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IDAHO STATE UNIVERSITY

SUBJECT
Idaho State University (ISU) Annual Progress Report

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.M.3.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
This agenda item fulfills the Board’s requirement for ISU to provide a progress
report on the institution’s strategic plan, details of implementation, status of goals
and objectives and information on other points of interest in accordance with a
schedule and format established by the Board’s Executive Director.

ISU will provide a tour for Board members as follows:
10:00 a.m. - Pick up at Student Union

10:20 a.m. - Walking tour of Gale Life Sciences Complex
11:20 a.m. - Walking tour of Museum of Natural History
12:00 p.m. - Return to Student Union for lunch

IMPACT
ISU utilizes an Institutional Effectiveness and Assessment Council framework to
support mission fulfilment. Use of ISU’s strategic plan drives the University’s
integrated planning, programming, budgeting, and assessment cycle and is the
basis for the institution’s annual budget requests and performance measure
reports to the State Board of Education, the Division of Financial Management,
and the Legislative Services Office.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Annual Progress Report Page 3
BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.

PPGA TAB 1 Page 1



POLICY, PLANNING, AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

PPGA TAB 1 Page 2



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

2016

ldaho State University

Progress Report

President Arthur Vailas

Idaho State University
PPGA TAB 1 Page 3



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

Idaho State University Progress Report
August 2016

Strategic Plan Implementation

(The institutions as well as progress toward moving the Board’s strategic plan forward)
e Details of implementation
e Status of goals and objectives
e Special appropriations

ISU’s Planning and Implementation Process

Creating a New Plan

Idaho State University (ISU) began its process of creating a new strategic plan in the fall
of 2015 and it will conclude in June 2017. The deliberate nature of the development of
the plan was a result of the leadership’s desire to significantly shift ISU’s executive
decision-making processes. ISU’s leadership recognized the need to transition their
decision-making process from an operationally focused lens to one that was strategic.
The development of that framework coincided with the beginning of the strategic planning
process. ISU also recognized the need to align the University’s strategic, academic,
enroliment and budget plans. Finally, institutional leadership wanted to create an
atmosphere that fosters internal and external relationships by incorporating processes
that encourage inclusion and transparency. The oversight of the strategic planning
process, its implementation, and the evaluation is now the responsibility of the Institutional
Effectiveness & Assessment Council (IEAC), which is made up of the Steering Committee
and six subcommittees.

The first phase of the revision of strategic plan began after the Northwest Commission on
Colleges and Universities (NWCCU) recommended as part of ISU’s Year Seven
accreditation report in 2014 that it revise its mission and core themes to more closely
align with one another. To comply with the NWCCU recommendation, the IEAC utilized
the four Core Theme Subcommittees who drafted a revised, proposed mission statement
and four core themes. To foster the IEAC’s objective of increasing inclusion and
transparency in university planning, the Associate Vice President of Institutional
Effectiveness facilitated university open-forum meetings and conducted an email
campaign to collect feedback. In March, after the State Board of Education’s (SBOE)
approval, ISU submitted the new mission statement and four core themes to the NWCCU.
The administration expects the NWCCU to provide feedback on the changes before the
beginning of the fall semester.

The second phase of ISU’s strategic planning process began in May when the IEAC
approved the creation of the Strategic Planning Working Group. The working group,
composed of faculty, staff, students and additional stakeholders, is responsible for
creating the remainder of the new plan and evaluating its implementation and execution.
The working group will receive training in August then begin creating a new vision
statement, the strategic objectives, and the new measures for the objectives. The IEAC
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Subcommittees will then create the supporting action plans and establish their associated
measures.

To continue the efforts of increasing transparency and inclusion, the IEAC has
incorporated into the planning process multiple opportunities for customers and
stakeholders to provide feedback. After the working group incorporates the feedback, ISU
will submit a draft of the 2018-2022 Strategic Plan to the SBOE in April 2017. The final
approval of the new plan will occur in June and ISU will implement it in July.

ISU’s Current 2017-2021 Strategic Plan

Idaho State University’s 2017 Strategic Plan supports the transition between the old and
the new plans. Redesigned, it incorporates a new measuring system that focuses on ISU
demonstration of mission fulfillment by utilizing the core themes as overarching strategic
goals. Each of the four core themes has multiple indicators and benchmarks established
by the IEAC Core Theme Subcommittees; the subcommittees also included the indicators
directed by SBOE.

The process to determine if ISU is achieving mission fulfillment is: first add together the
indicators’ scores within each of the core themes then average that sum. This score
represents the core theme’s fulfilment. The next step is to add together the four core
theme scores then average that sum. This score equates to mission fulfilment. The
University’s leadership determined that a successful core theme and mission fulfillment
ranges between 80-100 percent. As ISU achieves success in accomplishing its core
themes, its mission fulfillment score increases proportionally.

Mission Fulfillment Score

Current Mission
Fulfillment Score

Core Theme Core Theme Score

Core Theme 1: Learning 88%
86% and Discovery
Core Theme 2: Access 88%
and Opportunity
Core Theme 3: Leadership | 90%
in Health Sciences
Core Theme 4: Community | 81%
Engagement and Impact
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State Board of Education Strategic Indicators:

and percent of graduates to total
unduplicated headcount (graduate).

Indicator Benchmark 2015 Score
Number of graduate assistantships with 366 333
teaching and/or research
responsibilities
Percentage of students enrolled in 1,903 1,813
either an undergraduate or a graduate
research course

Indicator Benchmark 2015 Score
Number of students enrolled in ISU’s 2,232 2,344
Early College Program
Total number of credits earned in ISU’s 13,855 18,746
Early College Program
Retention rate of degree-seeking first- 80% 74.3
time student
Retention rate of degree seeking new 85% 74.3
transfer degree-seeking students
Cost per weighted credit hour to deliver $324.41 $340.63
an undergraduate education.
Completion of undergraduate 1.19 1.70
certificates (1 year or greater) and
degrees per $100,000 of education and
related spending (i.e., full cost of
instruction and student services, plus
the portion of institutional support and
maintenance assigned to instruction).
Total degree production 1,685 1,769
(undergraduate)
Total degree production (graduate) 598 628
Unduplicated headcount of graduates 1,631/ 20% 1,713
and percent of graduates to total
unduplicated headcount
(undergraduate).
Unduplicated headcount of graduates 590/ 31% 620

PPGA
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Enrollment Numbers

(As reported in the performance measure report)

Enroliment Numbers FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | FY 2016
Annual (unduplicated) Enroliment
Headcount
- Professional Technical 1,771 1,595 1,457 1,378
- Undergraduate 14,509 14,273 13,951 12,898
- Graduate 2,900 2,772 2,665 2,414
Total: 19,180 18,640 18,073 16,690
Annual Enrollment Full-Time
Equivalency (FTE)
- Professional Technical 960 870 810 788
- Undergraduate 7,911 7,680 7,861 7,759
- Graduate 2,088 2,106 2,137 2,042
Total: 10,959 10,656 10,808 10,589
Retention Rates
As reported in the performance measure report)
Retention Rate FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | FY 2016 | Benchmark
Description
Retention rate of degree-
seeking first-time full-time
and new transfer students
returning for a second
year
-First-time full-time 62.1% 66.8% 71.3% 71.5% 80.0%
degree-seeking
-New transfer degree- 69.2% 73.5% 74.3% 76.4% 85.0%
seeking
Graduation Rates
(As reported in the performance measure report)
Graduation Rates FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015 | FY 2016
Graduation Rates (Percent of full-time,
first time students from the cohort of new
first year students who complete their 35% 34% 33% 32%
program within 1%z times the normal
program length)

PPGA
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DRETEES ATETC e FY 2013 | FY 2014 | FY 2015

Degrees/Certificates Awarded

- Technical Certificates 219 167 199
- Associate 354 393 363
- Bachelor 1,136 1,181 1,123
-  Master 480 474 438
- Doctorate 154 146 160
Total: 2,343 2,361 2,283
% awarded in Health Professions 32% 34% 32%
% awarded in STEM Disciplines 19% 17% 17%

Research and Economic Development

Intellectual Property Foundation (IPF) Budget and Operations: The FY 2017 budget
has been prepared, and provisions in the budget provide for the procurement of
commercialization revenues to allow the IPF will become self-sustainable. In this regard,
the IPF received its first royalty disbursement from one of its private company partners,
in the amount of $100,000.

IPF Technology Summit and Entrepreneurship Conference: Bi-weekly meetings are
currently being held with planning committees in preparation for a two-day technology
summit and entrepreneurship conference at ISU Pocatello in February of 2017.

IPF/Center for Entrepreneurship and Economic Development (CEED)
Collaboration: Joint coordination and collaboration efforts continue between the IPF and
CEED to facilitate progress of ISU technologies toward market entry while also providing
support for CEED activities.

Private Sector Collaboration and Growth in Idaho: Talks to develop partnerships with
new private-sector entities, including talks to relocate companies to Idaho from other
locations in the United States, Japan, and Australia are ongoing on progressing.

Technology Evaluation Process: Analysis and evaluation of potential for technologies
developed at ISU continues, both in collaboration with external research partners and the
Bengal Solutions teams at ISU.

Increasing ISU Presence: The Director of Technology Commercialization is continuing
to increase the public awareness of technology commercialization at ISU through
contributions to publications and presentations to local and national groups and
professional organizations.

Increased Revenue Generation: Developmental collaborations with startups and
established companies continue to grow, and reports from initial licensees of ISU-owned
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intellectual property indicate that early-stage market entry and profitable return is
expected soon, as scale-up of production for those technologies developed together with
ISU researchers is achieved.

Entrepreneurial Efforts Increase: Multiple startup company projects are in development
from both student groups and faculty researchers, with at least two new companies
expected to be founded within the next 6 months.

Research and Sponsored Projects Update (Internal)
Awarded over $98,000 in internal Seed Grants: These Seed Grants support
junior faculty starting their research or senior faculty changing the direction of their
research.

Awarded over $169,000 in internal Developing Collaborations Grants: The
Developing Collaborative Partnerships internal grant program supports the
development of large-scale interdisciplinary/collaborative research projects.

Awarded $35,000 in internal Faculty Travel Grants: These funds serve to
develop faculty research, scholarly, and/or creative activities.

Total internal grants awarded = $302,768 across five different colleges.

Supported over 60 faculty in attending Grant Writers Seminars & Workshops:
Further, of these 60+ faculty members, 6 were selected to engage with GWSW
consultants to develop actual proposals for submission to various funding agencies
such as NSF and NIH.

Continued transition to paperless environment: Further implementation of
electronic routing and approvals of Cayuse and data management systems.

Implemented an electronic poster and presentation process: Academic
departments and campus groups can utilize (free of charge) up to 60 large panel
electronic displays to more accurately display their research and scholarly
activities at campus functions.

Research and Sponsored Projects Update (External)
ISU Extramural Research Portfolio: The growth target of 3% for increase in
extramural funding from FY15 to FY16 has been far exceeded. Final numbers are
not yet in, but extramural funding for research through grants and contracts will
show a growth of at least 10%. This will continue and reinforce the recent two-year
positive growth profile and competitive sustainability for ISU as depicted in the
following graph:
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HERC Infrastructure Funds: The HERC infrastructure funds of $250,000 for
FY16 are currently being deployed to create a new and extremely powerful
Research Data Center (RDC) on the Pocatello campus. It is expected that the
entire ISU community will benefit from the computing power made available by the
significant infrastructure upgrade.

Research CAES Associate Director: Richard Jacobsen was appointed ISU
Associate Director of CAES October 28, 2015, to replace Jason Harris who left for
a position at Purdue.

CAES/INL/ISU Joint Appointments: ISU hired two new employees on joint-
appointments with INL in Idaho Falls, Drs. Leslie Kerby and Haiming Wen. Both
began in January, 2016, and are enjoying success in their research work with INL.

CAES proposal to DOE-NE for ISU participation in a Nuclear Energy Strategic
Analysis Center: April 13. Proposal is still under consideration.

Launch of the Bioskills Learning Center in Meridian: Pilot event for local health
care providers held in June, 2016.

DOE NEUP (Nuclear Energy University Programs) Awards: Announced in mid-
June 2016, ISU won awards that included $80,805 for Reactor Upgrades in the
Infrastructure category, and $500,000 (for year 1 out of a $3M total award over 3
years) to Dr. Haiming Wen for Enhancing Irradiation Tolerance of Steels via
Nanostructuring by Innovative Manufacturing Technologies in the Nuclear Energy
Enhancing Technology Awards category.

Cyber security initiative at CAES: Cybersecurity for the Nuclear Industry -
Meeting scheduled July 22, 2016.
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Industry Funding and Relationships Update:

Currently active/funded projects
YTD for FY16: ISU received the following funding from business & industry
partners including Google at $581,000, NuMat at $220,000, ScanTech
|dentification Beam Systems, LLC at $2,3000,000 and a second commitment of
ScanTech Services, LLC, of $86,000.

Projects in negotiation
Medical Isotopes
An Australian company will be partnering with the IAC to develop combination
pharmaceuticals for cancer treatment together with ISU's Cu-67 project. The
company is a co-sponsor with significant financial involvement in an IGEM
proposal currently under review.

Air Filter Technology

Idaho Commerce and ISU’s Technology Commercialization Office are working
with an ISU PI in seeking an industry partner for new air filter technology: a
Pocatello-based portable solar power company with close ties to Venture Capital
in Utah and California is currently the primary lead.

Power Industry Effluent

ISU’s Technology Commercialization Office is working with an ISU PI in
partnership with the Intermountain Power Services Corporation related to a
technology for recovering rare earth elements from coal ash and other power
industry effluent.

STTR Proposal in Preparation
ISU is partnering with NuMat Inc. in the submission of a multiyear Small Business
Technology Transfer (STTR) grant proposal.

Office for Research: Compliance Improvements Update
Export control: Development of export control processes at ISU, RISE
Technology Control Plan, processes set up for review of international travel,
purchasing, shipping internationally

Animal Research: AAALAC full accreditation reinstated, developed occupational
health review program for animal research.

Biosafety: External review of biosafety process, continued development of the
biosafety process at ISU

Diversity and Outreach: Increased URM student participation in ISU MURI (NSF
EPSCoR), URM attendance at Robotics camp. Women of Color student group
developed. Increased community outreach for STEM at ISU. Increased
connections with URM community in the area.
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Conflict of Interest Policy: Continued refinement of required COI verification on
sponsored projects

Highlight Any College Standouts

College of Arts & Letters

Creation of Liberal Arts High to Connect ISU Faculty and Regional High School
Teachers

Opening of Integrated Research Center to Facilitate Interdisciplinary
Collaborations Across Campus

Interdisciplinary Collaborative Narrative Book Contract and Publication in the
Journal for Teaching and Learning with Technology

Enhanced Graduate Enrollment by 6.8%

Successful Launch of the Teaching of English Composition Book Award

Hired new Jazz Studies Faculty Member to extend Musical interests and
expertise

First Irish FTLA Student and Fulbright Award for Dr. Alan Johnson

Established 9 new named Endowed Scholarships

College of Business

Successfully recruited three additional Ph.D.s in Accounting to join the faculty
in the fall of 2016

Hired new Chair of the Department of Accounting

Put forth a proposal for a Master of Science in Health Informatics (MSHI)

Put forth a proposal to the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee for a
Bachelor of Business Administration in Economics

The College of Business presented proposals to Graduate Council for both a
Master of Science in Data Analytics and, in cooperation with the Division of
Health Sciences, a Master of Healthcare Administration

New Technology Teaching and Learning Center, featuring a drop in laptop-
based teaching lab and a multi-purpose classroom capable of supporting
Collaborate, Skype, Google Hangouts, lecture capture, and distance learning
to two remote sites simultaneously

The College of Business is aggressively launching in Twin Falls. There are
currently in excess of 350 students in CSl's academic two-year program in
business. Seek to satisfy this market with high quality bachelor degrees offered
on the CSI campus

PPGA
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College of Education

» Successful Initial accreditation by the Commission on Accreditation of Athletic
Training Education (CAATE) New Master of Science in Athletic Training
Program -March 2015

» Successful National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE)
visit and all standards met in the Teacher Preparation Program -September
2015

» CPI Tutoring Program-60 tutors, 4,800 hours, 20 area schools

» The Albion Center for Education Innovation has begun a multi-year
comprehensive school support project with the American United School in
Kuwait centered on improving teaching and learning in multiple content areas
and school leadership

* The first annual KidU Summer Camp six-week program provides educational
and recreational experiences for 15--6"" grade students

» Partnered with nine Southeast Idaho High Schools in establishing Future
Educator Association Clubs

» The Center for Sports Concussion-provides educational outreach in Eastern
Idaho on sports-related concussions in the adolescent athlete

» The opening of the ATLAS Center to centralize Advising, Teaching, Learning,
and Student Services

College of Science & Engineering

+ Significant Enroliment Growth: CoSE student majors up by 10%, 225 students
over previous academic year

» In FY15 CoSE faculty secured $6.1 million in research funding

+ Student pass rates in nine introductory Math, Science and Engineering courses
increased by 5-20% due to a new Proactive Advising Initiative

College of Technology
+ COT is starting five new programs as a result of industry demands
- 3 of the 5 are in line the University's health mission
- will directly assist veterans in achieving nursing degrees
- OTA will be the only program of its kind in the state
* UAS-an emerging field with high visibility and demand
* Cyber-Physical Security is in direct alignment with what the Department of
Homeland Security and the Idaho National Lab are touting as one of the most
needed and important fields for the future

Division of Health Sciences
» Construction of the L.S. and Aline W. Skaggs Treasure Valley Anatomy and
Physiology Laboratories (TVAPL) completed at ISU-Meridian with Grand
Opening-Fall 2015
* Bengal Lab organized to begin January 2016
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* Bengal Pharmacy opened tele-pharmacy in Challis, ID
» Billing & Practice Management System in Clinics implemented
* Increased Collaboration with Gritman Medical Center
* Created and Restructured Community & Public Health Department:
- Health Education
- Master of Public Health
» Created Emergency Services Department:
- Emergency Medical Services
- Fire Services Administration
- Paramedic Science
» Established “Health Bengal” Initiative
+ Expanded MLS to Idaho Falls Location
» Joint Pharmacy Programs w/University of Alaska Anchorage
* Doubling of PAS space in Meridian completed to accommodate Caldwell
student cohort
» SPA Program renovated space for additional research labs
+ Additional Program Accreditations in HCA, MPH and RS
» Moving forward with an accredited institution for Interprofessional Continuing
Education
* The Residencies-- the Dental Residency and Family Medicine were both re-
accredited in Fall 2015
» Nursing graduated its first Ph.D.
+ Dental Hygiene opened a clinic in Idaho Falls on the EITEC campus

Collaborations with Other Institutions or Industry

Collaborations in Graduate Education and Related: BYU-lIdaho, South Dakota
University, and the INL (Working on partnering with them to promote internships).

