assessing content knowledge and pedagogy, are working to improve the quality of instruction (Gitomer 2007).  States are using the following to ensure a well prepared teaching force: 1. basic skills test; 2. subject-matter test; and 3. performance based assessments.  Of the three, performance-based assessments have been credited with having the greatest direct effect on teaching practice.  Connecticut was the first state in the country to require beginning teachers to participate in a performance based assessment by submitting a professional portfolio.  Mentors, assessors, and beginning teachers overwhelmingly agree that the process employed by Connecticut’s Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) Program “helped them to develop a common language, to improve their professional knowledge and skill, and to deepen their capacities to reflect on their practice” (Wilson, Darling-Hammond, and Berry 2001, page 6).  The evidence gathered from Connecticut supports the use of performance-based assessments as benchmarks that mark the different stages of professional growth as the individual advances and acquires more knowledge and skill.

 


Ultimately the success or failure of any program should be determined by the performance of its candidates in the field.  The real proof of a program’s efficacy is in the outcomes of candidate performance on the job, not the inputs we currently examine such as credits or course offerings.  By utilizing performance based approaches to assess the candidate’s knowledge and skills, institutions of higher education, the P-12 schools, and the state department of education can know if the candidates have in fact learned what is expected of them and can effectively perform in real world settings.  In addition, the information gleaned from the candidate’s actual performance in the profession will be analyzed, assessed, and used to improve the professional preparation programs thus creating a cycle of using data to drive educational reform and improvement.   
3.  
Create a State Program Approval Council (PAC) and a two-tiered peer review 
program approval process.

As previously stated, a major weakness in the present process of program approval is the absence of any type of quality control over time.  Once approved, the State currently does not monitor professional preparation programs.   The new model of program approval based upon standards and performance would address this issue by building a two-tiered system of program approval.  This two-tiered system would include both initial program approval and an on-going periodic review to ensure quality and ongoing improvement.  Since new or substantially revised programs lack graduate performance data, initial approval would be designed as an on-line review of key documents focused on the alignment of the proposed program to State standards and the incorporation of valid and reliable measures of performance (see appendix B for the initial program approval forms, page 15, forthcoming).  The periodic review of programs would occur, in most cases, every seven years prior to the college or university’s national accreditation visit.  For the periodic review, performance data from the program’s graduates would form the basis of approval. 

Therefore, the recommendation is to establish through state regulation a State Program Approval Council to coordinate the peer review program approval process for initial and substantially revised programs, the periodic review of programs, and to address matters pertaining to higher education teacher, administrator, and educational service personnel preparation quality issues. The council will have oversight of the program approval process, coordinate the work of the Program Review Committees, and have recommending authority to the commissioner in decisions regarding program approval of professional education preparation programs.  The periodic review and approval of programs should be completed at least six months prior to the institution’s national accreditation visit.  The composition of the peer program review committees should include university faculty from both education and the arts and sciences and P-12 practitioners and be clearly delineated in the New Jersey Administrative Code.  The initial approval process would be an on-line review of key documents and evidence of meeting program approval standards.  The code should also be revisited to assure it includes all key quality control elements for initial review.  The general outline of required information for the initial approval of programs is to include the following:

1. Cover page;

2. Brief summary of the proposed program;


3. Framework and guiding principles which includes, where applicable, the New Jersey 
Professional Teaching Standards and the New Jersey Professional Standards for School 
Leaders;


4. Pedagogy and content standards;


5. High quality field experiences;

6. Assessments and evidence of program outcomes;


7. Program faculty;

8. Syllabi; and

9. Candidate Work Programs (curriculum guide).  


No on-site visit would be necessary during the periodic review unless there is evidence that the program is failing to meet State standards and regulations as specified in the initial application for approval.  It is proposed for programs accredited by the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education that the State program approval process substitutes for the Specialized Professional Associations review and approval. This change will necessitate revisions to the state agreement with the Council and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council. The purpose of both the State Program Approval Council (PAC) and the Peer Review Committees will be to ensure the integrity of the approval process by approving new or substantially revised programs that incorporate the latest research and evidence based practice in their design and ensures that the program meets State standards.  All final recommendations for approval or conditional approval will come from the State Program Approval Council and be forwarded to the New Jersey State Board of Education through the Commissioner of Education.

While the review and approval of new or substantially revised programs will depend on evidence of appropriate and required inputs, the periodic review of programs will depend heavily on outcome data.  These data should include but not be limited to evidence from candidates’ performance assessments at program completion and at the end of the probationary period, retention rates in the profession, Praxis scores and pass rates, follow-up survey of graduates and employers, results of program specific assessments at each individual institution, and student achievement data where possible.  

