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Opportunities Exist to Enhance the Effectiveness of the 
Educator Preparation Program Data Reporting System  

Summary  
The Joint Legislative Program Evaluation Oversight Committee’s 2015–17 
work plan directed the Program Evaluation Division to examine Educator 
Preparation Programs (EPPs), which provide students with the knowledge and 
skills to become licensed teachers. This evaluation examines how EPP data 
are analyzed and reported and considers options for improvement.   

North Carolina currently has 47 EPPs housed within public, private, or 
independent colleges and universities. The General Assembly, State Board 
of Education, Professional Educator Preparation and Standards Commission 
(PEPSC), and Council for the Accreditation of Education Preparation provide 
standards by which EPPs receive state approval and national accreditation. 
Two annual reports produced by the Department of Public Instruction (DPI) for 
each EPP represent the main oversight assessment tools available. 

Current EPP reports contain a wealth of information, but the dispersion of 
this data and lack of uniformity and helpful metrics render the reports 
ineffective. DPI generates almost 100 reports annually, complicating 
comparative assessment. Also, sample size issues and data aggregation 
problems may mask performance discrepancies.  

New state law strengthens EPP accountability through the creation of 
PEPSC and stringent sanctions, the directive to develop performance 
metrics and risk factor reports, and the transfer of all EPP data to the UNC 
Quality Educator Dashboard; however, these changes come with 
challenges. Sanctioning EPPs based on disaggregated performance data of 
demographic groups creates enforcement issues. Integrating private EPP data 
into the UNC dashboard presents management and branding issues. Also, the 
new law lacks an employment performance metric category.  

The State has the data and advisory bodies needed to adopt a streamlined 
approach to reporting in the form of a performance-based, weighted 
model. The model reflects state priorities and assess EPP performance 
individually and comparatively. The Program Evaluation Division built such a 
model to demonstrate the State’s ability to enhance reporting.  

To address these findings, the General Assembly should  
 add an EPP employment performance standard to state law; 
 direct adoption of a small group exception for EPP sanctioning; 
 direct development of a plan for incorporating private EPP data into 

the UNC Educator Quality Dashboard and management thereof; and  
 require the State Board of Education, DPI, and PEPSC to jointly design 