Partnership between the INL and ISU, current state:
In FY2015, the INL hired total of 32 graduates from Idaho State University, the largest
number by far of any Idaho university.

In FY2015, the INL employed 32 Interns and 1 postdoc from ISU. The number of ISU
interns is the largest of all Idaho universities with the exception of BYU-I.

Strategically, ISU is partnering with the INL on workforce development into needed
disciplines by creating more joint appointments in areas of need. In this regard, ISU faculty
and administrators are engaging several Directorates in the INL (including N&HS, NS&T
and EES&T) with a view to optimize joint and reverse joint appointments, sharing of
graduate students and projects by giving access to graduate students at ISU, to joint
faculty appointments at rank, to appropriate qualified INL staff. This will particularly focus
on areas of INL current and future needs. Currently, three new joint appointments are in
the process of being negotiated and the hiring process will start soon.
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Further, ISU is setting up to approach the INL to plan for increases in intern and postdoc
opportunities and also considering partnering with joint faculty to obtain input in curriculum
design and delivery. The following areas are of particular interest to both the INL and ISU:
energy and environment, chemistry and chemical engineering, radiation and rechnical
safety, nuclear science, technology and nuclear engineering, and cyber- and computer
security training and research (including national and homeland security).

Capital Campaign
e Academic Enhancements
e Scholarship Endowment

Idaho State University does not currently have a capital campaign.

Community Partnerships

Idaho State University Bengal Pharmacy operates in Pocatello, Arco, Challis, and has
received approval from the Foundation Board to open a location in Council in Fall 2016.
In addition, there is a request pending to partner with Kendrick.

New Buildings
While Idaho State University has made a number of enhancements and improvements
to buildings, there are no new buildings.
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SUBJECT

Chairperson Report

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs chairperson would like to discuss
adding a standing agenda item for providing updates to the full Board on issues
that are being worked on by the committee and would come to the Board at a later
date.

Updates would serve as a notification but would not lead to a general discussion
of the issues unless properly noticed in the agenda in compliance with Idaho’s
open meeting law.

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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SUBJECT
Northwest Regional Advisory Committee Update

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The Comprehensive Centers (Centers) program is authorized by Title Il of the
Educational Technical Assistance Act of 2002 (ETAA) and the Education Sciences
Reform Act (ESRA) of 2002. The U.S. Department of Education (Department)
funds these Centers to provide technical assistance to State Education Agencies
(SEAs) that builds SEA capacity to: support local educational agencies (LEAs or
districts) and schools, especially low-performing districts and schools; improve
educational outcomes for all students; close achievement gaps; and improve the
quality of instruction.

Before a competition for the Centers program is held, the ETAA requires the
establishment of ten (10) Regional Advisory Committees (RACs) (not to exceed
25 members). The purpose of these committees is to collect information on the
educational needs of each of the ten (10) regions served by the Regional
Educational Laboratories as part of the Centers program. To the extent the
Secretary deems appropriate, the Department will use the information submitted
by the RACs, along with other relevant regional surveys of needs, to establish
priorities for the next cohort of Centers.

The US Department of Education changed the process for obtaining
recommendations from consensus to seeking the technical advice of each
individual RAC member. Not later than six months after each RAC is convened,
they will submit a report based on this needs assessment to the Education
Secretary. The report will contain an analysis of the educational needs of their
region and each individual’'s technical advice to the Secretary regarding how those
needs might be most effectively addressed. The Secretary shall establish priorities
for the next cohort of comprehensive centers, taking into account these regional
needs identified by individual RAC members and other relevant regional surveys
of educational needs, to the extent the Secretary deems appropriate.

Dr. Linda Clark was nominated and chosen by the U.S. Department of Education
to serve as a member of the RAC to provide technical advice. Dr. Clark will update
the Board on the RAC’s work completed thus far and the survey used to collect
feedback.

IMPACT
The feedback obtained from the online survey, located at the following link:
, will provide guidance to address
educational issues of our region and how the U.S. Department of Education’s
Comprehensive Centers can provide assistance to address these same issues.

BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes. Any action will be at the Board’s discretion.
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IDAHO DIVISION OF CAREER TECHNCIAL EDUCATION

SUBJECT
Annual Progress Report

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.M.3.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
This agenda item fulfills the Board’s requirement for the Division of Career
Technical Education (Division) to provide a progress report on the agency’s
strategic plan, details of implementation, status of goals and objectives and
information on other points of interest in accordance with a schedule and format
established by the Board’s Executive Director.

Dwight Johnson, State Administrator of the Division, will provide an overview of
Division’s progress in carrying out the agency’s strategic plan.

ATTACHEMENTS
Attachment 1 — Progress Report Page 3
Attachment 2 — Presentation Page 5
BOARD ACTION
This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \l IO

Journey to Career: Update on ICTE Career & Technical

Education
Presented by State Administrator Dwight Johnson
August 11, 2016

Fostering Connections: CTE image

* Name change to ICTE (captures the CTE momentum and aligns to national identification)
* New look and logo (embodies energy, forward momentum, and connection)
* New website (now with resources for students, and industry)

Increasing CTE Program Quality

Program Alignment

* Increasing advanced opportunities

* 2015: 9 postsecondary programs horizontally aligned

* 2016: 13 postsecondary programs horizontally aligned

* Professional Development of teachers for Vertical Alignment

Idaho SkillStack®
* Idaho SkillStack® badges clearly communicate an individual's skills to the world.

Meaningful Assessments

* Program Quality Review
* Technical Skill Assessments
* Workplace Readiness Assessment

CTE Credit for HS Graduation

Growing CTE Digital
* Bringing the opportunity of CTE to all of Idaho.

Connecting Education to Employment

* Engaging Industry
* College & Career Advising

Enhancing CTE Teacher Pipeline

* Devoting resources to increase recruitment and retention
* Reducing costs and barriers to becoming a CTE teacher

Expanding ICTE Capacity

* Enhancing productivity with creative capacity solutions
* Improving office culture

Dwight Johnson, State Administrator
Dwight.Johnson@cte.ldaho.gov — 208.429.5501
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \l IO

Journey to Career: Update on ICTE (cont.) Career & Technical

Education
Presented by State Administrator Dwight Johnson
August 11, 2016
ICTE Budget Overview:
Postsecondary $47.53 Million
Secondary $15.86 Million
ABE / GED $3.36 Million
Statewide Initiatives $1.66 Million
Division Support $2.70 Million (3.8%)
Total: 71.11 Million
Investing in Idaho’s Talent Pipeline
Postsecondary Total FY17 Appropriation: $47.53 Million
“ROI” Appropriated in FY17: $3.6 Million
“ROI” FY 18 Request:
Y $2.4 Million
Industry Partnership Request FY18:
% $1 Million
Secondary Total FY17 Appropriation: $15.86 Million
Secondary budget breakdown:
Added Cost CT Schools Ag Incentive Federal Perkins
$7.5 million $4.8 million $325,000 $3.2 Million

FY 2018 Increase Requested:
% Added Cost - $375,000 (5% increase)
% All Program Incentive Funding - $496,400 (Includes 1 FTE)

Dwight Johnson, State Administrator
Dwight.Johnson@cte.ldaho.gov — 208.429.5501 Y& Budget Line-ltem Request
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IS>

Career & Technical
Education

Journey to Career
ICTE Annual Report

Idaho State Board of Education
August 11, 2016

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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Career & Technical
Education

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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Career & Technical
Education

We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I I>

CTE Program Alignment

< N\

1. Program . Program Alignment > Advanced
Quality Simultaneously Increases: Opportunities

. A

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IO

Career & Technical

Industry + Faculty = Learning Outcomes Fducation

Ie)

o

&=

@)

V)

e

o0
Horizontal s Vertical
Alignment mmm Alignment

PPGA TAB 4 Page 9



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IS>

Career & Technical
Education

Programs Horizontally Aligned:

2015 2016

* Administrative Services * Agribusiness

e Auto Collision Repair * Animal Science

e Automotive Technology * Applied Accounting

e Computer Support e Commercial Graphic Design
* Diesel Technology e Culinary

* Precision Machining * Drafting Technology

* Programming Software Development * Electronics

* Web Design Development * Hospitality Management

* Welding * Marketing

* Networking Technology

* Ornamental Horticulture

* Pre-Engineering Technology
* Residential Construction

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I lO ‘\
Career &Technical
Education

Program Quality

Standards Development

Technical Skill Assessments

Workplace Readiness Assessments

Training at Annual Professional Development Conf.

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator

PPGA
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It’s all about your Skills.

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I I>

Career & Technical
Education

Connecting Education to Employment

e Career & College Advising
* Applied Learning Opportunities:
* Work-based learning
* School-to-Registered Apprenticeships
* Internships
e Career Technical Student Organizations
e Improve Technical Advisory Committee Model
e CTE Credit for HS Graduation

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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CTE Digital: Bringing the opportunity of CTE to all of Idaho.
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Enhance CTE Teacher Pipeline
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IO ‘\
Career &Technical
Education

ICTE Budget Overview:

Postsecondary S47.7 Million
Secondary $15.86 Million
ABE/GED $3.18 Million

Statewide Initiatives  $1.66 Million
Division Support $2.70 Million (3.8%)
CPM/Health Matters S.40 Million

Total: $71.5 Million

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]DA]—IO ‘\
Career &Technical
Postsecondary Education

Investing in Idaho’s Talent Pipeline

Total FY17 Appropriation: $47.7 Million
* Federal Perkins Funding - $3 Million
» State Funding — $44.7 Million
Includes $3.8 Million - “ROI Proposal” increase

% FY18 Budget Request:
“ROI” Line-ltems - $2.4 Million
Industry Partnership - S1 Million
Adult Basic Ed/GED® - $250,000

Budget Line-ltem Request Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]DA]—IO ‘\
Career &Technical
Postsecondary Education

Invest in Idaho’s Talent Pipeline
Return on Investment Proposal:

* FY18 - $2.4 Million
16 Programs Business, Health Care, Information
Tech, Manufacturing,
Transportation
High Demand 958 annual job openings
Current Graduates 138 with 100% placement (141 on
wait list + new programs)
High Wages Starting Salaries: $33,530 - $78,400
Request $2,400,000 (5% funding increase)
Projected Results 248 additional graduates (180%
increase)

Legislative Idea/Line-ltem Request Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IS>

Career & Technical

Postsecondary Education
Invest in Idaho’s Talent Pipeline

Industry Partnership Fund
* FY18 - $1 Million

 SB 1332 - Passed but not funded

e Rapid Response fund

* Credit and Non-credit training

* Encourages industry commitment (cash or in-kind)

* Overseen by ICTE & Technical College Leadership Council

Legislative Idea/Line-ltem Request Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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We prepare Idaho’s youth and adults for high-skill, in-demand careers. ]D/ \I IS>

Career & Technical

Se CO n d a ry : Education
Investing in Idaho’s Talent Pipeline

Total: FY17 Appropriation

$15.86 Million
Ag Federal
Added Cost CT Schools Incentive Perkins
$7.5 million S4.8 million $325,000 $3.2 Million

FY18 Budget Requested:
% Added Cost - $375,000 (5% increase)
% All CTE Program Incentive Funding - $498,500
(Includes 1 FTE)

Budget Line-ltem Requests Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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Weeks of:

* September 19, CSI CWI
e September 26, LCSC NIC
 October 10, ISU EITC

In partnership with:
Idaho Chamber Alliance

Legislative Tours
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Addressing Division Capacity
Enhancing Support for CTSOs

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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Together our mission is to prepare ldaho’s youth and adults
for high-skill, in-demand careers.

And...it’s working!

Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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Career & Technical
Education

National Goal: Coordinate federal and state policies, programs
and funding to maximize investments and reduce inefficiencies.

FOSte r| ng CO nn ect | Ons: I CT E Dwight Johnson, ICTE State Administrator
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SUBJECT
Board Policy |.E. Executive Officers — First Reading
REFERENCE

December 2008 Board approved the first reading with changes of Board
Policy I.E. Executive Officers, multi-year contracts.

February 2009 Board discussion of Board Policy |.E. Executive
Officers

June 2009 Board approved second reading |.E. Executive Officers
with amendments, multi-year contracts.

August 2009 Board Approved first reading with changes of Board
Policy I.E.4. Reimbursement of expenses

October 2009 Board approved second reading of Board Policy |.E.4
Reimbursement of expenses

October 2010 Board approved first reading of Board Policy I.E.2.
Presidents/Agency Heads allowing CEQO’s to receive
stipends or other forms of compensation for unrelated
duties or activities

December 2010 Board approved second reading of Board Policy |.E.2

December 2015 Board approved first reading of Board Policy I.E.
Executive Officers, regarding the timely reporting of
events.

February 2016 Board approved second reading of Board Policy I.E.

Executive Officers

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Sections I.E.
Executive Officers.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
State Board of Education Policy, Section |.E., grants each institutional president
the use of an institution automobile, maintained by the institution, or a vehicle
allowance, at their discretion. When using an institution owned vehicle it is
customary for the institution to assign the vehicle to the institution president for
their sole use.

Currently state owned or controlled vehicles (with few exceptions for law
enforcement) are required to be conspicuously marked as state vehicles (Idaho
Code §49-2426) and are only allowed to be used for official business. This is not
consistent with the current practice when a president has used an institution
vehicle rather than receiving the vehicle allowance. The proposed changes to
Board Policy I.E. Executive Officers would elimination the option for the chief
executive officer to use an institution vehicle, and would set out provisions for
reimbursement and insurance requirements when a personal vehicle is used for
business purposes.
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The proposed amendments bring the policy into alignment with state requirements,
including Risk Management.

IMPACT
Approval of the proposed amendments would bring the policy into alignment with
state law and risk management insurance requirements.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — First Reading |.E. Executive Officers Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The proposed amendments were developed in conjunction with proposed
amendment to Board Policy II.F. and the use of “courtesy cars.” While neither
policy amendment is dependent on the other, they are in alignment. Proposed
amendment to Board Policy II.F. will be considered by the Board under a separate
agenda item at the August Board meeting.

Staff recommends approval.
BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the first reading of proposed amendments to Board Policy
section |.E. Executive Officers, as submitted in Attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Ildaho

State Board of Education

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: I. GENERAL GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SUBSECTION: E. Executive Officers February-October 2016

1. Executive Director

The Executive Director is appointed by and serves in this position at the pleasure of

the

Board. The Executive Director serves as the chief executive officer of the State

Board of Education. Pursuant to Idaho Code 33-102A the Executive Director shall be
under the direction of the Board and shall have such duties and powers as are
prescribed by the Board. The Executive Director is charged with ensuring the effective
articulation and coordination of institution, and agency concerns and is advisor to the
Board and the Presidents/Agency Heads on all appropriate matters.

2. Presidents/Agency Heads

a.

PPGA

Responsibilities

The President/Agency Head is the chief program and administrative officer of the
institution or agency. The President/Agency Head has full power and responsibility
within the framework of the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures for the
organization, management, direction, and supervision of the institution or agency
and is held accountable by the Board for the successful functioning of the
institution or agency in all of its units, divisions, and services.

For the higher education institutions, the Board expects the Presidents to obtain
the necessary input from the faculty, classified and exempt employees, and
students, but it holds the Presidents ultimately responsible for the well-being of the
institutions, and final decisions at the institutional level rest with the Presidents.
The Presidents shall keep the Board apprised, within 24 hours, through the
Executive Director, of all developments concerning the institution, its employees,
and its students, which are likely to be of interest to the public.

The Chief Executive Officer is held accountable to the Board for performing the
following duties within his or her designated areas of responsibility:

i. Relations with the Board

1) Conduct of the institution or agency in accordance with the Governing
Policies and Procedures of the Board and applicable state and federal laws.

2) Effective communication among the Board, the Board office, and the
institution or agency.

3) Preparation of such budgets as may be necessary for proper reporting and
planning.
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4) Transmittal to the Board of recommendations initiated within the institution
or agency.

5) Participation and cooperation with the office of the Board in the
development, coordination, and implementation of policies, programs, and
all other matters of statewide concern.

6) Notification to Board President or Executive Director of any out-of-state
absence exceeding one week.

ii. Leadership of the Institution or Agency

1) Recruitment and retention of employees

2) Development of programs, in accordance with an evolving plan for the
institution or agency.

3) In cooperation with appropriate parties, the promotion of the effective and
efficient functioning of the institution or agency.

4) Development of methods that will encourage responsible and effective
contributions by various parties associated with the institution or agency in
the achievement of the goals of the institution or agency.

iii. Relations with the Public

1) Development of rapport between the institution or agency and the public
that each serves.

2) Official representation of the institution or agency and its Board-approved
role and mission to the public.

c. Appointment Terms and Conditions

Each chief executive officer is employed and serves at the pleasure of the Board
as an at-will employee. Appointments to the position of President of the higher
education institutions and Executive Director of the Board are made by the Board.
The Executive Director shall have authority to identify candidates and make
recommendations for the appointment of Agency Heads, which must be approved
and appointed by the Board. The Board and each chief executive officer may enter
into an employment agreement for a term not to exceed five (5) years that
documents the period of appointment, compensation, and any additional terms.
The Board’s Policies regarding Non-classified Employees, Section |l, Subsection
F, do not apply to the Board’s chief executive officers.

d. Evaluations

The Agency Heads are evaluated by the Executive Director annually, who makes
recommendations to the Board with respect to compensation and employment
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actions. The Presidents and Executive Director are evaluated by the Board
annually. The performance evaluation is based upon the terms of any employment
agreement, the duties outlined in the policy and mutually agreed upon goals. Final
decisions with respect to compensation and employment actions with regard to
chief executive officers are made by the Board.

e. Compensation and Benefits

i. Each chief executive officer's annual compensation shall be set and
approved by the Board. A chief executive officer shall not receive
supplemental salary compensation related to his or her service as chief
executive officer from an affiliated institutional foundation, or from any other
source except that institutional Presidents may receive perquisites or
benefits as permitted by topic 3, subtopic d, below. A chief executive officer
must disclose to the Board, through its Executive Director or in executive
session as appropriate (with updates as necessary), any activities and
financial interests, including compensation from an outside source
unrelated to his or her service as chief executive officer, that affects or could
potentially affect the chief executive officer’'s judgment or commitment to the
Board or the institution.

i. In addition to the compensation referred to above, each chief executive
officer shall receive the usual and ordinary medical, retirement, leave,
educational, and other benefits available to all institutional, and agency
employees.

iii.  Each chief executive officer shall receive reasonable and adequate liability
insurance coverage under the state's risk management program.

iv.  Relocation and moving expenses incurred by each chief executive officer
will be paid in accordance with the policies and rates established by the
State Board of Examiners.

v.  Each chief executive officer earns annual leave at a rate of two (2) days per
month or major fraction thereof of credited state service.

f. Termination
In the event a chief executive officer's appointment is terminated by Board action
(for or without cause), than such individual shall only be entitled to continued
compensation or benefits, if any, for which he or she may be eligible under the
terms of his or her employment agreement.