Paul Starr (1982), in The Social Transformation of American Medicine, claims that “the legitimation of professional authority involves three distinct claims: first, that the knowledge and competence of the professional have been validated by a community of his or her peers; second, that this consensually validated knowledge and competence rest on rational, scientific grounds; and third, that the professional’s judgment and advice are oriented toward a set of substantive values. A profession, sociologists have suggested, is an occupation that regulates itself through systematic, required training and collegial discipline; that has a base in technical, specialized knowledge; and that has a service rather than a profit orientation, enshrined in the code of ethics.”


Moreover, “professional policy holds a profession accountable for developing shared expertise among all of its members, rather than imposing standardized prescriptions for practice that would fail to meet clients’ different needs” (Darling-Hammond 2006, p. 18).  Both the creation of a State Program Approval Council and peer review program approval process will achieve these ends by entrusting the profession to play a more critical role in overseeing quality in the approval process. 
4.  
Create a professional learning continuum and promote greater articulation and 
cooperation between the department of education, institutions of higher education, 
and the P-12 schools.  


New Jersey needs to strengthen and sustain educator quality by supporting and assessing the development of the candidate along a continuum of professional learning based on the State’s adopted professional standards. This support and assessment should be interwoven through the three distinct phases of a professional learning continuum encompassing preparation, induction, and ongoing professional learning and provide key leverage points for examining professional practice through embedded assessments of candidate performance. Research shows that over time, with the right support and guidance, candidates advanced through distinct levels of skill development moving from the novice stage through the competent and proficient stage culminating with the candidate developing expert skills (Berliner 1994).  

The development of outstanding educators needs to be recognized as the responsibility between the institutions of higher education that prepare beginning professionals and the P-12 schools where they practice.  Neither entity can succeed alone nor in isolation and both must work together to advance student learning.  Sharon Feiman-Nemser (2001) lays out the continuum of professional practices as follows: 

Stage 1: Preparation - admission to the college or university professional educator preparation program under a systematic process based on criteria set by the individual institutions meeting State code requirements; 

Stage 2: Preparation - admission into the clinical practice phase of the program (student-teaching) based on standards based performance measures; 

Stage 3: Preparation - recommendation for a Certificate of Eligibility with Advanced Standing based on a common performance assessment;

Stage 4: Induction - the approval of all candidates, both traditionally trained and alternate route candidates, for a standard license based on a commonly determined performance assessment; and

Stage 5: Professional Learning - a voluntary national certification for advanced practice based on the research supporting professional learning communities.  


Feiman-Nemser (2001) in From Preparation to Practice: Designing a Continuum to Strengthen and Sustain Teaching writes “the problems of preservice preparation, induction, and professional development have been documented. The charge of fragmentation and conceptual impoverishment applies across the board. There is no connective tissue holding things together within or across the different phases of learning to teach” (p.1049).


Today, what is desperately needed is a systems approach to educator quality.  Tinkering around the edges or addressing one aspect of the continuum will not improve student learning. Simply preparing excellent beginner educators alone without a system in place to sustain and strengthen professional practice over time is foolish.  We need to design a system to provide the kind of ongoing, steady support and development that sustain educators over their career.  Building a professional learning continuum will depend on solid partnerships between the colleges and universities, the P-12 schools, and the state department of education.  These partnerships must be based upon mutual respect and involve continuous dialogue and a shared understanding that each entity alone cannot complete the task of assisting the candidate to develop expert skills and knowledge.  

From the start, the program approval standards will serve as the foundation of program design and continue to be utilized as the ongoing parameters that measure quality and growth as the candidate moves along his or her professional learning continuum.  In other words, the language, terminology, concepts, beliefs, values, and skills that are introduced in the preparation stage should continue to inform and shape the growth of the professional during the induction phase and throughout one’s professional life.  The standards need to serve as the “connective tissue” to make the process of professional growth seamless and congruent.  


By building a standards based platform structure that is grounded in evidence-based research and uses a common language with respect to professional practice, greater collaboration and articulation will result across the different phases of professional development. This major shift from an input driven system to a performance-based approach represents a new way of thinking about schools and the professionals that work within them.  A systems approach to advancing educator quality also necessitates a new challenge in designing learning communities where veteran and beginning teachers, administrators, and students can learn continuously and achieve at the highest levels.  
5. 
Extend the provisional licensure period for all novice teachers to a minimum of two 
years and provide additional resources during this provisional period to align and 
support existing district induction and mentoring programs using standards and 
performance-based assessments in support of beginning educators. 