a performance-based, weighted model for reporting EPP data to 
replace current reporting efforts.  
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	This evaluation only examines data related to undergraduate students enrolled in state-approved EPPs. The terms EPP and institution are used interchangeably in this report.
	North Carolina employs approximately 98,000 teachers in 2,600 traditional and charter schools to educate 1.5 million students . Like many states, North Carolina is experiencing declining enrollment in EPPs  while the need for trained teachers remains ...
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	It is possible to generate a trend analysis for a given institution on given measures by manually extracting and compiling data from each annual report. However, this exercise would be extremely time-consuming. Examining trend analyses for the 47 appr...
	Two reporting challenges—level of analysis and sample size issues—may mask significant performance variations among programs within an individual EPP and between different EPPs. All currently approved EPPs offer undergraduate programs leading to an in...
	Aggregating data at the institution level means that an institution may contain high-performing programs that mask underperforming programs. Conversely, data from a larger, low-performing program may obscure an exceptional program in the same institut...
	“We had a mathematics teacher education program that was winning awards and getting money and grants while I was struggling to get my elementary education program to even meet standards. So when you aggregate all programs, elementary education would d...
	Although research on program differentiation suggests there may not always be enough variation present to identify conclusive  differences between program outcomes, experts in the field support examining specific programs and not just institutions . E...
	Small sample size issues result in reports lacking data in certain categories, creating further accountability problems. Some institutions cannot meet the minimum sample size of five students in a given report category . If an institution lacks five i...
	Examining academic year 2015–16 data, 53%  of approved institutions did not report Praxis 2 (teacher licensure exam) passage rate scores due to having too few students in those reporting categories. This lack of data means that the SBE, DPI, policymak...
	Although the sample size problem is not unique to North Carolina and although explanations exist as to why certain measures are particularly vulnerable to sample size issues, the outcome remains the same—an abundance of unreported data. Institutions w...
	In summary, although current EPP reporting efforts produce a large amount of data, the reports lack the components necessary to fully assess EPP performance and hold EPPs accountable. EPP reports lack clear ties to legislated standards and fail to ind...
	Finding 3. Other states’ approaches to reporting Educator Preparation Program data offer North Carolina strategies for streamlining and enhancing its own reporting process and products to more easily and accurately assess EPP performance.
	As discussed in Findings 1 and 2, North Carolina collects an extensive amount of EPP-related information and is striving to enhance and expand efforts related to EPP oversight and data collection. Nonetheless, problems in North Carolina’s data reporti...
	Delaware and Tennessee offer examples of performance-based, weighted approaches to reporting that combine and weigh EPP measures within distinct domains, clearly communicating how EPPs perform in given areas, overall, and in relation to each other. Th...
	 increasing public accountability by providing context and guidance in understanding EPP performance relative to state goals;
	 increasing policy and legislative accountability through adherence to clearly communicated laws, rules, and policy goals; and
	 fostering institutional improvement by identifying areas needing development.
	The two state systems share similarities but reflect each state’s policy preferences. Both models collate multiple measures into distinct domains of interest. Delaware organizes 13 measures into six domains, whereas Tennessee organizes 10 measures int...
	 Candidate Characteristics Domain. One domain typically contains measures that assess the quality of candidates applying to or enrolling in EPPs. Measures collected for this domain include items such as applicant or enrolled student scores on entranc...
	 Candidate Employment. A second domain usually pertains to measures related to the conclusion of a student’s time in an EPP such as student graduation rates, licensure rates, employment, and retention. These measures reflect the investment that a sta...
	 Candidate Performance. A third domain often pertains to EPP graduate performance once graduates obtain a teaching position. Measures related to this domain include items such as evaluation scores for teachers in the classroom. Some states like North...
	 Candidate Perceptions. Finally, a domain representing students’ perceptions regarding their experience in EPPs is an area under development in Delaware and Tennessee. Disseminating surveys and obtaining responses is often challenging and costly for ...
	Domains consist of multiple measures. Each measure receives a designated number of total possible points as well as a minimum standard score and a target score, which are typically based on the 90th and 10th percentile markers of a range of data for a...
	In a performance-based, weighted system, an EPP’s score on each measure is calculated and then those scores are added together for each domain and overall. Scores are divided by the possible domain total and the possible system total to reflect EPP pe...
	Exhibit 8 details the approaches of Delaware and Tennessee with lines indicating commonalities. The table below the graphic details important decision points that a state using this type of approach must address.
	Source: Program Evaluation Division based on publicly available data from Delaware and Tennessee.
	As shown in the table, the two states use the results of the weighted reporting model differently. Delaware makes its documents public and regulates EPPs based on the results, which are produced every other year. Tennessee also makes the results of th...
	The two states came to the decision to change their reporting and adopt a weighted approach for different reasons, but they went through similar processes to reach similar final products. The requirement to produce some type of report with designated ...
	In summary, other states offer an approach to address current EPP reporting concerns in North Carolina by offering a targeted, weighted method to assessing EPP data. In a performance-based, weighted reporting approach, states design a model that organ...
	Finding 4. North Carolina has the data and advisory bodies in place to design a performance-based, weighted reporting model; the Program Evaluation Division built a model to demonstrate how such a system could work.
	Due to its historic and continued emphasis on data collection, North Carolina possesses the tools needed to produce an approach similar to Delaware and Tennessee. Additionally, recent legislative action signals state support for such an effort. For ex...
	The Program Evaluation Division created a hypothetical performance-based, weighted model to demonstrate how North Carolina could use currently collected data to populate a system similar to the ones used by Delaware and Tennessee. Exhibit 9 shows a hy...
	Below, Exhibit 9 provides a map of the example and a table that indicates which components relate to the Delaware or Tennessee model. Results using real data from the 2011–12 to 2015–16 school years follow to show how North Carolina EPPs would current...
	Note: DPI collects candidate satisfaction data but there are not enough years (3 or more) to include in the model.
	Source: Program Evaluation Division based on Delaware and Tennessee models.
	Specific to the measures chosen for each domain, all categories represent information that DPI already collects. Details for domains are below.
	 Candidate Profile Domain. This domain contains three measures. The measure of average GPA of admitted students is the average of all admitted students’ GPAs for a given EPP. The entrance exam average score per EPP requires a few steps to calculate b...
	 Candidate Employment Domain. This domain contains two measures. The employment rate represents the percentage of EPP graduates employed one year after graduating. The four-year retention rate is an average of the percentage of graduates who are empl...
	 Candidate Impact Domain. This domain contains four measures. The first two measures relate to teacher evaluations conducted for all teachers in their first three years of teaching. The evaluation measures teacher performance for five distinct catego...
	The model built by the Program Evaluation Division borrows concepts from both Delaware and Tennessee. The Program Evaluation Division used a five-year data average and the 90th and 10th percentiles as the target and minimum threshold. North Carolina a...
	If an approved EPP did not have three years of data or a minimum of five cases per measure in two categories (e.g., GPA and EVAAS scores), they were excluded from the model. Subsequently, the example contains 39 of the 47 currently approved EPPs. The ...
	Exhibit 10 shows the results of EPP performance using the last five years of data available from DPI for approved EPPs according to the weighted model devised by the Program Evaluation Division as an example.
	Exhibit 10: Current Performance of North Carolina EPPs Based on Hypothetical Model
	As shown in Exhibit 10, performance in the various domains varies and an institution may perform exceptionally in a given domain but poorly in others, resulting in a mediocre overall performance. Conversely, an institution could perform in an average ...
	Exhibit 11 details the scoring for a specific EPP to demonstrate how the model moves from individual measure scores to overall scores. The top performer, Meredith College, was selected for this example. The overall performance of Meredith is displayed...
	In summary, North Carolina currently collects sufficient data and has the institutional infrastructure to support the construction of a performance-based, weighted reporting system for EPP data. Using such an approach enhances EPP accountability by pr...
	Notes: EVAAS stands for Evaluation Value-Added Assessment System
	Source: Program Evaluation Division.
	The State Board of Education should report on the transformation of reporting to a performance-based, weighted formula for EPPs, including any implementation recommendations, to the Joint Legislative Education Oversight Committee no later than Novembe...
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