3. Institutional Presidents: Housing, Automobile, and Expense Reimbursement

a. The institutional Presidents are responsible for hosting official functions to promote
their respective institutions. At institutions with official residences, the Presidents
of such institutions are required to live in the official residences provided.
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4.

PPGA

. Each institutional President shall be provided an automobile allowance.
M : . - . :

To preserve the image of the institutions and to provide adequate maintenance of
state-owned property, the institutions shall provide support services for these
residences. This support shall include maintenance and repairs, utilities, and
grounds keeping.

In the event that the institution does not own an official residence, a housing
allowance will be provided that is similar in value to living in an official residence.
In addition, this allowance shall cover reasonable maintenance and repair
expenses related to the use of this home as the President's official residence.

A
waw v v, waw i - - - O gcTroo

The institution shall pay for maintenance, repair, fuel, and insurance costs
attributable to business use of the automobile. If the President intends to use the
automobile for business and personal use, the President shall obtain insurance for
the automobile which meets with the requirements of Idaho’s Risk Management
Program, including applicable coverages and amounts.

. The institutional Presidents shall receive reimbursement for official entertainment

expenses. Public relations and other out-of-pocket expenses may be reimbursed
if they are directly related to the function of the institution as determined by the
President. (See fiscal policy for entertainment and related expenses.)

. Foundation Provided Funds for Compensation, Perquisites or Benefits

Perquisites or benefits for the institutional Presidents, may be provided by the
institution’s affiliated foundation meeting all requirements of Section V, Subsection
E of the Board’s Governing Policies and Procedures if approved by the Board on
a case-by-case basis.

Institutional Presidents: Official Duties Related Spousal Expenses

The Board acknowledges that the spouse of an institutional president provides
valuable service activities on behalf of the institution, the Board, and to the Idaho
higher education system. The Board further recognizes that the spouse may be
expected to attend certain functions related to the ongoing mission and purposes of
the institution. Accordingly, a spouse shall be eligible for reimbursement of authorized
official travel and business related expenses, in accordance with the State of Idaho's
travel and expense policies, as long as such expenses have a bona fide business
purpose. To be a bona fide business purpose the presence and activities of the
spouse at the function must be significant and essential (not just beneficial) to the
institution. A president’s spouse attending official functions as part of protocol or
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tradition and where the spouse makes an important contribution to the function can
be considered serving a business purpose. For example, ceremonial functions,
fundraising events, alumni gatherings, community, and recruiting events are examples
of activities at which the presence of a spouse may contribute to the mission of the
University. If a spouse has no significant role, or performs only incidental duties of a
purely social or clerical nature, then such does not constitute a bona fide business
purpose. Spousal expenses may not be charged to state funds; various non-state
funds controlled by the institution may be used to fund spousal expenses.

5. President Emeritus/Emerita Designation

The Board may choose to grant President Emeritus/Emerita status to a retiring
President. President Emeritus/Emerita status should be reserved to honor, in
retirement, a president who has made distinguished professional contributions to the
institution and who has also served a significant portion of his/her career at the
institution. The intent of conferring President Emeritus/Emerita status is to bestow an
honorary title in recognition of successful tenure in the Presidential role.

a. Appointment Procedure
An institution may forward a recommendation to the Board that this honorary title
be conferred upon a President that is retiring or has retired from the institution.
Each institution shall provide for input into the recommendation from the campus
community.

b. Rights, Privileges and Responsibilities

Rights and privileges of such a distinction shall be, insofar as resources will allow,
similar to those of active institutional staff, including such privileges as:

i. staff privileges for activities, events and campus facilities;

ii. receipt of institutional newspaper and other major institutional publications and
receipt of employee/spouse fee privilege (see Section V. R.).
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UNIVERSITY OF IDAHO

SUBJECT
Board Policy I.J. Use of Institutional Facilities — First Reading
REFERENCE
February 2011 Board approved first reading of amendments to Board policy

I.J. specific to the alcohol possession and consumption
section in relation to NCAA events.

April 2011 Board approved second reading of amendments to Board
policy I.J. specific to the alcohol possession and consumption
section in relation to NCAA events.

December 2013 Board approved first reading of amendments to Board policy
I.J. specific to the use of institutions facilities in competition
with the private sector.

February 2014 Board approved second reading of amendments to Board
Policy regarding the use of facilities in competition with the
private sector.

June 2016 Board denied the requests from Boise State University and
University of Idaho to expand alcohol service in conjunction
with NCAA Football games beyond what is currently allowed
in Board Policy 1.J.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section 1.J —
Use of Institutional Facilities and Services With Regard to the Private Sector
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.01.08 — 100., Possession, Consumption,
and Sale of Alcoholic Beverages at Public Higher Education Institutions.
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 38.04.07 — 305, Food and Beverage

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.01.08.100 prohibits the sale, possession or
consumption of alcoholic beverages in college or university owned, leased, or
operated facilities and on campus grounds, except as provided in the State Board
of Education Governing Policies and Procedures. Board Policy Section |.J. sets
the provision by which alcohol may legally be sold or consumed in institution
facilities.

Board Policy Section I.J. allows for the chief executive office to approve limit
permits under specific conditions, including the requirement that the events be
ticketed or by invitation only, food be provided at the event, the event cannot in
conjunction with any student athletic event and “...the chief executive officer must
ensure that the decisions to allow possession and consumption of alcoholic
beverages are consistent with the proper image and the mission of the institution.”
Alcoholic beverages may also be allowed in conjunction with NCAA pregame
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football activities with prior Board approval under very specific conditions,
including, but not limited to, there is limited access to the area through controlled
access points, attendance is limited to those with a written invitation, and food must
be available at the event.

The University of Idaho has brought forward a request to amend Board Policy I.J.
to allow for the possession and consumption of alcohol in designated parting lots
or limited areas on university grounds during home football games with prior Board
approval. These designated “tailgating areas” would have limited access through
controlled entry points and only game patrons and their guests “authorized” by the
institution would be allowed to park and tailgate in these areas. Location, times
and dates would be submitted to the Board for approval and would be limited
between 10:00 am and 10:00 pm on the day of the game.

IMPACT

Approval of the proposed amendments would allow for the possession and
consumption of alcohol during NCAA football games hosted by the institutions in
select parking lots or other areas on campus designated as “tailgating areas.”

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment 1 — Board Policy I.J. — First Reading Page 5

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The proposed amendments expanding public areas where alcohol is allowed to
include designated tailgating areas is outside of the institutions’ mission for
learning and public service. The draft language of the amendments proposed by
the University of Idaho were provided to each of the institution’s legal counsel for
review. No comments from the other institutions were received at the time of
agenda production.

In addition to the amendments proposed by the University of Idaho the attached
draft includes an increase in the per instance liability limits from $500,000 to
$1,000,000. This amendment would bring the policy in compliance with the
minimum liability required by Risk Management for permitted events.

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

| move to approve the first reading of proposed amendments to Board Policy
Section 1.J. as submitted in attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Idaho State Board of Education

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

SECTION: I. GENERAL GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SUBSECTION: J. Use of Institutional Facilities and Services with Regard to the
Private Sector February 2014

1. Use of Institutional Facilities and Services

a. Consistent with education's primary responsibilities of teaching, research, and
public service, the institutions, under the governance of the State Board of
Education and Board of Regents of the University of Idaho (Board), have and will
continue to provide facilities and services for educational purposes. Such services
and facilities, when provided, shall be related to the mission of the institution and
not directly competitive with services and facilities reasonably available from the
private sector, unless said use is for the benefit of a specific educational program
of the institution and the institution has received prior Board approval. In addition,
the Board recognizes that the institutions have a role in assisting community and
economic development in a manner that supports the activities of the private
sector. To this end, cooperation with local, state, and federal agencies is
encouraged. A short term rental or lease of facilities for private use is not
prohibited.

b. Priority and guidelines for use of institutional services and facilities is as follows:
i. Institutionally sponsored programs and projects.

ii. Community programs or projects of an educational nature where the services
or facilities provided by the institutions are directly related to the teaching,
research, or service mission of the institution.

iii. Local, state, or federally sponsored programs and projects.

iv. The institutions will maintain a list of special events, services and facilities
provided in those special events, the sponsor's name, the date of the use, and
the approximate number of persons attending. This list will be available for
public inspection. Individual institutional policies should be adopted in
accordance with this general philosophy and policy statement of the Board. To
this end, a coordinated effort between the public and private sector is
encouraged.

2. Possession, Consumption, and Sale of Alcohol Beverages at Institutional Facilities

a. Board Administrative Rules IDAPA 08.01.08 provides requirements relative to
alcoholic beverages on campus grounds. Said rules generally prohibit the
possession or consumption of alcoholic beverages in areas open to and most
commonly used by the general public on campus grounds. The rules authorize
the Board to waive the prohibition pursuant to Board policies and procedures. The
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chief executive officer of each institution may waive the prohibition against
possession or consumption of alcoholic beverages only as permitted by and in
compliance with this policy. The grant of any such waiver shall be determined by
the chief executive officer (“CEQ”) only in compliance with this Policy and in
accordance with the provisions set forth herein, and not as a matter of right to any
other person or party, in doing so, the chief executive officer must ensure that the
decisions to allow possession and consumption of alcoholic beverages are
consistent with the proper image and the mission of the institution.

Each institution shall maintain a policy providing for an institutional Alcohol
Beverage Permit process. For purposes of this policy, the term “alcoholic
beverage” shall include any beverage containing alcoholic liquor as defined in
Idaho Code Section 23-105. Waiver of the prohibition against possession or
consumption of alcoholic beverages shall be evidenced by issuance of a written
Alcohol Beverage Permit issued by the CEO of the institution which may be issued
only in response to a completed written application therefore. Staff of the State
Board of Education shall prepare and make available to the institutions the form
for an Alcohol Beverage Permit and the form for an Application for Alcohol
Beverage Permit which is consistent with this Policy. Immediately upon issuance
of an Alcohol Beverage Permit, a complete copy of the application and the permit
shall be delivered to the Office of the State Board of Education, and Board staff
shall disclose the issuance of the permit to the Board no later than the next Board
meeting. An Alcohol Beverage Permit may only be issued to allow the sale or
consumption of alcoholic beverages on public use areas of the campus grounds
provided that all of the following minimum conditions shall be met. An institution
may develop and apply additional, more restrictive, requirements for the issuance
of an Alcohol Beverage Permit.

i. An Alcohol Beverage Permit may be granted only for a specifically designated
event (hereinafter "Permitted Event"). Each Permitted Event shall be defined
by the activity planned, the area or location in which the activity will take place
and the period of time during which the activity will take place. The activity
planned for the Permitted Event must be consistent with the proper image and
mission of the institution. The area or location in which the activity will take
place must be defined with particularity, and must encompass a restricted
space or area suitable for properly controlling the possession and consumption
of alcoholic beverages. The time period for the activity must be a single
contiguous time period for a separate defined occurrence (such as a dinner, a
conference, a reception, a concert, a sporting competition and the like). An
extended series of events or a continuous activity with no pre-determined
conclusion shall not be a Permitted Event. The area or location of the Permitted
Event, the restricted space or area therein for possession and consumption of
alcoholic beverages and the applicable time periods for the Permitted Event
must each be set forth in the Alcohol Beverage Permit and in the application
therefore.

TAB 6 Page 4



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

PPGA

Vi.

Vii.

. The serving of alcoholic beverages must be part of a planned food and

beverage program for the Permitted Event, rather than a program serving
alcoholic beverages only. Food must be available at the Permitted Event.
Consumption of alcoholic beverages and food cannot be the sole purpose of a
Permitted Event.

Non-alcoholic beverages must be as readily available as alcoholic beverages
at the Permitted Event.

. A Permitted Event must be one requiring paid admission through purchase of

a ticket or through payment of a registration fee, or one where admission is by
written, personal invitation. Events generally open to participation by the public
without admission charges or without written personal invitation shall not be
eligible for an alcoholic beverage permit. Only persons who have purchased a
ticket or paid a registration fee for attendance at a Permitted Event, or who
have received a written invitation to a Permitted Event, and who are of lawful
age to consume alcoholic beverages, will be authorized to possess and
consume alcoholic beverages at the Permitted Event.

Permitted Events which are generally open to the public through purchase of a
ticket (such as sporting events, concerts or other entertainment events) must
set out a confined and defined area where alcoholic beverages may be
possessed and consumed. For such events, the defined area where alcoholic
beverages may be possessed and consumed shall be clearly marked as such,
and shall be separated in a fashion that entry into the area and exit from the
area can be controlled to ensure that only those authorized to enter the area
do so and that no alcoholic beverages leave the area. Only those individuals
lawfully attending the Permitted Event who are of lawful age to consume
alcoholic beverages may be allowed into the defined area, provided that such
individuals may be accompanied by youth for whom they are responsible, but
only if such youth are, at all times, under the supervision and control of such
individuals. For such events there shall be sufficient space outside of the area
where alcoholic beverages may be possessed and consumed to accommodate
the participating public who do not wish to be present where alcoholic
beverages are being consumed.

No student athletic events, (including without limitation NCAA, NIT, NAIA and
intramural student athletic events) occurring in college or university owned,
leased or operated facilities, or anywhere on campus grounds, shall be
Permitted Events, nor shall a Permitted Event be allowed in conjunction with
any such student athletic event.

An Alcohol Beverage Permit for a Permitted Event to which attendance is
limited to individuals who have received a personal written invitation, or to
those who have registered to participate in a particular conference (for
example, a reception, a dinner, an exclusive conference) may allow alcoholic
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viii.

Xi.

Xii.

beverages to be possessed and consumed throughout the area of the event,
provided that the area of the event is fully enclosed, and provided further that
the area of the event must be such that entry into the area and exit from the
area can be controlled to ensure that only those authorized to enter the area
do so and that no alcoholic beverages leave the area. Additionally, the area of
the Permitted Event must not be open to access by the general public, or to
access by persons other than those properly participating in the Permitted
Event.

Application for an Alcohol Beverage Permit must be made by the organizers
of the event. Such organizers must comply with all applicable laws of the State
of ldaho and the local jurisdiction with respect to all aspects of the event,
including the possession sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages.

. The Alcohol Beverage Permit, any required local catering permit, and

applicable state or local alcoholic beverages permits shall be posted in a
conspicuous place at the defined area where alcoholic beverages are
authorized to be possessed and consumed.

The sale, service and consumption of alcoholic beverages at a Permitted Event
shall be confined to the specific event, area or activity identified on the
Beverage Permit application. Any alcoholic beverages allowed at a Permitted
Event shall be supplied through authorized contractors of the organizers (such
as caterers hired by the organizers). In no event shall the institution supply or
sell alcoholic beverages directly. In no event shall the general public or any
participants in a Permitted Event be allowed to bring alcoholic beverages into
a Permitted Event, or leave the defined area where possession and
consumption is allowed while in possession of an alcoholic beverage.

The person/group issued the Beverage Permit and the contractors supplying
the alcoholic beverages shall assume full responsibility to ensure that no one
under the legal drinking age is supplied with any alcoholic beverage or allowed
to consume any alcoholic beverage at the Permitted Event. Further, the
person/group must provide proof of insurance coverage, including host liquor
liability and liquor legal liability, in amounts and coverage limits sufficient to
meet the needs of the institution, but in no case less than $1,5000,000
minimum coverage per occurrence. Such insurance must list the permitted
person/group, the contractor, the institution, the State Board of Education and
the State of Idaho as additional insured’s, and the proof of insurance must be
in the form a formal endorsement to the policy evidencing the coverage and the
required additional insured’s.

The Alcohol Beverage Permit shall set forth the time at which sale, service,
possession and consumption of alcoholic beverages will be permitted, which
times shall be strictly enforced. Service and sale of alcoholic beverages shall
stop at a time in advance of the time of closure of the event sufficient to allow
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an orderly and temperate consumption of the balance of the alcoholic
beverages then in possession of the participants of the event prior to closure
of the event.

xiii. These guidelines shall apply to both institutional and non-institutional groups
using institutional facilities.

The sale or consumption of alcoholic beverages on campus grounds in conjunction
with NCAA football games may be permitted with prior Board approval. Each year
an institution that wishes to seek Board approval must present a written proposal
to the Board, at the Board’s regularly scheduled June Board meeting, for the
ensuing football season. The proposal must include detailed descriptions and
drawings of the areas where events which will include alcohol service will occur.
The Board will review the proposal under the following criteria and, upon such
review, may also apply further criteria and restrictions in its discretion. An
institution’s proposal shall be subject to the following minimum conditions:

i. The area must be for sponsors to entertain clients/guests for home football
games. Attendance is limited to adult patrons and guests who have received a
personal written invitation and must not be open to access by the general
public.

For pre-game events held in institution stadium suite areas, only patrons who
hold tickets to seats in the area shall be allowed into the area during games.

ii. The event must be conducted during pre-game only, no more than three-hours
in duration, ending at kick-off.

For events held in institution stadium suite areas, the sale of alcohol must begin
no sooner than three hours prior to kick off and must end at the start of the 4t
quarter to allow for an orderly and temperate consumption of the balance of the
alcoholic beverages then in possession of the participants of the game prior to
the end of the game.

iii. The event must be conducted in a secured area surrounded by a fence or other
methods to control access to and from the area. There must be no more than
two entry points manned by security personnel where ID’s are checked and
special colored wrist bands issued. A color-coded wrist band system must
identify attendees and invited guests, as well as those of drinking age. Unless
otherwise specifically approved annually by the Board, under such additional
terms and conditions as it sees fit, no one under the legal drinking age shall be
admitted into the alcohol service and consumption area of an event. The area
shall be clearly marked and shall be separated in a fashion that entry into the
area and exit from the area can be controlled to ensure that only those
authorized to enter the area do so and that no alcoholic beverages leave the
area.
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Vii.

viii.

For events held in institution stadium suite areas adult patrons may be
accompanied by youth for whom they are responsible, but only if such youth
are, at all times, under the supervision and control of such adult patrons.