New Jersey should extend the provisional licensure period for new teachers to a minimum of two years to provide additional time for high quality mentoring and induction support.  The use of a highly developed and meaningful performance-based assessment as a part of the licensure requirement would help to ensure that novice educators are continually reflecting on their practice and assessing their mastery of the standards with the guidance of properly prepared mentors and supervisors.  Connecticut’s experience with the Beginning Educator Support and Training (BEST) Program provides strong evidence of the efficacy of this recommendation.  

According to Ellen Moir, Executive Director of the New Teacher Center at the University of California at Santa Cruz, “supporting new teachers represents one of the most significant reform efforts that has ever landed in our public schools. By addressing the needs of new teachers, we often remove many of the barriers that traditionally keep teachers isolated. Even in schools where only a single teacher receives support, the message is sent that teaching matters. Teachers see that collaboration and teacher-to-teacher support is important.”  

The research of the New Teacher Center supports the finding that beginning teachers who have the continuous support of a talented mentor have greater job satisfaction and are much more likely to continue teaching.  According to Richard Ingersoll (2002), University of Pennsylvania, with nearly thirty-percent of new teachers leaving at the end of the third year and nearly forty-percent by the end of the fifth year, simply graduating teachers into the profession without adequate support systems, it is like pouring water into a bucket with a hole at the bottom.
6. 
Create a professional educator database and tracking system to gather and analyze 
data on graduate performance.  


New Jersey must develop an educator database to track key data about  teachers, school administrators, and educational service personnel.  This database will support the assessment of the quality and the affectivenss of professional preparation programs. The data generated from such a tracking system would be a tremendous benefit to the State to determine critical needs within the teaching profession.  An educator database can provide a key mechanism  to track candidates in the field and provide data across the career continuum of the educator, delineating information on their employment, retention, and impact on student achievement.  As the federal government moves from the highly qualified teacher requirements to a teacher effectiveness model, such a state system will be imperative. 


The New Jersey Administrative Code, the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education, and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council all require data on the performance of program completers.  Information gathered from such a database could include: retention rates, where graduates are being hired, teacher mobility from district to district, teaching assignments, and the number pursuing national board certification or administrative endorsements. All of these data can be disaggregated by preparation program and provide evidence for program quality and improvement.
Conclusion  

The ultimate goal of redesigning the state program approval process for professional preparation programs is to improve student learning by improving the quality of educators in P-12 schools.  The long term benefits of investing in strong professional preparation programs for teachers, school leaders, and education service personnel are irrefutable.  According to Linda Darling-Hammond (2006a), “In terms of students’ school success, their later employability, and their ultimate contributions to society, the benefits of investing in strong preparation for all teachers and in adequately resourced schools for all students will repay the costs many times over” (p.14).  

Therefore, it stands to reason we cannot have excellent schools without excellent educators.  We must not trivialize or downplay the importance of this endeavor.  The future of New Jersey’s children is at stake.  
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Appendix A 

Members of the New Jersey Higher Education Taskforce 

Chair: Dr. Ada Beth Cutler, Dean, College of Education and Human Services, Montclair State University 

State Consultant: Dr. Janice Poda, Deputy Superintendent, South Carolina State Department of Education 

1. Dr. Ivan W. Banks, Dean, New Jersey City University 

2. Dr. William Behre, Dean, The College of New Jersey 

3. Dr. Kathleen M. Browne, Professor, Rider University 

4.  Dr. Vicki L. Cohen, Director, Fairleigh Dickinson University 
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6. Dr. Virginia deThy, Associate Dean, Richard Stockton College 