. Companies involved in the event must be sent a letter outlining the location and

Board alcohol policy. The letter must state the minimum drinking age in Idaho
is 21 and that at no time should such companies allow any underage drinking
and/or serving of alcohol to visibly intoxicated persons.

Alcohol-making or -distributing companies are not allowed to sponsor the
event. In no event shall the institution supply or sell alcoholic beverages
directly. In no event shall invitees or participants in such event be allowed to
bring alcoholic beverages into the area, or leave the defined area where
possession and consumption is allowed while in possession of an alcoholic
beverage.

The food provider must provide TIPS trained personnel who monitor the sale
and consumption of all alcoholic beverages to those of drinking age. Any
required local catering permit, and applicable state or local alcoholic beverage
permits, shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the defined area where
alcoholic beverages are authorized to be possessed and consumed.

Food must be available at the event. Non-alcoholic beverages must be as
readily available as alcoholic beverages.

Security personnel located throughout the area must monitor all alcohol
wristband policies and patron behavior.

. Event sponsors/food providers must be required to insure and indemnify the

State of Idaho, the State Board of Education and the institution for a minimum
of $2,000,000, and must obtain all proper permits and licenses as required by
local and state ordinances. All applicable laws of the State of Idaho and the
local jurisdiction with respect to all aspects of the event, including the
possession, sale and consumption of alcoholic beverages, must be complied
with. Event sponsors/food providers supplying the alcoholic beverages shall
assume full responsibility to ensure that no one under the legal drinking age is
supplied with any alcoholic beverage or allowed to consume any alcoholic
beverage at the event. Further, event sponsors/food providers must provide
proof of insurance coverage, including host liquor liability and liquor legal
liability, in amounts and coverage and coverage limits sufficient to meet the
needs of the institution, but in no case less than $1,5000,000 minimum
coverage per occurrence. Such insurance must list the event sponsor/food
provider, the institution, the State Board of Education and the State of Idaho as
additional insureds, and the proof of insurance must be in the form of a formal
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endorsement to the policy evidencing the coverage and the required additional
insureds.

X. A report must be submitted to the Board annually after the conclusion of the
football season before consideration is given to the approval of any future
requests for similar events on home football game days.

d. In addition to the Institution sponsored game-day events described in c. above, the
CEO of each institution may designate (subject to annual board approval) specific
parking lots or limited areas of university grounds with controlled access as tailgate
areas for home NCAA football games or NCAA bowl games hosted by the
institution. Only game patrons authorized by the institution will be allowed to park
and tailgate in the designated tailgate areas with their private guests. Locations,
times and dates will be submitted to the Board for approval.

Within tailgate areas, authorized game patrons and their private guests may
consume alcohol as long as they abide by all local and state regulations governing
alcohol usage including, but not limited to, minor in possession or consumption of
alcoholic beverages and public intoxication. Alcohol consumption in tailgating
areas shall be limited to the times approved by the Board and at no time shall
extend beyond 10:00am through 10:00pm of the day of each NCAA football game
hosted by the institution. Alcohol beverages must be held in an opaque container
that is not labeled or branded by an alcohol manufacturer or distributor. Alcohol
may not be taken from the designated tailgate area into any other area.

The institutions shall not sell alcohol or serve alcohol in the tailgate area nor license
or allow any vendor to sell or dispense alcohol in the tailgate area. Only private
individuals authorized to be in the tailgate area may bring alcohol into the tailgate
area for personal use by themselves and by their private tailgate quests. Each
institution may place additional restrictions on activities in the tailgate area as seen
fit to maintain order in the area.

Institution sponsored private game-day events at which alcohol may be served by
the institution remain subject to the requirements set forth in c. above. Institutions
will report to the Board regarding the tailgate area at the same time as they report
to the Board regarding the private game-day events under Board Policy.

de. The sale or consumption of alcoholic beverages on campus grounds in conjunction
with NCAA football bowl games shall be permitted only with Board approval under
the same conditions i. through x, as described in subsection c. above, except that
the minimum amount of insurance/indemnification shall be $5,000,000.

ef. Within residential facilities owned, leased or operated by an institution, the CEO
may allow the possession or consumption of alcoholic beverages by persons of
legal drinking age within the living quarters of persons of legal drinking age.
Consumption of alcohol shall not be permitted in the general use areas of any such
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residence facility. Possession of alcohol within the general use areas of a
residential facility may only be done in a facility where consumption has been
authorized by the CEO, and such possession shall be only as is incidental to, and
reasonably necessary for, transporting the alcohol by the person of legal drinking
age to living quarters where consumption is allowed. The term "living quarters" as
used herein shall mean, and be limited to, the specific room or rooms of a
residential facility which are assigned to students of the institution (either
individually or in conjunction with another room mate or roommates) as their
individual living space.

3. Alcohol-making or -distributing companies shall not be allowed to advertise goods or
services on campus grounds or in any institutional facilities.

PPGA
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SUBJECT
Board Policy - Bylaws — Second Reading
REFERENCE
February 2014 The Board considered, but did not approve
amendments to the Board Bylaws.
June 2014 Board approved the first reading of
amendments to Board Policy — Bylaws.
October 2014 Board approved a first reading of the Board

Bylaws, incorporating language outlining the
purpose of the Athletic Committee.

February 2015, Board approved the second reading of
proposed changes to the Board Bylaws,
incorporating the Athletic Committee.

June 2016, Board approved the first reading of the Board
Bylaws, amending the program approval sunset
clause.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies and Procedures - Bylaws

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
At the June 2016 Board meeting staff presented proposed amendments to the
Board’s Bylaws that would set a time limit of one year on Board approvals that
were not acted on. Items that were not acted on within that period of time would
need to be brought back to the Board for reconsideration. This process will allow
for the Board to consider the action under current circumstances, rather than action
being taken based on past circumstances that may no longer be relevant.

IMPACT
The proposed amendments would clarify the time period for which Board approval
on a given item is relevant for and when items needed to be brought back to the
Board for reconsideration.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Bylaws — Second Reading Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Board policy Section Il1l.G. Program Approval and Discontinuance contains a
program approval sunset clause. Any program approved by the Board or the
Executive Director must be implemented within five years or be brought back to
the Board or Executive Director, as applicable, for re-approval before it can be
implemented.

There were no changes between first and second reading, staff recommends
approval.
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BOARD ACTION
| move to approve the second reading of Board policy - Bylaws as submitted in
Attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Idaho State Board of Education

GOVERNING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
SECTION: I. BYLAWS (Operational Procedures) Eebruary 20145August 2016

A.

PPGA

Office of the State Board of Education

The Board maintains an Office of the State Board for the purpose of carrying out the
administrative, financial, and coordinating functions required for the effective
operation of the institutions and agencies under the governance of the Board. The
staff of the Office of the State Board is under the direction of an executive director
responsible directly to the Board.

Meetings

1.

The Board will maintain a 12-month rolling meeting schedule. To accomplish this,
the Board will, at each of its regularly scheduled meetings, update its 12-month
rolling schedule of Board meetings, provided, however, that the Board by maijority
vote, or the Board president after consultation with Board members, may
reschedule or cancel any meeting.

. The Board may hold special meetings by vote of a majority of the Board taken

during any regular meeting or by call of the Board president.

All meetings of the Board are held at such place or places as may be determined
by the Board.

Actions that impact ongoing future behavior of agencies and institutions shall be
incorporated into Board policy. Actions limited to a specific request from an
institution or agency, if not acted on within one year of approval, must be brought
back to the Board for reconsideration prior to action by the institution or agency.
This requirement does not apply to program approval time limits.

Rules of Order

1.

Meetings of the Board are conducted in accordance with controlling statutes and
applicable bylaws, regulations, procedures, or policies. In the absence of such
statutes, bylaws, regulations, procedures, or policies, meetings are conducted in
accordance with the current edition of Robert's Rules of Order Newly Revised.

. A quorum of the Board consists of five (5) Board members.

With the exception of procedural motions, all motions, resolutions, or other
propositions requiring Board action will, whenever practicable, be reduced to
writing before submission to a vote.
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4.

A roll-call vote of the Board is taken on all propositions involving any matters of
bonded indebtedness; convening an executive session of the Board; or on any
other action at the request of any Board member or upon the advice of legal
counsel. The first voter is rotated on each subsequent roll-call vote.

D. Officers and Representatives

1.

2.

The officers of the Board include:
a. A president, a vice president, and a secretary, who are members of the Board.
b. An executive secretary, who is the state superintendent of public instruction.

The president, vice president, and secretary are elected at the organizational
meeting for one (1) year terms and hold office until their successors are elected.
Vacancies in these offices are filled by election for the remainder of the unexpired
term.

Board representatives to serve on other boards, commissions, committees, and
similar bodies are appointed by the Board president.

The executive director is appointed by and serves at the pleasure of the Board
unless the contract of employment specifies otherwise. The executive director
serves as the chief executive officer of the Office of the State Board of Education.

E. Duties of Board Officers

1.

PPGA

Board President

a. Presides at all Board meetings, with full power to discuss and vote on all
matters before the Board.

b. Submits such information and recommendations considered proper concerning
the business and interests of the Board.

c. Signs, in accordance with applicable statutes and Board action, all contracts,
minutes, agreements, and other documents approved by the Board, except in
those instances wherein the Board, by its procedures, has authorized the Board
president to designate or has otherwise designated persons to sign in the name
of or on behalf of the Board.

d. Gives prior approval for any official out-of-state travel of seven (7) days or more
by Board members, institution heads, and the executive director.

e. Subject to action of the Board, gives notice and establishes the dates and
locations of all regular Board meetings.

f. Calls special Board meetings at any time and place designated in such call in
accordance with the Open Meeting Law.

Establishes screening and selection committees for all appointments of agency
and institutional heads.

h. Appoints Board members to all standing and interim committees of the Board.

i. Establishes the Board agenda in consultation with the executive director.

j. Serves as chief spokesperson for the Board and, with the executive director,
carries out its policies between meetings.
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2. Vice President
a. Presides at meetings in the event of absence of the Board president.
b. Performs the Board president's duties in the event of the Board president's
inability to do so.
c. Becomes the acting Board president in the event of the resignation or
permanent inability of the Board president until such time as a new president
is elected.

3. Secretary

a. Presides at meetings in the event of absence of the Board president and vice
president.

b. Signs, in accordance with applicable statutes and Board action, all minutes,
contracts, agreements, and other documents approved by the Board except in
those instances wherein the Board, by its procedures, has authorized or has
otherwise designated persons to sign in the name of or on behalf of the Board
secretary.

4. Executive Secretary
The state superintendent of public instruction, when acting as the executive
secretary, is responsible for:

a. Carrying out policies, procedures, and duties prescribed by the Constitution of
the State of Idaho and the Idaho Code or established by the Board for all
elementary and secondary school matters.

b. Presenting to the Board recommendations concerning elementary and
secondary school matters and the matters of the State Department of
Education.

5. Executive Director

The executive director serves as the chief executive officer of the Board, as chief
administrative officer of Office of the State Board of Education, and as chief
executive officer of such federal or state programs as are directly vested in the
State Board of Education. The position description for the executive director, as
approved by the Board, defines the scope of duties for which the executive director
is responsible and is accountable to the Board.

F. Committees of the Board

The Board may organize itself into standing and other committees as necessary.
Committee members are appointed by the Board president after informal consultation
with other Board members. Any such standing or other committee may make
recommendations to the Board, but may not take any action, except when authority to
act has been delegated by the Board. The Board president may serve as an ex-officio
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member of any standing or other committee. The procedural guidelines for Board
committees appear in the Board Governing Policies and Procedures.

For purposes of the bylaws, the University of Idaho, Boise State University, ldaho
State University, Lewis-Clark State College, Eastern Idaho Technical College, the
College of Southern Idaho the College of Western Idaho, and North Idaho College are
included in references to the “institutions;” and Idaho Educational Public Broadcasting
System, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation, the Division of Professional-
Technical Education, and the State Department of Education, are included in
references to the “agencies.”* An institution or agency may, at its option and with
concurrence of the Board president, comment on any committee report or
recommendation.

1. Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee
a. Purpose

The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee is a standing
advisory committee of the Board. It is responsible for developing and
presenting recommendations to the Board on matters of policy, planning, and
governmental affairs. The committee, in conjunction with the chief executive
officers and chief administrators of the Board governed agencies and
institutions, will develop and recommend to the Board future planning initiatives
and goals. This committee shall also advise the Board on collaborative and
cooperative measures for all education entities and branches of state
government necessary to provide for the general supervision, governance and
control of the state educational institutions, agencies and public schools, with
the goal of producing a seamless educational system.

b. Composition

The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee is composed of
two (2) or more members of the Board, appointed by the president of the
Board, who designates one (1) member to serve as the chairperson and
spokesperson of the committee, and is staffed by the Board’s Chief Planning
and Policy Officer. The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs
Committee may form a working unit or units, as necessary, to advise the
committee. The chairperson presents all committee and working unit
recommendations to the Board.

c. Responsibilities and Procedures

* Definition provided for purposes of the Bylaws only. Recognizing the Board governance relationship varies with
each of these entities, the intent in including representatives of each of the agencies and institutions as much as
possible in the committee structure is to ensure proper and adequate representation, but is not intended to obligate or
interfere with any other local boards or governing entities.
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2.
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The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee is responsible for
making recommendations to the Board in the following general areas:

i.  Long range planning and coordination;

ii. Initial discussions and direction on strategic policy initiatives and goals;

iii. Legislative proposals and administrative rules for Board agencies and
institutions;

iv.  Coordination and communication with the Governor, the Legislature,
and all other governmental entities with regard to items of legislation,
Board policy and planning initiatives;

v. Review and revision of Board policies, administrative rules and
education-related statutes for consistency and compatibility with the
Board’s strategic direction;

vi. Reports and recommendations from the Presidents’ Council and the
Agency Heads’ Council;

vii.  Other matters as assigned by the Board.

At the direction of the Board President, any matter before the Board may be
removed to the Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee for initial
action or consideration.

The Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee may establish
necessary procedures to carry out its responsibilities. Such procedures must
be consistent with the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures. The Board's
Chief Policy and Government Affairs Officer, under the direction of the
chairperson, prepares the agenda for the Planning, Policy and Governmental
Affairs Committee work that is under consideration at each meeting of the
Board.

Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee

a. Purpose

The Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee is a standing
advisory committee of the Board. It is responsible for developing and
presenting recommendations to the Board on matters of policy and procedure
concerning instruction, research and student affairs.

. Composition

The Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee is composed of two
(2) or more members of the Board, appointed by the president of the Board,
who designates one (1) member to serve as chairperson and spokesperson
of the committee, and is staffed by the Board’s Chief Academic Officer. The
Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee may appoint a working
unit or units, as necessary, to advise the committee. One such working unit
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shall be the Council on Academic Affairs and Programs (CAAP), which shall
be composed of the Board’s Chief Academic Officer and the chief academic
officers of the institutions and agencies. The chairperson presents all
committee and working group recommendations to the Board.

. Responsibilities and Procedures

The Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee is responsible for
making recommendations to the Board in the following general areas:

i.  Agency and institutional instruction, research and student affairs agenda
items;

ii.  Instruction, academic or professional-technical program approval,

iii. Instruction, academic or professional-technical program review,
consolidation, modification, and discontinuance, and course offerings;

iv.  Outreach, technology and distant learning impacting programs and their
delivery;

v. Long-range instruction, academic and professional-technical planning;

vi.  Registration of out-of-state institutions offering programs or courses in

Idaho;

vii.  Continuing education, professional development, workforce training,
programs for at-risk populations, career guidance;

viii.  Student organizations’ activities and issues; and

ix.  Other matters as assigned by the Board.

The Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee may establish
necessary procedures to carry out its responsibilities. Such procedures must
be consistent with the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures. The Board's
chief academic officer, under the direction of the chairperson, prepares the
agenda for the Instruction, Research and Student Affairs Committee work that
is under consideration at each meeting of the Board.

3. Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee

PPGA

a. Purpose

The Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee is a standing advisory
committee of the Board. It is responsible for developing and presenting
recommendations to the Board on matters of policy and procedures concerning
business affairs and human resources affairs.
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b. Composition

The Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee is composed of two
(2) or more members of the Board appointed by the president of the Board,
who designates one (1) member to serve as chairperson and spokesperson of
the committee, and is staffed by the Board’s Chief Fiscal Officer. The Business
Affairs and Human Resources Committee may appoint a working unit or units,
as necessary, to advise the committee. One such working unit shall be the
Financial Vice Presidents council, which shall be composed of the Board’s
Chief Fiscal Officer and the chief financial officers of the institutions and
agencies. The chairperson presents all committee recommendations to the
Board.

. Responsibilities and Procedures

The Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee is responsible,
through its various working unit or units, for making recommendations to the
Board in the following general areas:

i.  Agency and institutional financial agenda items;
i.  Coordination and development of guidelines and information for agency
and institutional budget requests and operating budgets;
iii. Long-range fiscal planning;
iv.  Fiscal analysis of the following:

1) New and expanded financial programs;

2) Establishment, discontinuance or change in designation of
administrative units;

3) Consolidation, relocation, or discontinuance of programs;

4) New facilities and any major modifications to facilities which would
result in changes in programs or program capacity;

5) Student fees and tuition; and

6) Other matters as assigned by the Board.

The Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee may establish
necessary procedures to carry out its responsibilities. Such procedures must
be consistent with the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures. The Board's
chief fiscal officer, under the direction of the chairperson, prepares the agenda
for the Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee work that is under
consideration at each meeting of the Board.

TAB 7 Page 9



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

4. Audit Committee
a. Purpose

The Audit Committee is a standing committee of the Board. The Audit
Committee provides oversight to the organizations under its governance
(defined in Idaho State Board of Education, Policies and Procedures, Section
I. A.1.) for: financial statement integrity, financial practices, internal control
systems, financial management, and standards of conduct.

b. Composition

The Audit Committee members shall be appointed by the Board and shall
consist of five or more members. Three members of the Committee shall be
current Board members and at least two members shall be independent non-
Board members who are familiar with the audit process and permanent
residents of the state of Idaho. No employee of an institution or agency under
the governance of the Board shall serve on the Audit Committee. Each Audit
Committee member shall be independent, free from any relationship that would
interfere with the exercise of her or his independent judgment. Audit
Committee members shall not be compensated for their service on the
committee, and shall not have a financial interest in, or any other conflict of
interest with, any entity doing business with the Board, or any institution or
agency under the governance of the Board. However, Audit Committee
members who are Board members may be compensated for Board service.
The Audit Committee may appoint a working unit or units, which could include
the chief financial officers of the institutions and financial officers of the Board
office.

All members shall have an understanding of the Committee and financial affairs
and the ability to exercise independent judgment, and at least one member of
the Committee shall have current accounting or related financial management
expertise in the following areas:

i. An understanding of generally accepted accounting principles,
experience in preparing, auditing, analyzing, or evaluating complex
financial statements, and;

i. The ability to assess the general application of such principles in the
accounting for estimates, accruals, and reserves, and;

iii. Experience in preparing or auditing financial statements and;
iv.  An understanding of internal controls.

Members may be reappointed. The Audit Committee chair shall be appointed
by the Board President and shall be a Board member.

c. Responsibilities and Procedures
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It is not the Committee’s duty to plan or conduct audits or to determine that the
institution’s financial statements are complete, accurate and in accordance with
generally accepted accounting principles. Management of the applicable
institutions and agencies shall be responsible for the preparation, presentation,
and integrity of the financial statements and for the appropriateness of the
accounting principles and reporting policies used. The following shall be the
principle duties and responsibilities of the Committee:

Vi.

Vii.

viii.

Recommend the appointment and compensation to the Board of the
independent auditors for Board action. Evaluate and oversee the work
of the independent auditors. The Committee must approve any services
prior to being provided by the independent auditor. The independent
auditing firm shall report directly to the Committee as well as the Board
and the auditor's “engagement letter” shall be addressed to the
Committee and the President of each institution. The Committee shall
have the authority to engage the Board’'s legal counsel and other
consultants necessary to carry out its duties.

Discuss with the independent auditors the audit scope, focusing on
areas of concern or interest;

Review the financial statements, adequacy of internal controls and
findings with the independent auditor. The independent auditor’s
‘management letter” shall include management responses and be
addressed to the Audit Committee and President of the institution.
Ensure the independent auditor presents the financial statements to the
Board and provides detail and summary reports as appropriate.
Oversee standards of conduct (ethical behavior) and conflict of interest
policies of the Board and the institutions and agencies under its
governance including establishment of confidential complaint
mechanisms.

Monitor the integrity of each organization’s financial accounting process
and systems of internal controls regarding finance, accounting and
stewardship of assets;

Monitor the independence and performance of each organization’s
independent auditors and internal auditing departments;

Provide general guidance for developing risk assessment models for all
institutions.

Provide an avenue of communication among the independent auditors,
management, the internal audit staff and the Board.

Maintain audit review responsibilities of institutional affiliates to include
but not limited to foundations and booster organizations.

The Audit Committee will meet as needed. The Committee may establish
necessary procedures to carry out its responsibilities. Such procedures must
be consistent with the Board's Governing Policies and Procedures. The Board's
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Chief Fiscal Officer, under the direction of the chair, prepares the agenda for
work that is under consideration at each meeting of the Board.

5. Athletics Committee

PPGA

a. Purpose

The Athletics Committee is a standing advisory committee of the Board that
reports through the Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee. It is
responsible for developing and presenting recommendations to the Board on
matters of policy and procedures concerning intercollegiate athletics.

. Composition

The Athletics Committee is composed of two (2) or more members of the Board
appointed by the president of the Board, who designates one (1) member to
serve as chairperson and spokesperson of the committee, and is staffed by the
Board’s Chief Fiscal Officer. The Athletics Committee may appoint a working
unit or units, as necessary, to advise the committee. One such working unit
shall be composed of the institutions’ Athletics Directors.

. Responsibilities and Procedures

The Athletics Committee is responsible for making recommendations to the
Board in areas including but not limited to:

i.  athletics director and coach contracts;
ii.  Athletics Department operating budgets;
iii. Athletics Department reports on revenue, expenditures and student-
athlete participation;
iv.  Athletics Department employee compensation reports;
v. institutional National Collegiate Athletics Association (NCAA) Academic
Progress Rate (APR) reports;

vi.  institutional Title IX gender equity reports;
vii.  athletics division or conference changes; and
viii.  institutional athletics sponsorship and media rights agreements;

The Athletics Committee may establish necessary procedures to carry out its
responsibilities. Such procedures must be consistent with the Board's
Governing Policies and Procedures. The Board's chief fiscal officer, under the
direction of the chairperson, prepares the Athletics Committee work for the
Business Affairs and Human Resources Committee agenda that is under
consideration at each meeting of the Board.
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G. Committee Presentations

1.

The agenda for each regular meeting of the Board shall be organized using the
areas of responsibility provided for in regard to each permanent standing
committee of the Board, as described in Subsection H above, with the exception
of the Audit and Athletic Committee.

. The Board member who is the chair of the permanent standing advisory committee

and spokesperson shall present the agenda items in the area of the committee’s
responsibility. This presentation may include calling on institutional/agency
representatives and/or other individuals. In the event of an absence or conflict with
respect to the committee chairperson, the Board President may designate a
substitute Board member or Board officer to present the agenda items.

H. Presidents’ Council

1.

PPGA

Purpose

The Presidents’ Council convenes prior to each Board meeting to discuss and
make recommendations, as necessary, on Board agenda items scheduled for
Board consideration. The Presidents’ Council may also choose or be directed by
the Board to meet with the Agency Heads’ Council for exchanges of information or
to discuss projects of benefit to the entire system. The Presidents’ Council reports
to the Board through the Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee of
the Board.

. Composition

The Presidents’ Council is composed of the presidents of the University of Idaho,
Idaho State University, Boise State University, Lewis-Clark State College, Eastern
Idaho Technical College; and the presidents of North Idaho College, the College
of Western Idaho and the College of Southern Idaho, each of whom has one (1)
vote. One (1) of the voting members shall serve as chair of the Council, with a
new chair selected each academic year such that the chair will rotate among the
respective members, such that no two community college presidents’ will hold a
term in consecutive years. The administrator of the Division of Professional-
Technical Education and the Board’s Executive Director shall be ex-officio
members of the Council.
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3.

4.

Duties of the Chair
The Chair:

a. Presides at all Presidents’ Council meetings with full power to discuss and vote
on all matters before the Council;

b. Establishes the Presidents’ Council agenda in consultation with the Executive
Director; and

c. Maintains open communications with the Board on agenda matters through the
Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee.

The Executive Director will communicate openly and in a timely manner with the
Presidents’ Council.

Agency Heads’ Council

1.

3.

PPGA

Purpose

The Agency Heads’ Council convenes as necessary to discuss and make
recommendations on agenda items scheduled for Board consideration as well as
other issues pertinent to the agencies. The Agency Heads’ Council may also
choose or be directed by the Board to meet with the Presidents’ Council for
exchanges of information or to discuss projects of benefit to the entire system. The
Agency Heads’ Council reports to the Board through the Planning, Policy and
Governmental Affairs Committee of the Board.

. Composition

The Agency Heads’ Council is composed of the chief administrators of Idaho
Educational Public Broadcasting System, the Division of Vocational Rehabilitation,
and the Division of Professional-Technical Education; and representatives from
the State Department of Education. The Board’s Executive Director shall serve as
chair of the Council.

Duties of the Chair

a. Presides at all Agency Heads’ Council meetings;

b. Establishes the Council’'s agenda in consultation with the Council’s members;
and

c. Maintains open communications with the Board on agenda matters through the
Planning, Policy and Governmental Affairs Committee.
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SUBJECT
Idaho Indian Education Committee Bylaws
REFERENCE
December 6-7, 2007 The Board was provided an update on the Native
American Higher Education Committee’s progress.
June 20, 2008 The Board approved the Committee moving forward
with scheduling future meetings with each of the Tribes
and charged the Committee with reviewing how Board
policy can meet the underserved need in the
communities through advanced opportunities.
February 21, 2013 The Board approved the first reading of Board Policy
I.P.
April 18, 2013 The Board approved the second reading of Board
Policy I.P.
April 14, 2016 The Board approved the first reading of Board Policy
I.P.
June 16, 2016 The Board approved the second reading of Board
Policy I.P.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section |.P.
Idaho Indian Education Committee

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
The Idaho Indian Education Committee serves as an advisory committee to the
State Board of Education (Board) and the State Department of Education
(Department) on educational issues and how they impact opportunity, success,
and access for Idaho’s American Indian student population. The committee also
serves as a vital communication connection for Idaho’s American Indian tribes, the
Board, and the Department.

Board Policy I.P outlines the role and purpose of the committee, committee
structure, and terms of membership. The original Board policy contain some
provisions that would normally be contained in a groups by laws. At the June 2016
Board meeting the Board approved removing these provisions from the policy and
placing them in committee bylaws. The proposed bylaws incorporate these
provisions as well as additional provisions to provide further guidance on operating
procedures of the committee and responsibilities of staff support from both the
Office of the State Board of Education and the Department.

IMPACT
Approval of the bylaws will provide the needed guidance to the Committee for its
structure and operation of committee meetings.

PPGA TAB 8 Page 1



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Indian Education Committee Bylaws Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
At the March 4, 2016 Indian Education Committee meeting, the committee
reviewed the bylaws and recommended approval with a few minor edits. The
proposed bylaws are in compliance with Board policy I.P.

Board staff recommends approval.
BOARD ACTION

| move to approve the Indian Education Committee bylaws as submitted in
attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Board

of Education Idaho Indian Committee

Bylaws June 2016

A.
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Meetings

1. The Committee holds at least four (4) regular meetings annually. A quorum of
the Committee consists of eight (8) voting members with the option to poll
absent members to reach 8 for a response within three (3) days. A quorum
shall be present to conduct any official business.

2. Meeting locations shall be determined by the Committee.
Membership

Committee members must uphold the goals and objectives of the Committee and
give adequate time and energy to the duties of membership. Decision making is a
collective action and all members have a joint responsibility for decisions and
actions.

Nominating Process

A letter of recommendation for representation of the appropriate entity shall be
submitted to the Board of Education (Board) office and receive Board approval
before an appointee may act in an official capacity of the Committee.

Voting privileges

A Committee member unable to attend a meeting either in person or by telephone
conference may send a proxy in his or her place. The proxy will have full voting
privileges upon receipt from the absent member of a written statement or a tribal
resolution to the chair and staff. Notification must include name and position of
proxy and a statement authorizing the proxy to act in the official capacity, including
full voting rights, for the determined time period of the meeting, and the proxy has
support for voting on behalf of the committee member. The proxy may not vote
without this notification.

Duties of the Officers
1. The Chair

a. Presides at Committee meetings, with full power to discuss and vote on
all matters before the Committee.

b.  Submits such information and recommendations considered proper
concerning the business and interests of the Committee.

c. Subject to action of the Committee, gives notice and establishes the
dates and locations of all regular Committee meetings.

d. Calls special meetings of the Committee.
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e. Appoints Committee members to all standing and interim working
groups of the Committee.

f. Establishes the agenda in consultation with the staff support.

g. Provides communication to the public as chief spokesperson for the
Committee in coordination with the Board and State Department of
Education (Department) Communications officers.

2. The Vice Chair

a. Presides at meetings in the event of absence of the Council chair.

b. Performs the Council chair's duties in the event of the Council chair's
inability to do so.

c. Becomes the acting Council chair in the event of the resignation or
permanent inability of the Council chair until such time as a new chair is
elected.

Duties of Staff Support

The staff will work to maintain effective communication among the Committee
members, Department, Board office, Board, and key stakeholders. Staff will uphold
appropriate organizational structure to carry out the work of the Committee. Staff
will provide structure for the meetings, review the progress of the Committee’s
work, and identify areas of strengths and weaknesses.

1.

Board Staff

Provide support to the Chair to carry out the purpose of the Committee. Report
on relevant activities of the Board office and the Board. Provide the Board office
and the Board of an overview of the Committee’s work. Collaborate with the
Department staff on communication, meeting details, and other items as
necessary to the purpose and duties of the Committee.

Department Staff

Provide support to the Chair to carry out the purpose of the Committee. Report
on relevant activities of the Department and appropriate key stakeholders.
Provide the Superintendent of Public Instruction an overview of the
Committee’s work. Collaborate with the Program Manager on communication,
meeting details, and other items as necessary to the purpose and duties of the
Committee.

Administration of Committee Work

1.

Special Committee assignments shall be designated at the discretion of the
Board.

Coordination and collaboration of policies and procedures are conducted to
maintain the integrity of the Board and the Department.
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H.
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3. Dissemination of official committee information will go through the Board office
and Department.

Adoption, Amendment, and Repeal of Bylaws

1. Bylaws and amendments must be approved by the Board before they are
officially instituted by the Committee.

2. Recommendations for amendments or repeals of bylaws may be approved at
any regular or special meeting of the Committee by a majority vote of the
Committee, provided notice has been presented at the preceding meeting of
the Committee.
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SUBJECT
Idaho Educator Pipeline Report
REFERENCE
August 2015 The Board approved a proposed rule reorganizing
IDAPA 08.02.02 and discussed the miss-alignment of
current certification practices with Idaho Administrative
Code.
December 2015 The Board reviewed an initial Teacher Pipeline Report

and requested additional data.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Sections 33-1201 -1207, Idaho Code
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.02, Rules Governing Uniformity

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION
In late 2014, as part of the of the Career Ladder subcommittee work on tiered
certification, it was discovered that there were a number of current practices
regarding teacher certification that were not in alignment with ldaho statute or
Idaho Administrative Code. Idaho Code authorizes the State Board of Education
(Board) to set the requirements for teacher certification, within specified minimum
requirements. The more specific requirements are set by the Board are outlined in
Administrative Code. In 2015 Board staff, working with State Department of
Education staff, started looking at the practices that had developed over time and
the current certification requirements to identify which areas of the administrative
rules should be changed and which practices needed to be changed to be
compliant with Administrative Code. At the same time Board staff started working
on a comprehensive report that would help to quantify the teacher shortage in
Idaho and identify areas of weakness within Idaho’s teacher preparation pipeline.

The Board was presented with a first look at the data during the December 2015
Board meeting and at that time indicated additional data they would like to see in
the final report. The attached report provides updated information for all previous
data points and includes additional details regarding administrators, career
technical teachers, and teacher candidate demographics.

IMPACT
The attached report will help to inform the Board of the health of Idaho’s educator
pipeline and start the discussion regarding next steps to address these issues.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Idaho Educator Pipeline Report, July 2016 Page 3

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

The Teacher Pipeline Report provides available data on Idaho’s educator pipeline.
Staff recommends the Board use the information included in the report to inform
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decisions regarding making changes to sections of Administrative Code related to
certification (provided as a separate agenda item) and for long-term discussions
about policies intended to prevent and address shortages in rural areas and
specific content areas. It is clear from the data provided and working with various
stakeholder groups that that there is no simple answer to addressing the
availability of highly effective teachers across the state. It is clear from all
stakeholder groups that there is a desire to maintain a high standard for our
professional educators and that changes to the current educator certification
requirements will not address the issues faced within ldaho or across the nation.

BOARD ACTION

This item is for informational purposes only. Any action will be at the Board’s
discretion.
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|daho Educator Pipeline Report (revised July 2016)

Introduction

In December 2015, the Idaho State Board of Education was provided an initial Teacher Pipeline Report. Based on
questions raised by members of the State Board of Education and research conducted by staff, this report is
presented as a follow-up and expansion of that initial report. This report provides updated information for all
previous data points and includes additional details regarding administrators, career technical teachers and
administrators, and teacher candidate demographics.

Idaho Preparation Program Enrollment

On an annual basis, Idaho’s approved educator preparation programs report their enroliment data to the state
and federal government as part of Idaho’s Title Il report. Tables 1 and 2 outline the number of students enrolled
in ldaho’s educator preparation programs from 2008 to 2015. The data in Table 2 indicates the levels of
enrollment at Idaho’s public, private, and alternate programs. Tables 3, 4, and 5 provide demographic data
(gender and ethnicity) of students enrolled in Idaho’s educator preparation programs. The data provided is the
most currently available data. The data used in Table 7 was last reported for the 2013-2014 school year.

Table 1: Total Preparation Program Enrollment (Statewide)?
2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15*

8393 8323 8161 6909 5833 5397 3065
Table 2: Preparation Program Enrollment, by Program Type!
Type 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15*
Public 4230 4048 3805 2403 1756 1616 884
Private** 3569 3938 4030 4352 3782 3408 1692
Alternate 594 330 326 154 284 373 489

Enrollment by program type (public, private, alternate) only includes programs that have data for all available
years and is not intended to be summed up across programs. The statewide totals for all programs in a given year
is represented in Table 1: Total Enrollment

* Effective with the 2014-2015 report, staff at the Office of the State Board of Education worked with the
institutions to agree on a clear and common definition for “enrolled” for Title Il reporting. From 2014-2015 on, a
student will be considered enrolled if he/she has completed a program admissions process with the institution
OR if he/she has completed at least 60 credits and has declared education as a major. Because institutions were
previously defining “enrolled” in various ways, the adjusted definition has resulted in reduced, but more
accurate, program enrollment numbers.

** Prior to 2014-2015, the research/data management staff at one institution internally defined “enrolled” as
any student who had declared education as a major, regardless of whether the student enrolled in any education
coursework. The institution provided more accurate data for 2014-2015 and will work with the Office of the
State Board of Education to correct previous years’ data. As a result there is a large discrepancy in the prior
year’s data.

! Title Il Reports, Idaho, 2015, 2014, 2013, 2012, 2011, 2010 (enrollment and completers data provided by the educator
preparation programs; certification data provided by the Idaho State Department of Education)
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Table 3: Preparation Program Enrollment, by Gender?!