7. Dr. Connie Donvito, Social Studies Supervisor, Parsippany-Troy Hills Public School District  

8. Dr. Deborah Eldridge, Chairperson, Montclair State University

9. Dr. Dorothy A. Feola, Associate Dean, William Paterson University

10. Dr. Manina Urgolo Huckvale, Associate Dean, Seton Hall University 

11. Dr. Donald Leake, Educational Leadership, The College of New Jersey 

12. Dr. David Mark Meyers, Associate Dean, Rowan University 

13. Ms. Jane Oates, Executive Director, New Jersey Commission on Higher Education 

14. Dr. Vivian Rodriguez, Associate Dean, Kean University 

15. Ms. May Samuels, Mathematics Supervisor, Newark Public School  District 

16. Ms. Terry Trigg-Scales, Assistant Superintendent, Montclair Public School District  

17. Dr. Rosemary Steinbaum, Director, Rutgers University – Newark 

18. Dr. John Webb, Director, Princeton University

New Jersey State Department of Education – Ex Officio Members

19. Dr. Jay Doolan,  Assistant Commissioner, Division of Educational Programs and Assessment  

20. Ms. Linda Morse, Acting Director, Office of Academic and Professional Standards

21. Dr. Robert Higgins, Director of the Office of Licensure and Credentials  

22. Ms. Eileen Aviss-Spedding, Manager, Office of Professional Standards

23. Ms. Judy Cifone, Manager, Office of Licensure and Credentials 

24. Dr. Marcia Ashhurst-Whiting, Language Arts-Literacy Content Specialist 

25. Dr. John Dougherty, Social Studies Content Specialist 

26. Ms. Victoria Duff, Coordinator, Mentoring and Highly Qualified Teachers 

27. Ms. Phyllis Garnant, Technology, Career Education and Consumer, Family, and Life Skills

28. Mr. Michael Heinz,  Science Content Specialist 

29. Ms. Janis Jensen , World Language and International Education Content Specialist 

30. Dr. James McCall, Comprehensive Health and Physical Education Content Specialist 

31. Dr. Robert Riehs, Mathematics Content Specialist 

32. Mr. Dale Schmid, Visual and Performing Arts Content Specialist, President – National Dance Education Organization

33. Ms. Lois Terlecki, Education Program Development Specialist, Title II Coordinator 
Appendix B

New Jersey Program Review

Program Approval Forms for New or Substantially Revised Programs  

Introduction 

Program review in New Jersey is the responsibility of the New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE).  The NJDOE will establish a higher education council that will provide ongoing advice to the Department on issues related to accreditation and program approval that will enhance the quality of teachers in the state. 


The Department will also establish a peer review process to examine program reports submitted by educator preparation institutions.  Peers will be selected based on their content area expertise, will be recruited from the P-12 and higher education community, and will complete a training process to prepare them to determine the quality of proposed programs. A separate process that is based on performance will be used to review programs currently being offered in the state.

The Program Approval Process and Forms
Program reports must be submitted as follows:

	Type of Approval Required
	Timeline for Submission

	New educator preparation program at an educator preparation institution seeking accreditation for the first time
	18 months prior to the accreditation visit

	New program at an accredited educator preparation institution
	Prior to the admission of students

	Previously approved programs at an accredited institutions
	12 months prior to the cyclical accreditation visit



The New Jersey Department of Education reserves the right to review programs at any time that it has cause to believe that the quality of the program and the preparation of candidates are seriously jeopardized.  


New or modified educator preparation programs will be required to submit a report online that contains a cover page and the following five sections:  

1. Standards;

2. Evidence (Assessments); 

3. New Jersey Assurances and Priorities;

4. Course Syllabi; and

5. Program of Study. 


The educator preparation institution that is seeking approval of a new program must submit a letter from the institution’s chief academic officer requesting approval of the program. The letter must contain assurances that the program has appropriate faculty and staff to implement the program. In addition, the institution must submit a letter of support from one or more local education agencies (LEA) stating their intent to work in partnership with the institution to prepare candidates for the teaching profession. The details of the partnership will be left up to the institution and the LEA but should include agreements on placements for field experiences and clinical practice as well as incentives for cooperating teachers and benefits to the LEA.  


Once the peer review is completed, feedback will be provided to the institution describing any concerns or requesting clarification and/or additional information.  The institution may respond to the feedback by submitting a revised report.  

Cover Page

	Name of proposing institution
	

	Title of proposed program
	

	Signature of CEO of institution
	

	Date submitted
	

	Contact person
	

	Contact e-mail
	

	Contact phone  and fax numbers
	


Program Overview 
	Classification:
	

	· Designation, type and level of degree
	

	· Proposed date of implementation
	

	· Licensure Area/CIP Code
	

	· Identification of program as new or modification
	

	· Regional Accreditation
	

	· National Accrediting Body (i.e., TEAC or NCATE)
	

	· Expected productivity
	

	· URL for course catalog(s)
	

	· URL of program requirements (for candidates and potential candidates)
	

	Justification:
	

	· Program purpose and long range goals 
	

	· Need for the program 
	

	· Centrality of the program to the institutional mission 
	

	Enrollment:
	

	· Admissions criteria specific to the program (if any)
	

	· Table for projected total enrollment for first five years 
	

	· Table for estimate of new enrollment by headcount and credit hours
	

	Program Description:
	

	· Summary of conceptual framework/guiding principles
	

	· Research base for the conceptual framework/guiding principles
	

	· Sample curriculum for undergraduate programs and for graduate programs that will use a required core of courses 
	