] 2012-2013 v 2013-2014 v 2014-2015
Public ! BSU |[Isu [Lesc| ul 1 BsU |Isu [Lesc | ul ! Bsu | 1su | Lesc | ul
Male Vo 27% | 21% | 17% | 31% .1 28% | 21% | 20% | 24% | 26% | 22% | 20% | 25%
Female v 73% | 79% | 83% | 69% 1 72% | 79% | 80% | 76% | 74% | 78% | 80% | 75%
Private ! BYU-I | CI | NNU | GFC 1 BYU-I | € | NNU | GFC ! BYU-1 | c1 | NNU | GFC
Male Vo17% | 21% | 19% | 27% . 17% | 25% | 31% | N/A ' 18% | 25% | 29% | N/A
Female ! 83% | 79% | 81% | 73% : 83% | 75% | 69% | N/A '\ 82% | 75% | 71% | N/A
All Programs 2012-2013 ! 2013-2014 v 2014-2015
Male ! 20.2% ! 20.7% ! 21.4%
Female ! 79.8% ! 79.3% ! 78.6%

Notes for Tables 3, 4, and 5:

e Percentages represent the proportion of students who reported that gender or race/ethnicity out of the total
students who reported any gender or race/ethnicity. The denominator does not include enrolled students
who did not report.

e Alternate programs are not required to report this information for Title Il Reporting. Table 4 and 5 includes
Teach for America-ldaho data (reflecting 14 enrolled candidates) for the 2014-2015 academic year in the All
Programs totals, but do not include ABCTE data, as ABCTE did not report this data.

e N/A = Not applicable; this institution did not have an active educator preparation program in that year

Table 4: Preparation Program Enrollment, by Race/Ethnicity, All Programs®
All Programs : 2012-2013 | 20132014 i  2014-2015
Hispanic / Latino (of any race) ! 5.9% ! 4.9% ! 5.3%
American Indian or Alaskan Native ! 0.8% ! 0.5% ! 0.4%
Asian ! 1.6% ! 1.1% ! 1.1%
Black or African American ! 0.6% ! 0.4% ! 0.2%
Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander ! 0.6% ! 0.5% ! 0.5%
White ! 89.2% ! 86.6% ; 87.3%
2 or more races ! 1.4% ! 6.0% ' 5.1%
Table 5: Preparation Program Enrollment, by Race/Ethnicity, by Program?
2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015
Public BSU | ISU | LCSC Ul BSU | ISU | LCSC Ul BSU ISU | LCSC Ul
(Lg;'::y ace) | 1% | 4% | 43% | 46% | 97% | 4.3% | 21% | 4.9% | 61% | 54% | 34% | 4.1%
American
Indian / 0.2% | 0.4% | 2.6% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 1.4% 0% 1.4% 0% 0% 0%

Alaskan Native

Asian 1.5% | 0.8% | 3.5% | 1.0% | 1.3% | 0.4% | 1.4% | 03% | 2.4% | 08% | 0.8% | 0%
ifi(ri/c ::r'ca” 0.8% | 0.8% | 0% 0% | 04% | 0.4% | 0% 0% | 03% | 0% | 0.8% | 0%
Native

Hawaiian / 03% | 0% | 0% | 03% ! 04% | 0% | 07% | 0% ! 07% | 0% | 0% | 0%
Pacific Islander

White 85% | 92% | 90% | 92% | 80% | 91% | 94% | 92% | 86% | 89% | 95% | 91%
fa‘zgsmme 35% | 1.6% | 0% | 2.0% | 7.7% | 3.4% | 0% | 3.1% | 3.4% | 4.7% | 0% | 4.6%
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Table 5 (continued): Preparation Program Enrollment, by Race/Ethnicity, by Program?

2012-2013 2013-2014 ! 2014-2015
Private BYU-I | CI | NNU]| GFC 'BYu-1| ¢ [ NNU ]| GFC 'BYu-1| cI | NNU | GFC
Latino 52% | 18% | 55% | 0% | 3.1% | 19% | 81% | N/A | 35% | 10% | 13% | N/A
(of any race)
American
Indian / 1.0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 04% | 1.9% | 07% | N/A | 04% | 0% | 0% | N/A

Alaskan Native

Asian 1.6% | 2.0% | 1.1% | 0% 1 1.2% | 1.9% | 0.7% | N/A 1 1.3% | 0% | 0.4% | N/A
il:qcekri/c ::”ca” 06% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 04% | 1.9% | 0% | N/A | 02% | 0% | 0.4% | N/A
Native

Hawaiian / 07% | 0% | 06% | 0% | 03% | 0% | 35% | N/A | .07% | 0% | 3.1% | N/A
Pacific Islander

White 90% | 80% | 90% | 100% + 88% | 72% | 83% | N/A + 838% | 88% | 78% | N/A
fa‘z;:mre 08% | 0% | 27% | 0% | 65% | 3.8% | 3.9% | N/A | 64% | 2.1% | 4.6% | N/A

Reasons for Enrollment Decreases

Staff of the Office of the State Board of Education requested feedback from the Idaho Association of Colleges of
Teacher Education (IACTE), whose members include the Deans and Chairs of Idaho’s Colleges and Departments of
Education, regarding the reasons they believe enroliment in their programs is currently decreasing. IACTE
members listed the following reasons, this information in anecdotal:
e lack of financial return on investment and clear upward career and salary pathways within teaching
0 Students often have to take out student loans in order to complete their degrees, but educator salaries
are inadequate
0 Competing service sector programs that have higher salaries (examples: nursing, social work, etc.)
e Due to the current teaching environment, teachers speak negatively about the profession and even
discourage students from pursuing teaching
0 Media (nationally and locally) language towards teachers is perceived as negative and patronizing
0 School climate — teachers feel like they are constantly dealing with the impact of frequent policy changes
and they do not express job satisfaction
0 Teacher preparation program requirements and length of time to finish
= Desire for shorter pathways (such as alternate routes)

Candidate Quality

Given the preponderance of research demonstrating the impact that effective teachers have on their students,
when considering the educator pipeline, it is important to consider not only whether we are attracting an
adequate number of teachers, but whether we are attracting quality candidates into the profession. One of the
challenges in attempting to answer this question is the difficulty in identifying and measuring the characteristics
that increase an individual’s likelihood of being an effective teacher. While Idaho has limited data to address this
question, the following indicators may be a valuable beginning point for this discussion.

Table 6 (below) outlines the GPA required for admissions into Idaho’s undergraduate educator preparation
programs (as applicable), the median GPA of those accepted into programs, and the median GPA of those who
complete the programs.
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Table 6: Preparation Program GPA Requirements and Median GPAs?
. 2012-2013 . 2013-2014 - 2014-2015
Public : BSU | ISUu [ Lcsc | ul 1 BSU | Isu [ Lcsc | ul ;1 BSU | ISU | LcsC | ul
- | I I
;ié;i:‘:;ii i 3.00 | 275|275 (275} 300 |275| 2.75 | 2.75] 3.00 | 2.75 | 3.00 | 2.75
: i i i
x‘;g;r;fmo‘c | 335 |3.32 344 [353] 340 |3.38| 3.38 [3.33] 341 |3.48| 338 | 3.33
: i i i
c':/loi:jpl)TgteGleOf | 334 |3.48| 362 [3.40] 342 |353| 371 |345] 349 |3.54 | 3.65 | 3.60
Private ! BYU-I | CI | NNU | GFC : BYU-I | CI | NNU | GFC | BYU-I | CI | NNU | GFC
- | I I
;ié;i:‘:;ii | None | NR | 275 | NR | None | NR | 2.75 | N/A | None | NR | 2.75 | N/A
: i i i
x‘;g;r;fmo‘c | 310 | NR | 360 | NR | 332 | NR | 333 [ N/A| 332 | NR | 331 | N/A
: i i i
c':/loi:jpl)TgteGleOf | 324 | NR | 360 | NR | 357 | NR | 3.62 | N/A| 357 | NR | 3.63 | N/A

Private and alternate programs are not requested but not required to provide admissions and GPA data for Title
Il reporting. The alternate programs are not included in Table 6 because neither ABCTE nor TFA-Idaho has
reported the data at this time.

e NR = Not reported

e N/A = Not applicable; this institution did not have an active educator preparation program in that year

Preparation Program Completers

Through Title Il reporting, educator preparation programs provide data regarding the number of students who
complete their programs. Table 7 outlines the number of program completers at Idaho’s public, private, and
alternate programs from 2008 to 2015. Table 8 demonstrates the certificates that completers have been
prepared for, while Table 9 clarifies the number of teachers prepared to teach by subject area.

Table 7: Preparation of Program Completers, by Program Type?

Type 2008-09 | 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15

Public 562 589 549 657 643 517 426

Private 540 532 517 519 539 477 386

Alternate 229 302 131 37 158 199 277

Totals (Statewide) 1331 1423 1197 1213 1340 1193 1089

Table 8: Teachers Prepared, by Certificate Type!

Program and Certificate Type 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14

Public
Elementary 75 98 156
Secondary 248 91 161
Exceptional Child 19 22 30
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 15 10 14
Occupational Specialist (Limited or Advanced) 8 4 11
Interim (Alternate Authorizations) 0 0 15
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Private
Elementary 20 57 92
Secondary 113 45 69
Exceptional Child 0 4 0
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 6 9 16
Occupational Specialist (Limited or Advanced) 3 1 1
Interim (Alternate Authorizations) 0 0 6
Alternate
Elementary 30 4 24
Secondary 23 9 19
Exceptional Child 18 3 11
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 0 2 0
Occupational Specialist (Limited or Advanced) 0 0 0
Interim (Alternate Authorizations) 0 1 3
Totals - All Programs
Elementary 125 159 272
Secondary 384 145 249
Exceptional Child 37 29 41
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 21 21 30
Occupational Specialist (Limited or Advanced) 11 5 12
Interim (Alternate Authorizations) 0 1 24
Table 9: Teachers Prepared, by Subject Area®
Program Type and Subject Area 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15
Public
Early Childhood 28 29 17 22
Elementary Education 300 239 189 183
Secondary Education 156 100 95 87
English, Language Arts, or Reading 100 67 101 85
Math 35 22 42 29
Science, Engineering, Technology 41 25 28 22
Special Education 47 37 32 43
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 60 37 36 19
All Others 299 185 163 158
Private
Early Childhood 62 53 56 45
Elementary Education 227 240 211 164
Secondary Education 270 293 239 165
English, Language Arts, or Reading 52 66 59 44
Math 37 35 34 25
Science, Engineering, Technology 36 24 14 21
Special Education 47 56 56 46
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 42 53 34 26
All Others 210 180 144 86
Alternate
Early Childhood 0 0 0 0
Elementary Education 15 74 101 105
Secondary Education 0 0 5 4
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English, Language Arts, or Reading 4 17 23 35
Math 5 14 22 23
Science, Engineering, Technology 5 18 31 38
Special Education 2 39 44 52
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 2 2 0 2
Other 7 13 12 38
Totals - All Programs
Early Childhood 90 82 73 67
Elementary Education 542 553 501 452
Secondary Education 426 393 339 256
English, Language Arts, or Reading 156 150 183 164
Math 77 71 98 77
Science, Engineering, Technology 82 67 73 81
Special Education 96 132 132 141
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 104 92 70 47
All Others 516 378 319 282

Certificated Educators

This section provides information regarding the numbers of educators issued certificates in Idaho. Table 10
outlines the numbers of individual teachers who received their initial Idaho certificate from 2009 to 2016 and
indicates whether they were prepared through an in-state or out-of-state program. Table 11 provides data
regarding the numbers of individuals issued new certificates in a given year, by certificate type. Table 12 indicates
the number of Career Technical Education (CTE) certificates issued by CTE program area. Table 13 outlines new
administrator certificates, while Table 14 clarifies all CTE Administrator certificates (new and renewal) issued in
recent years.

Table 10: Teachers Certificated, by Program Location?
2015-16
Program Location 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 YTD
In-State Preparation 3725 2843 3271 4603 3249 3584 1171
Out-of-State Preparation 897 891 1000 1910 1681 1792 443
Table 11: Teachers Certificated, by Certificate Type?
2015-16
Program and Certificate Type 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 YTD
Public
Elementary 939 1126 889 448 37
Secondary 781 860 670 374 35
Exceptional Child 191 201 161 85 12
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 26 29 26 16 0
Limited Occupational Specialist 2 8 19 23 7
Standard Occupational Specialist 13 18 4 6 0
Advanced Occupational Specialist 19 26 2 4 0
Alternate: Content Specialist & Teacher to New 13 38 28 45 74

2 |daho State Department of Education, “IEA Public Records Request 2009-2015”
3 ]daho State Department of Education, data, as provided for this report
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Table 11(continued): Teachers Certificated, by Certificate Type*
2015-16
Program and Certificate Type 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 YTD
Private
Elementary 61 209 179 94 20
Secondary 27 180 112 80 12
Exceptional Child 27 30 7 5 0
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 12 15 15 13 7
Limited Occupational Specialist 0 1 2 3 5
Standard Occupational Specialist 0 3 1 0 0
Advanced Occupational Specialist 2 0 0 0 0
Alternate: Content Specialist & Teacher to New 0 9 7 10 36
Alternate
Elementary 4 10 27 32 16
Secondary 1 13 25 34 4
Exceptional Child 2 8 12 11 6
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 0 0 0 0 0
Limited Occupational Specialist 0 0 0 0 0
Standard Occupational Specialist 0 0 0 0 0
Advanced Occupational Specialist 0 0 0 0 0
Alternate: Content Specialist & Teacher to New 0 0 0 0 0
Totals - All Programs
Elementary 1004 1345 1095 574 73
Secondary 809 1053 807 488 51
Exceptional Child 220 239 180 101 18
Early Childhood / ECSE Blended 38 44 41 29 7
Limited Occupational Specialist 2 9 21 26 12
Standard Occupational Specialist 13 21 5 6 0
Advanced Occupational Specialist 21 26 2 4 0
Alternate: Content Specialist & Teacher to New 13 47 35 55 110
Table 12: K-12 CTE Teachers, by Program Area®
Certificate Type 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15
Agriculture & Natural Sciences 17 10 14 30 26 20
Business Administration 18 5 1 5 3 3
Business Education 52 40 45 70 54 41
Business Technology 23 12 13 31 18 24
Family & Consumer Sciences 21 10 13 25 26 13
Health Professions 32 25 31 72 44 47
Marketing Education 38 30 25 47 38 32
Marketing Technology 23 12 13 30 18 24
Oc.cupatlonal Family & Consumer 14 9 13 24 22 13
Sciences
Engineering & Technology Education 49 32 45 61 51 42
Skilled & Technical Trades 87 82 111 133 121 97

4 1daho State Department of Education, data, as provided for this report
5 Division of Career Technical Education, data, as provided for this report
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Table 13: New Administrator Certificates Issued, by Type®

2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15
Not Not Not Not
Certificate Type Active | Active | Active | Active | Active | Active | Active | Active
Administrator 353 174 385 152 309 100 147 48
Career Technical Administrator 3 5 1 3 0 0 1 0

Table 14: All CTE Administrators Issued (New and Renewal)*
Certificate Type 2009-10 | 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 | 2014-15

Career Technical Administrator 3 0 3 4 2 1

Alternate and Provisional Authorizations

Idaho Administrative Code outlines several alternative routes to certification in addition to the approved non-
traditional routes to certification (ABCTE and TFA). Alternate routes to certification are available through all
approved programs, traditional and non-traditional, and are most commonly used by individuals who have
worked in a field other than teaching and with to become a teacher. All educators pursuing these routes are
issued Interim certificates. Tables 15, 16, and 17 provide details about the alternate authorizations issued by the
Department of Education.

The Idaho Professional Standards Commission Annual Reports indicate that there were 154 Provisional
Authorizations with a total of 163 endorsements/assignments issued during the 2013-2014 school year and a 149
Provisional Authorizations with 159 endorsements/assignments issued during the 2014-2015 school year. Table
15 provides details about the provisional authorizations issued to teachers and administrators.

In 2015, staff of the Office of the State Board of Education and the State Department of Education clarified that
only the State Board of Education could issue provisional certificates. As a result, effective 2015-2016, the State
Department of Education is not issuing provisional certificates. Thus, we anticipate that the number of
provisional certificates issued will substantially decrease while Content Specialist Interim Certificates are likely to
increase. The State Board of Education is authorized, in emergency situations, to grant a one year provisional
certificate to an individual who does not meet any to the statutory or administrative code requirements.

Table 15: Provisional Authorizations by Endorsement / Subject Area®
Category ‘ Subject Area 2013-14 | 2014-15
Administrators
Superintendent 2 1
School Principal 1 2
Special Education Director 0 1
Teachers
Early Childhood 3 1
Elementary Education 0 25
Special Education 27 22

6 Professional Standards Commission, Annual Reports, 2013-2014, 2014-2015
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Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 7 9

Secondary Education
English, Language Arts, or Reading 9 12
Math 18 20
Science, Engineering, Technology 13 24
All Other Secondary Endorsements / Subjects 36 32

Other

| All Other Endorsements / Subjects | 25 | 7

During the 2013-2014 school year, 39 Content Specialist alternate authorizations with 42 total
endorsements/assignments were issued. In 2014-2015, 56 Content Specialist authorizations with 64 total
endorsements/assignments were issued. Table 16 (below) details the Content Specialist alternate authorizations.

Table 16: Alternate Authorizations — Content Specialist by Endorsement / Subject Area’
Category | Subject Area | 2013-14 | 2014-15
Administrators
Superintendent 0 0
School Principal 0 0
Special Education Director 0 0
Teachers
Early Childhood 0 0
Elementary Education 6 16
Special Education 8 9
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 1 8
Secondary Education
English, Language Arts, or Reading 2 0
Math 5 3
Science, Engineering, Technology 4 7
All Other Secondary Endorsements / Subjects 9 13
Other
| All Other Endorsements / Subjects | 7 ‘ 6

During the 2013-2014 school year, 235 Teacher to New alternate authorizations with 242 total
endorsements/assignments were issued. In 2014-2015, 230 Teacher to New authorizations with 244 total
endorsements/assignments were issued.

Table 17: Alternate Authorizations — Teacher to New Certificate by Endorsement /

Subject Area®
Category | Subject Area | 2013-14 | 2014-15
Administrators
Superintendent 12 7
School Principal 9
Special Education Director 3 6
Teachers
Early Childhood 12 10
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Table 17 (continued): Alternate Authorizations — Teacher to New Certificate by Endorsement /
Subject Area’
Category | subject Area | 2013-14 | 2014-15
Teachers continued...
Elementary Education
All Subjects 10
6-9 Endorsements 7 6
Special Education 37 51
Languages, Bilingual, or ESL 17 16
Secondary Education
English, Language Arts, or Reading 4 8
Math 24 26
Science, Engineering, Technology 22 25
All Other Secondary Endorsements / Subjects 50 38
Other
| All Other Endorsements / Subjects 35 36

Teacher Certificates and Assignments

To better understand the landscape of Idaho’s educator workforce, we examined the assignments (or roles) of
those who hold active certificates in Idaho. Table 18 provides an overview of the number of individuals holding
active and inactive certificates. Tables 19 through 22 provide details about individuals teaching outside of their
certificated grade band or in an assignment without the appropriate endorsement. Tables 23 and 24 provide
information about individuals holding 6/9 endorsements. No 6/9 endorsements currently exist in administrative
code. Finally, Table 25 clarifies the assignments of individuals holding Exceptional Child (Special Education)

certificates.

Table 18: Total Certificated Teachers?