	· A list, with catalog descriptions for all new courses that will be added
	

	· Mode(s) of delivery (e.g., virtual, distance education, quasi-satellite, podcasts)
	

	· Unique features of the program (if applicable)
	

	Faculty: 
	

	· Table detailing the rank and academic qualifications of each staff member involved in the program identified only by rank and not by name 
	

	· Enumeration and discussion of necessary qualifications of new faculty 
	

	· Proposed changes in assignments of existing faculty 
	

	· Institutional plan for faculty development as it relates to proposed program
	

	· Institutional definition of full-time equivalents (FTE) 
	

	· Table of headcount and FTE for administrators, faculty, and staff for five years for the proposed program
	

	Licensure:
	

	· Brief description of ways in which the proposed program will insure that licensure will be achieved by graduates
	

	· Brief description of how the proposed program addresses content standards
	

	· Brief description of how the proposed program addresses state P-12 content standards 
	

	· Concise description of how advanced programs address the core propositions of the NBPTS. 
	

	Estimated Costs/Support:
	

	Institutional resources and facility support for
	

	· Program 
	

	· Physical plant 
	

	· Equipment/technology 
	

	· Library resources
	

	· Table for estimated new expenditures necessary annually for the first five years
	


Section One: Standards


Identify the standards that will be used to determine if the candidates have the knowledge and the skills to be recommended for licensure in the State of New Jersey.

Teachers - New Jersey Professional Standards for Teachers (N.J.A.C. 6A:9-3.) or 

Administrators - New Jersey Professional Standards for School Leaders (N.J.A.C. 6A:9-3.4)

	
	Course 1
	Course 2
	Course 3
	Course 4
	Other

	Standard 1:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 2:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 3:
	
	
	
	
	


Content Standards (identify source – e.g., NJ Core Curriculum Content Standards, professional association, etc.)

	
	Course 1
	Course 2
	Course 3
	Course 4
	Other

	Standard 1:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 2:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 3:
	
	
	
	
	


Pedagogical Standards

	
	Course 1
	Course 2
	Course 3
	Course 4
	Other

	Standard 1:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 2:
	
	
	
	
	

	Standard 3:
	
	
	
	
	


Dispositions
	
	Course 1
	Course 2
	Course 3
	Course 4
	Other

	Disposition 1:
	
	
	
	
	

	Disposition 2:
	
	
	
	
	

	Disposition 3:
	
	
	
	
	


Section Two: Evidence

1. Describe the monitoring checkpoints when candidate performance will be reviewed and a determination made whether or not the candidate can continue in the program (i.e. acceptance into the clinical component of the program).

2. Will exceptions be allowed so that candidates can continue to progress through the program and how will the exceptions be determined?  

3. Describe the assessments and measures that will be used to determine if the candidate has the 

· content knowledge, 

· pedagogical content knowledge, 
· skills and competencies, and

· dispositions 

to be recommended for licensure in the State of New Jersey. (Include multiple assessments.) 

4. Describe the system that will be used to collect and manage the data that will determine that the candidates have the requisite knowledge, skills/competencies, and dispositions.  

5. Define when evaluation feedback will be provided to candidates.  

6. Describe the data that will be collected and analyzed to make improvements to the program (e.g., employment and retention, classroom performance, etc.).

7. Describe when and how the program will use aggregated assessment data to improve the program.

8. Describe the opportunities that candidates and program completers will have to provide feedback about the program to the institution.

9. Describe the steps the program will take to determine if the assessments and measures have been accurate predictors of success in the classroom/education setting.

10. Describe the steps the program will take to ensure inter-rater reliability for evaluations made by multiple evaluators.

11. Describe the steps the program will take to ensure that the assessments and measures are fair and free from bias.  

Section Three: New Jersey Assurances and Priorities  
Assurances

N.J.A.C. 6A:9-10.1 - Requirements and standards for the approval of professional education programs preparing educational personnel

N.J.A.C. 6A:9-10.2 – Curriculum for teacher preparation programs 

N.J.A.C. 6A:9-10.3 – Supervision of practicum students 
Priorities

Where applicable, please address how the program will address the following State priorities:

· 21st Century Skills

· Technology

Section Four:  Syllabi or Course Proposal/Outline

Submit all syllabi for professional education courses required by the program.  Also, submit a representative sample of general education course syllabi, if appropriate.  Please ensure that the syllabi reflect the framework, the professional and content standards, and the New Jersey priorities.

Section Five:  Program of Study

Submit a copy of a program of study.  
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