Active, Certificated

Situation Individuals
Hold an active Idaho teaching certificate 19,882
Hold an inactive Idaho teaching certificate 10,567
Total certificated individuals 30,449

Table 19: Teaching Outside of Certificated Grade Band?

Active, Certificated

Situation Individuals
Do not hold a Secondary Certificate but have secondary assignments 600
Do not hold an Elementary Certificate but have elementary assignments 186

Table 20: Teaching Outside of Endorsement?

Situation Yes No No %
Endorsement matches qualifications of assignment(s) 44,610 1,292 2.81
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Please note that the data in Table 20 is counts based on active assignments. Since an individual may have more
than one assignment, this does not represent unduplicated counts of individuals.

Table 21: Teaching Outside of Endorsement — Top Assignments with Issues, by Percentage®

Assignment Yes No No %
Life Skills (Gr. 9-12) 5 21 80.8%
Food and Nutrition (Gr. 9-12) 17 13 43.3%
Animal Production / Science (Gr. 9-12) 12 9 42.9%
Business Computer Applications (Gr. 9-12) 34 24 41.4%
Web Page Design (Gr. 9-12) 14 7 33.3%
Conceptual Physics (Gr. 9-12) 17 8 32.0%
Communications (Gr. 9-12) 19 8 29.6%
Marketing - Comprehensive (Gr. 9-12) 17 7 29.2%
Technical Math (Gr. 9-12) 35 13 27.1%
German 1 (Gr. 9-12) 25 9 26.5%
Zoology (Gr. 9-12) 52 16 23.5%
French 1 (Gr. 9-12) 47 14 23.0%
Foreign Language — Other (Gr. 9-12) 22 6 21.4%
Humanities / Humanities Survey (Gr. 9-12) 113 30 21.0%
Health Education (Gr. 9-12) 220 52 19.1%
Astronomy (Gr. 9-12) 55 13 19.1%
Child Development / Parenting (Gr. 9-12) 22 5 18.5%
Pre-Engineering Technology (Gr. 9-12) 28 6 17.7%
General Applied Mathematics (Gr. 9-12) 94 20 17.5%
World Geography (Gr. 9-12) 34 7 17.1%
Economics (Gr. 9-12) 185 38 17.0%

Table 22: Teaching Outside of Endorsement — Top Assignments with Issues, by Number?

Assignment Yes No No %
Health Education (Gr. 9-12) 220 52 19.1%
Economics (Gr. 9-12) 185 38 17.0%
U.S. History (Gr. 9-12) 493 38 7.2%
U.S. Government — Comprehensive (Gr. 9-12) 319 37 10.4%
Biology (Gr. 9-12) 344 36 9.5%
Algebra | (Gr. 9-12) 461 34 6.9%
Physical Education (Gr. 9-12) 305 33 9.8%
English IV 12" Grade Level (Gr. 12) 290 31 9.7%
Humanities / Humanities Survey (Gr. 9-12) 113 30 21.0%
Physical Science (Gr. 9-12) 264 28 9.6%
Geometry (Gr. 9-12) 363 28 7.2%
English 1 9" Grade Level (Gr. 9) 439 28 6.0%
English 11 11 Grade Level (Gr. 11) 333 26 7.2%
Business Computer Applications (Gr. 9-12) 34 24 41.4%
English Il 10" Grade Level (Gr. 10) 396 24 5.7%
Life Skills (Gr. 9-12) 5 21 80.8%
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Table 22 (continued): Teaching Outside of Endorsement — Top Assignments with Issues, by Number®

Assignment Yes No No %
General Applied Mathematics (Gr. 9-12) 94 20 17.5%
Spanish | (Gr. 9-12) 190 19 9.1%
World History — Comprehensive (Gr. 9-12) 201 19 8.6%
Public Speaking (Gr. 9-12) 222 19 7.9%
Algebra Il (Gr. 9-12) 327 17 4.9%

Table 23: Teachers with a 6/9 Endorsement?

Active, Certificated

Situation Individuals
Teachers with a Secondary Certificate who hold a 6/9 endorsement 41
Teachers with an Elementary Certificate only who hold a 6/9 endorsement 511
Teachers with an Other Certificate (non-Elementary, non-Secondary) who hold a 6/9 5
endorsement*

Teachers with both an Elementary Certificate and an Other non-Secondary Certificate who 66
hold a 6/9 endorsement
Total Teachers with a 6/9 endorsement 623

*Non- Elementary or Secondary Certificates included in analysis: Early Childhood / Early Childhood Special
Education (EC/ECSE) Blended, Standard Occupational Specialist, Advanced Occupational Specialist, Alternate
Authorization Content Specialist, Alternate Authorization Teacher to New, Administrator, Pupil Personnel

Services
Table 24: Teachers with 6/9 Endorsement with a High School Assignment?
Teachers with HS
Teachers with Teachers with Assignment
Active Assignment | (spanning grades 9-
Teacher Certificate Details Certificate Data 10 or 9-12)
Teachers without a Secondary Certificate 582 539 54
Teachers with an Elementary Certificate only 511 472 39
Teachers with Elementary Certificate &
Other, Non-Secondary Certificate >77 235 >4
Table 25: Assignments of Special Education Certificated Individuals®
Situation Number | percent
Individuals with an Exceptional Child Certificate who only teach special education 717 33%
Individuals with an Exceptional Child Certificate who teach both special education and have 552 26%
another assignment )
Individuals with an Exceptional Child Certificate who do not teach special education 884 41%
Total Individuals with an Exceptional Child Certificate 2153
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Teacher Certificates and Endorsements

Idaho Administrative Code outlines specific educator certificates and endorsements. While the certificates and
endorsements outlined in Administrative Code have changed over time, data presented in the April 2016 Pipeline
Report clearly revealed that active certificate holders have been issued (and likely renewed) certificates and
endorsements that are outdated or non-existent. The State Department of Education will need to have an
ongoing process of ensuring that certificates and endorsements are aligned to current rule when issued (first
time or renewal) and to make adjustments, as needed, when certificates are renewed. In cases where the State
Department of Education either issued an outdated certificate or endorsement or incorrectly entered the
certificate/endorsement into their database, corrections will be made to the data.

Teacher Departures

To understand Idaho’s teacher pipeline, it is critical to gather and analyze data regarding situations that create
vacancies. Tables 27 and 28 summarize data provided by school districts to the Department of Education
regarding teacher retirements and other reasons for departure.

Table 27: Teacher Retirements?

2015-16
Type 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 YTD
Retirement 345 179 306 306 302 294 177
Early Retirement 196 17 9 0 0 0 0
Table 28: Teacher Departures?

2015-16
Type 2009-10 | 2010-11 | 2011-12 | 2012-13 | 2013-14 | 2014-15 YTD
Leaving education profession 63 46 68 60 54 55 42
To work outside Idaho 124 52 86 68 98 116 59
Parent/family obligation or 62 25 52 37 39 a1 10
spousal transfer
Service in foreign country 0 1 2 0 0 0 0
Military 3 4 2 2 3 0 0
Returning to school 17 5 12 7 11 7 0
Leave of absence 64 605 98 100 88 112 41
Personal Reasons 311 160 279 274 334 342 162
Reduction in force 84 46 68 25 18 9 1
Involuntary Termination 95 13 27 33 45 53 21

District Feedback on Hard to Fill Positions

In October 2014, the Idaho Association of School Administrators (IASA) partnered with Dr. Patti Mortensen,
Assistant Professor of School Psychology and Educational Leadership at Idaho State University, to send out
electronic surveys to superintendents of 115 Idaho school districts regarding hiring and hard-to-fill positions.
Superintendents from 68 school districts from all six regions responded to the survey, representing 59% of Idaho
school districts.
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In fall 2015, Dr. Mortensen conducted an additional round of surveys, again partnering with IASA to distribute
them electronically to 115 Idaho school districts. 72 districts responded to the second survey, representing all
regions of the state and 62% of all Idaho districts. Tables 29 and 30 (below) provide a summary of the results

from Dr. Mortensen’s 2014 and 2015 surveys.

Table 29: Summary of Superintendents’ Survey on Hard-to-Fill Positions”-®

2014 Survey (2014-15

2015 Survey (2015-16

upcoming school year

Survey Iltem School Year Hiring) School Year Hiring)
Districts contacted 115 115

Districts responded 68 72

Reported hiring teachers or specialists for the 66 68

Reported that qualified candidate pools for
open teacher positions were “inadequate”

79% (52 districts)

83% (59 districts)

Table 30: Summary of Superintendents’ Survey on Hard-to-Fill Positions®°

Survey Iltem

2014 Survey (2014-15
School Year Hiring)

2015 Survey (2015-16
School Year Hiring)

Reported that qualified candidate pools for
open specialist (school psychologists, speech
and language therapists, etc.) positions were
“inadequate”

83% (54 districts)

88% (59 districts)

Districts able to hire fully certified staff for all of
their vacant positions

10 of 65 districts (15%)

11 of 70 districts (16%)

Reported that hiring teachers was “extremely
challenging”

41 districts

41 districts

Reported “some challenges” in hiring teachers

23 districts

24 districts

Reported open teaching positions in math were
the most difficult to fill

71% (47 districts)

71% (42 districts)

The top three types of teaching positions that
were the most difficult to fill

Secondary (55 districts),
Special Educ (45 districts),
Elementary (30 districts)

Secondary (57 districts),
Special Educ (45 districts),
Elementary (37 districts)

Table 31: Options Districts Used to Fill Vacant Positions’

# of Districts | Districts that Used | Districts that Used

Option Reporting Option Fall 2014 Option Fall 2015
Requested provisional authorization (1 year)

. 64 58
for new hire(s)
Requested alternate authorization (3 years)

) 68 58
for new hire(s)

7 Mortensen, P. Idaho State University in partnership with Idaho Association of School Administrators. “The Impact of Teacher
Shortages on Idaho Districts — Talking Points: Study Results for Fall 2014”
8 Mortensen, P. Idaho State University in Partnership with Idaho Association of School Administrators. “The Impact of Teacher
Shortages on Idaho Districts — Talking Points: Study Results for Fall 2015 (Year 2)”
% Mortensen, P. Idaho State University in partnership with Idaho Association of School Administrators. “The Impact of Teacher
Shortages on Idaho Districts — Talking Points: Study Results for Fall 2014”
10 Mortensen, P. Idaho State University in Partnership with Idaho Association of School Administrators. “The Impact of Teacher
Shortages on Idaho Districts — Talking Points: Study Results for Fall 2015 (Year 2)”
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Hired ABCTE_p.rep.ared teacher(s) on alternate 68 a4 53
route to certification
Worked with educator preparation programs to

. 63 31 31
hire student teacher(s)
Bought prep hours to cover needed sections 63 31 31
Increased class size and didn’t hire 60 27 22
Star't(‘ed school W‘Ith a substitute in hopes of filing 63 23 )8
position(s) later in the year
CaaneIIed classes and/or programs due to unfilled 59 29 17
positions
Contracted specialist services w/ outside provider 61 28 35

The following chart demonstrates the correlation between a teacher candidate’s GPA and the likelihood that
he/she will pass the applicable Praxis test on the first try. The dataset includes candidates who were enrolled in
an educator preparation program at one of Idaho’s public institutions. The GPA data is the GPA of record (in the
state longitudinal data system) as close to 60 accumulated credits as possible, in order to indicate the GPA of
students at the time closest to their enrollment in the educator preparation program.

Due to the expansive amount of data included in the analysis, the correlation is statistically significant at a p
value of 0.000. Thus even a slight difference in the likelihood of passing the Praxis on the first try would be
considered statistically significant.

100%
90%
80%

70%
60%
50%
89%

40%
30% °
20%
10%

0%

Predicted pass rate for Predicted pass rate for Predicted pass rate for Predicted pass rate for Predicted pass rate for
GPA=2.0 GPA=25 GPA=3.0 GPA=3.5 GPA=4.0

83%

mmmm Predicted pass rates = Actual overall pass rate

Conclusions

The process of gathering and analyzing the data for this report has clarified the limitations with the data that
Idaho currently has available. While our capacity has improved with the state longitudinal data system, Idaho
would benefit from identifying specific measures that we believe provide an accurate picture of the educator
pipeline and establishing a strategy to effectively track them long-term. State Board of Education Staff will
continue to work with the approved teacher preparation programs and the State Department of Education to
assure that the data that is reported is consistently and accurately reported across the system. This will be
particularly important in with data regarding individuals who hold certificates and the areas they are working in if
we are going to be able to better identify the specific areas, both geographically as well as by subject, that are of
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the highest need and develop strategies for addressing these shortages. In addition to changes in data collection,
additional surveys should be conducted in order to fully understand not only why individuals are choosing not to
enter the teaching profession but to also develop strategies for increasing recruitment at the district level. The
Office of Performance Evaluations conducted a study title “Workforce Issues Affecting Public School Teachers,”
this report provides some additional insights on the difficulties school districts have in filling positions, this report
is attached as Appendix A.

Based on the available statewide data, it appears that Idaho does not currently have a statewide shortage in all
teaching grades and subjects. Rather, shortage issues are present in certain geographic and subject areas.
Educator preparation program completion data and certification data indicates that the following subject areas
have ongoing shortages: special education, math, secondary science (particularly chemistry and physics),
bilingual and English Language Learner support, foreign languages, and some career technical education areas.
Additionally, while regional data is not easily available, qualitative information from districts, educator
preparation programs, and state staff indicates that shortages are common in rural areas beyond high need
subject areas. Unfortunately, research on national and regional shortages reveals that the shortages identified in
Idaho are the most common nationally. The higher pay scales commonly offered by districts in other states
(particularly those in the Northwest and Mountain West region) further exacerbate the problem, as Idaho may
lose teachers to other states. Additionally, some states are now offering incentives to attract educators to
subjects and areas where shortages exist.

We continue to hear that teacher salaries are one of the areas that impacts an individual’s interest in entering
the teaching field as well as in the retention of teachers. State funding for teacher salaries in Idaho is based on
an apportionment model. Through the continued implementation of the career ladder Idaho will have
significantly increased the funding going to school districts for teacher salaries by 2020. Due to the
apportionment model, teacher salaries are set at the local district level, additional analysis will need to be done
to show how the increase in salary based apportionment impacts the increase in salaries at the local level.

Idaho’s teacher shortage is not unique to Idaho. To address Idaho’s teacher shortage areas, staff recommends
that the State Board of Education consider a multi-pronged approach. Through the implementation of the career
ladder and the availability of funds for high need areas or teachers who take on leadership roles within their
school districts, Idaho has taken a first step in addressing teacher salaries. Additional strategies will need to be
developed to recruit and retain teachers in high need areas including our rural school districts, however, if the
larger issue of why individuals are not entering the teaching profession is not addressed Idaho will continue to
have a dwindling pool of individuals to choose from.

To improve recruitment and retention of teachers, it is important that Idaho build an environment and narrative
statewide that clearly values teachers, their professionalism and expertise, and their voice. Additionally, efforts
to ensure that educators receive strong mentoring and support during their careers, particularly in the early
years of teaching will need to be strengthened. To fully address all of the areas that impact Idaho’s teacher
pipeline a workgroup should be formed to look at various initiatives to address each area of the pipeline, from
preparation to retirement and bring back recommendations, including implementation timelines, for
consideration by the State Board of Education. Due to the widespread impact of a national teacher shortage
many states have developed initiatives to try and address these shortages, these range from developing stronger
partnerships between school districts and teacher preparation programs, the development of “grow your own”
programs/partnerships, programs designed specifically for teachers for rural areas, to financial incentives. This
group would look at the success of these programs in other states and the potential for success or adaptation in
Idaho.
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This report offers an independent, nonpartisan analysis of workforce issues that
affect Idaho’s public school teachers. Policymakers and education stakeholders
can use the report as a starting point to inform their renewed efforts to reform
public education in Idaho.

Recognizing that teachers, principals, and superintendents have firsthand
knowledge and experience about their profession, we reached out to all of them
for their perspectives. Our analysis of survey responses from 2,486 teachers,
256 principals, and 84 superintendents coupled with our analysis of the
available data from the Department of Education form the basis for this report’s
findings and conclusions. At the end of each chapter in our report, we offer
considerations for policymakers that we believe would benefit the current
education reform debate.

We thank Idaho’s teachers, principals, and superintendents for their
participation in our survey. Without their cooperation and valuable input, this
report would not have been possible. Formal responses from the Governor, the
State Board of Education, and the State Superintendent for Public Instruction
are included at the end of this report.
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Rakesh Mohan
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Executive Summary
Workforce Issues Affecting Public

School Teachers

Our study of public school teachers answers a series of questions from
legislators about teacher preparation, recruitment, retention, and other matters
affecting the teacher workforce. The report includes (1) statistics from our
analysis of data provided by the Department of Education, (2) results from our
detailed surveys of superintendents, principals, and teachers, and (3) information
drawn from our interviews with school district administrators, college of
education officials, and state staff from various agencies.

Considerations for Policymakers

Legislators requested this study during the 2012 legislative session at a time
when policymakers and the state’s Superintendent of Public Instruction were in
the midst of implementing a comprehensive education reform package. Since
then, three referendums repealed the reform package and, as a result,
policymakers and other education stakeholders have voiced their intentions to
proceed with a more inclusive, more collaborative approach to implementing
changes to the state’s public school system.

Because the state is ready to move forward with a revised approach to K—12
education reform, our report is timely. Each chapter in the report closes with a
brief discussion of the chapter’s relevance to issues that policymakers are
currently facing as they work with education stakeholders to improve Idaho’s
K—12 public schools.

Chapter 1: Teacher Profile and Class Size

We caution policymakers against relying on state-level summary statistics to
understand class size. Instead, we suggest that policymakers would be better
served by (1) studying class size at the district or school level, and then (2)
examining other descriptive statistics in addition to an average, such as the range
of class sizes and the factors that affect that range.

Chapter 2: Teacher Preparation

Even though superintendent and principal respondents to our survey generally
felt that new teachers are prepared to teach, they identified the following three
areas they would like to see improved in new teacher hires: (1) multiple

X
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certifications or endorsements to broaden what a new teacher is qualified to
teach, (2) better classroom management skills, and (3) an increased ability to
integrate technology into classrooms.

Chapters 3-5: Recruitment, Retention, Turnover, and Future
Workforce Needs

An important theme throughout chapters 3—5 is the recruitment and retention
challenges that districts and schools face and how those challenges may affect
the quality and size of the teacher workforce. Chapters 3 and 4 detail K—12
public schools’ struggles to recruit and retain qualified teachers, and chapter 5
discusses future workforce needs.

In our survey, superintendent and principal respondents across the state largely
attributed their recruitment and retention struggles to teacher compensation
packages. Additionally, results from our survey of teachers revealed a strong
undercurrent of despair among teachers who seem to perceive a climate that
disparages their efforts and belittles their contributions. The vast majority of
comments from superintendents, principals, and teachers express concern or
dissatisfaction with specific aspects of their work or, more broadly, with
conditions surrounding the public education environment in Idaho.

These expressed concerns justifiably raise questions about the long-term
availability of dedicated, quality teachers to serve the state’s public school
system. The general tone of dissatisfaction and sense of being underappreciated
may present challenges to policymakers and directly affect the state’s ability to
ensure a steady supply of dedicated, highly effective teachers in all of Idaho’s
public schools.
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Workforce Issues Affecting Public School Teachers

Introduction

Legislative Interest

In March 2012 the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee approved a request
from the Senate Education Committee to study a variety of issues affecting
teachers employed in Idaho’s K—12 public schools. The study request covered a
range of topics from teacher recruitment and retention to new teacher preparation
and class size.

The study scope in appendix A lists ten specific areas that legislators had
questions about. The importance of studying each of the ten areas has been
heightened because of factors such as the recent economic recession and current
efforts to reform K—12 education.

Current Education Policy Environment

Three referendums, representing work completed during the 2011 and 2012
legislative sessions to reform public education, were placed on the November
2012 voting ballot. On November 6, voters rejected all three referendums.

After Idahoans voted down the package of laws known as Students Come First,
education reform in the state has found itself at a new crossroads. Several state
leaders and education stakeholders, including the governor and the president of
the Idaho Education Association, have made comments about how they would
like to see the state proceed. These comments offer examples of the agreement
among various stakeholder groups that reform is necessary and desirable:

“The people have spoken, so I’'m not discouraged. That’s how our system
works. But it’s important to remember that the public conversation that
began almost two years ago isn’t over—it’s only begun. Our workforce,
our communities and most of all our students still deserve better, and our
resources are still limited. We offered these reforms not because we
sought change for change’s sake, but because change is needed to afford
our young people the opportunities they deserve now and for decades to
come. That’s as true today as it was yesterday, so our work for a brighter
and better future continues.”—Governor Butch Otter'

' The Spokesman-Review, Eye on Boise: http://www.spokesman.com/blogs/boise/2012/nov/07/
otter-school-reform-public-conversation-isnt-over-its-only-begun/
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“This debate has been about what’s best for the students, educators and
Idaho’s public schools... Now that the voters have spoken, it’s up to us,
the adults, to model...for our students how grownups with diverse views
can come together and put their differences aside and go forward... I
urge lawmakers and other elected leaders and policymakers to meet us at
the table, to begin the conversation about what is best for Idaho’s
students and Idaho’s schools. We believe that together we can be a model
of reform for the nation.”—Penni Cyr, President, Idaho Education
Association’

Our study on K—12 education acknowledges the state’s unique position of
navigating a productive way forward after the failure of the referendums and
offers policymakers nonpartisan insight into the perspectives of stakeholders—
perspectives which have not previously been gathered. These perspectives,
coupled with our data analysis, can help policymakers take advantage of the
renewed opportunity to move in a direction that addresses stakeholders’
concerns. Specifically, the report

This report provides e helps to inform the policy conversations that education
policymakers stakeholders are seeking to have with decision makers,
nonpartisan and

information on ¢ outlines stakeholder perspectives on teacher

issues relevant to preparation, recruitment, retention, turnover, and other
the current K-12 issues.

policy environment.

Study Approach

Our study was not designed to be an evaluation of the set of laws represented on
the ballot as Propositions 1, 2, and 3 or the efforts for or against the reform
package. Neither the study request nor the study scope mentions K—12 education
reform.

We designed the study to respond to questions posed by policymakers using
available data. The Department of Education gathers and stores detailed
district—, teacher—, and student-level data in its longitudinal data system. We set
out to learn what that data says and what it can tell policymakers. Further,
district and school personnel have expertise on, insight into, and opinions about
their profession and the various issues in which policymakers are interested. We
wanted to know what district and school personnel had to say and what they felt
was important to communicate to policymakers.

' The Spokesman-Review, Eye on Boise: http://www.spokesman.com/blogs/boise/2012/nov/07/
iea-chief-together-we-can-be-model-reform-nation/
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Methodology

To meet our study objectives and thoroughly answer each of the questions posed
by legislators, we completed the following tasks:

e Interviewed staff at the Department of Education.

e Analyzed data from the Department of Education’s longitudinal data
system. Our data analysis included a review of demographic statistics of
the state’s districts, schools, and teachers; an examination of teacher exit
reasons (turnover); and an assessment of available data on class size.

e Interviewed the executive director of the Public Employee Retirement
System of Idaho (PERSI).

e Analyzed teacher retirement data provided by PERSI.
e Interviewed staff from the Department of Labor.
e Reviewed workforce data provided by the Department of Labor.

e Interviewed officials from the colleges of education about their teacher
education programs: Boise State University, Brigham Young University-
Idaho, the College of Idaho, Idaho State University, Lewis-Clark State
College, Northwest Nazarene University, the University of Idaho, and the
University of Phoenix.’

¢ Interviewed a sample of school district administrators from ten districts
across the state. We randomly sampled the districts after accounting for
district size and geographic location.

e Before the November 6 vote on the referendums, we surveyed
superintendents, principals, and teachers statewide about teacher
recruitment, retention, turnover, preparation, and class size. Our survey
methods are discussed in appendix B.

> We did not interview George Fox University because, at the time of our interviews, the
institution was phasing out its teacher education programs in Idaho. However, the university
recently notified the Department of Education that they plan to have an active cohort
beginning in fall 2014.
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Report Organization

We have organized the report into five chapters and two appendices.

The report
highlights the
perspectives of
stakeholders that
we gathered
through interviews
and surveys.

e Chapter 1 has a brief profile of teachers and includes
our review of K—12 class sizes. This review discusses
the limitations inherent in ascertaining reliable figures
for the average number of students per class.

e Chapter 2 provides an overview of the state’s teacher
education programs and the standards those programs
must meet. The chapter also discusses district and
school administrators’ perceptions of the preparation
levels of new teachers.

o Chapter 3 discusses teacher recruitment by outlining which teaching
positions are the hardest to fill and describing the recruitment challenges
that districts and schools face in trying to fill open teaching positions.

e Chapter 4 is a discussion of teacher retention and turnover and includes a
description of teacher retirement benefits and trends.

e Chapter 5 offers policymakers context for and insight into the future
needs of the K—12 teacher workforce.

e Appendix A is our study scope.

e Appendix B outlines our survey methods, limitations, and results.

Each chapter
concludes with
considerations for
policymakers.

PPGA

Unlike most studies our office publishes, the nature of this
study did not lend itself to a set of recommendations.
Rather, the report serves to help policymakers better
understand the set of K—12 issues outlined in our study
scope and, in doing so, outlines areas for policymakers’
consideration at the end of each chapter.
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Chapter 1
Teacher Profile and Class Size

This chapter introduces K—12 teachers in Idaho by describing the average
teacher in terms of experience, education, and salary. The chapter then moves to
a discussion of the distribution of teachers and students throughout the state in
terms of class size.

Who Teaches in Idaho?

In academic year 2011-2012 the state employed approximately 16,500
instructional staff to educate more than 280,000 K—12 students in 115 districts
and 43 charter schools. Approximately 7,000 instructional staff teach at the
elementary level versus 8,500 at the secondary level.! Regardless of which type
of school they teach in, teachers in Idaho average 13 years of total teaching
experience, hold a bachelor’s degree, and make approximately $43,000 per year.

Instructional Staff Years of Experience

Percentage of

Years of Experience Instructional Staff
0-2 14.2
3-5 13.8
6-10 18.3
11-20 29.8
21-30 17.7
More than 30 6.2

' The remaining 1,000 or so teachers teach in mixed-level schools.
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Degrees Held by Instructional Staff

Percentage of

Type of Degree Instructional Staff
Associate’s 0.1
Bachelor’s 73.2
Master’s 249
PhD or EdD 1.0
Other 0.8

Average Teacher Salaries

The Legislature applies a formula called salary-based apportionment to calculate
the amount of funds the state will provide districts to pay instructional staff
salaries. Within the rules that define salary-based apportionment, the state has set
a minimum salary that districts must pay a full-time instructional staff member.
Currently, the minimum salary is $30,500 annually. We found that
approximately 11 percent of full-time teachers are paid a salary near the state’s
minimum.

Although Idaho has set a minimum salary for full-time instructional staff, about
19 percent of Idaho’s teachers are not full time. Because part-time teachers
generally receive a salary that is below the full-time minimum, we excluded
them from our average salary calculations. For full-time teachers, the average
salary is approximately $43,000. Exhibit 1.1 shows the distribution of teacher
salaries by district size and level of experience.

In our review of full-time teacher salaries, we found that the average salary for
teachers with less than five years of experience is about the same for all district
sizes. However, the average salary for teachers with more than five years of
experience is higher in medium, large, and very large districts than in small and
very small districts.” The average teacher salary is a reflection of not only the
average experience and education of full-time teachers statewide, but also at
least two other variables:*

We defined full-time salaries near the state minimum as salaries ranging from $30,000 to
$31,000.

For the purposes of this report, very large districts have a student enrollment greater than
15,000 (3 districts), large districts have an enrollment greater than 5,000 (9 districts), medium
districts have an enrollment greater than 1,500 (23 districts), small districts have an enrollment
greater than 500 (42 districts), and very small districts have an enrollment of 500 or less (81
districts). These figures include the state’s charter schools.

We did not control for factors such as the cost of living among districts in our analysis of
teachers’ salaries. Therefore, our analysis should be interpreted as descriptive of differences in
full-time teachers’ salaries with no judgment on the appropriateness of those differences.
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EXHIBIT 1.1 AVERAGE TEACHER SALARIES BY DISTRICT SIZE AND LEVEL OF EXPERIENCE

Average
0-2 3-5 6-10 11-20 21-30 More Than  Salary by
Years Years Years Years Years 30 Years District Size
District Size’ ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) ($) (5)
Very large 31,011 32,250 37,867 47,756 52,572 55,183 41,846
Large 31,780 32,624 38,653 48,949 52,734 54,955 43,360
Medium 32,205 33,836 39,108 49,686 52,903 53,895 44,768
Small 31,502 32,084 36,076 44,577 48,142 49,639 41,111
Very small 32,477 32,471 35,612 43,794 47,968 47,068 40,410
Charter 32,425 34,569 39,932 47,881 53,391 54,942 41,626
Average salary by years
of experience 31,825 32,867 38,155 47,917 51,680 53,070 42,873

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations’ analysis of Department of Education data.

® Very large districts have a student enrollment greater than 15,000, large districts have an enrollment greater than 5,000,
medium districts have an enrollment greater than 1,500, small districts have an enrollment greater than 500, and very
small districts have an enrollment of 500 or less.

1. On average, teachers in larger districts are paid more than teachers in
smaller districts.

2. The total number of teachers working in larger districts exceeds the total

number of teachers working in smaller districts.

In our statewide survey of superintendents, principals,
and teachers, we asked respondents to offer additional
comments as they relate to teacher retention,

recruitment, and turnover. Across respondent types,

comments that related to low pay were made the most

often—mentioned by nearly one-third of the 1,527
respondents who offered additional comments. An

example follows:

“Several of my coworkers have left because they can’t afford to teach

The average full-time
teacher in Idaho
makes approximately
$43,000 per year.

anymore. They have to get higher paying jobs. They were good teachers.

It’s very sad.”

Chapters 3 and 4 discuss the recruitment, retention, and turnover issues related to
salaries in further detail. In those chapters, superintendents, principals, and

teachers offer their opinions on how salaries affect keeping highly qualified

teachers in Idaho classrooms.

PPGA
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What Is the State’s Average Class Size?

Legislators expressed interest in learning more about the distribution of students
and teachers across the state, particularly as that distribution translates to class
size. They articulated specific interest in knowing, on average, how many
students are in a classroom at any one time and whether class size is markedly
different among district sizes.

Class size, defined for the purposes of this report as the number of students in a
classroom, can sometimes be confused with ratios that compare the total number
of students in the state (280,000) to the total number of instructional staff
(16,500). In Idaho, the statewide student-teacher ratio is approximately 17 to 1.

The statewide student-teacher ratio does not necessarily
The average class reflect actual class sizes throughout the state, nor does it
size in the state is reflect an average statewide class size. In reality, factors
other than the total number of students and the total
number of teachers affect the differences in class size
_ among districts and schools. The following list highlights
teacher ratio. a few examples of factors that affect the size of classes

across the state:

not the same as the
state’s student-

e Most of the state funds received by districts are based on their average
daily attendance. Average daily attendance drives the number of
classrooms (support units) and the number of teachers per classroom
(staff allowance).

e Districts and schools use their share of available funds (both state and
local) in a way that results in wide variations in class size given the
different levels and types of classes within districts and schools.

e Not every teacher teaches a class every period of the day. Teachers have
planning periods and some teachers work only part time.

e Some classes have more than one teacher assigned to them.

e Some subjects traditionally have far fewer (or far more) students than
other subjects.

The data currently available at the Department of Education does not easily lend
itself to a reliable calculation of a statewide average class size or average class
size by district size. To derive either of these types of average class size, we
would have to analyze the daily schedule of approximately 16,500 teachers and
280,000 students using data that was not designed for this type of analysis. In the
absence of suitable data, we surveyed principals and teachers across the state and
asked respondents to write in their average class size (number of students per
classroom teacher).
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Our analysis of the survey results showed an average class size of 23.3 reported
by teachers and an average class size of 25.4 reported by principals—for an
overall average class size of approximately 24 students per classroom teacher.
Overall, principals and teachers in larger districts reported a higher number of
students per class than those in smaller districts.

Average Reported Class Size by District Size

Teacher Response of Principal Response of
District Size Class Size Class Size
Very large 25 28
Large 24 26
Medium 23 26
Small 22 23
Very small 17 20

Concerns About Class Size

In open-ended comments at the end of our survey of teachers, 102 respondents
expressed their concerns about increasing class sizes. An example of those
responses is captured here:

“My biggest concern is the larger class sizes. I can’t be there for all my
students and meet all their needs when I have so many. Please help us get
the classroom sizes back down to 20-24 students.”

Likewise, administrators in six of the ten districts we interviewed conveyed that
class size is increasing, class size is a concern, or class size is a primary focus.
To better inform the results of our interviews with district administrators, we
asked respondents to our survey of superintendents and principals to offer their
opinions about the degree to which class size is a concern for them in their role
as administrators. Superintendent and principal respondents differed somewhat
in their opinions, with more principals than superintendents stating that class size
is a major concern.

Degree to Which Class Size Is a Concern

Major Somewhat of a Not a
Concern Concern Concern
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 23.8 40.5 35.7
Principals (N = 254) 41.7 38.2 20.1
Average class size
reported by principals’ 28.2 25.2 19.6

> We did not ask superintendents to write in the average class size in their district.
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Because we asked principals about the degree to which class size is a concern in
their schools, we were able to compare the principals’ level of concern about
class size to the principals’ reported average class size. For principals who said
that class size is a major concern, the average reported class size is
approximately 28 students. For principals who said that class size is not a
concern, the average reported class size is approximately 20 students.

Principals who said that class size is somewhat of a concern reported an average
class size of approximately 25—a number that is, on average, one student per
class more than the statewide average reported in our survey.’ If we extend the
relationship between average class size and level of concern about class size to a
statewide level, the statewide average class size of 24 students could be
considered somewhat of a concern.

In our interviews, several district administrators discussed the use of one
technique in particular as part of their efforts to keep class

Class size is a sizes at acceptable levels. That technique is to absorb
concern for many positions at certain grade levels and shift them to other
district and school levels to meet class size goals. Generally, this technique

administrators.

PPGA

sacrifices high school positions to either improve or
maintain class sizes at the elementary level.

At least two district administrators mentioned a specific commitment to keeping
class sizes at lower grade levels from getting too big. However, when we broke
down our teacher survey results by grade level, we found very little difference in
class size. Respondents who teach elementary classes reported average class
sizes that are about equal to those reported by respondents who teach high school
classes.

Average Class Size by School Type

Average Number of

Class Size Respondents
High School 23 677
Middle/junior high 25 415
Elementary 23 1,008

A district administrator pointed out to us that concerns about class size run on
both sides of the spectrum—the ability not only to keep core and remediation
classes at acceptable levels but also to maintain programs that generally have
much smaller class sizes, such as advanced placement courses. In our interviews,
one administrator mentioned having to cut some advanced learning opportunities
at the secondary level. Another administrator discussed the difficulty of trying to
keep electives which have low enrollment.

% The statewide average class size of 24 refers to the average class size reported by teachers and
principals who responded to our survey. For the range of class sizes reported, see appendix B,
pages 60 and 63.
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Considerations for Policymakers

We advise against relying on state-level summary statistics to draw conclusions
about class size. Data such as the state’s student-teacher ratio or average class
size may be an appropriate place to begin learning about or understanding the
distribution of teachers and students; however, policymakers and stakeholders
should recognize the limitations of such summary-level data. Because class size
is sensitive to factors that can significantly vary among districts, we conclude
that considering class size in terms of a statewide ratio, average, or average by
district size is of little practical value.

For example, statewide ratios and averages do not capture the range of class
sizes throughout school buildings. Two respondents to our principal survey
describe the range of class sizes seen at their schools:

“We have lost 8 teaching positions in four years; we do not have enough
classes to offer. We have class sizes in the teens and others in the 40°’s...

2

“...With budget cuts some teachers’ class sizes are large and others are
quite small, depending on our staffing for subject areas.”

As shown by the principals quoted here, class size can vary dramatically from
class to class within the same school. For class size statistics to be useful to
policymakers, those statistics should be considered in light of individual district
(or even school) circumstances. If the state tracked average class size at such a
level, policymakers would be able to compare year-to-year class size variations
and better position themselves to determine causes and solutions for undesirable
trends in class size.

Within the context of district— and school-level class size data, identifying
differences resulting from factors such as available resources, grade level, and
subject matter will help develop a more accurate and useful picture of class size
variations. Policymakers will then be in a position to ascertain the degree to
which those variations may warrant concern.
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Teachers have a central role in the success of the state’s education system; this
chapter explains what steps are taken to review and approve programs that train
teachers and explains what standards those programs are required to meet. The
chapter also provides information about the level of preparedness of teachers
who are new to the profession.

How Are Teacher Education Programs
Reviewed and Approved?

Teacher education programs, also called teacher preparation or teacher training
programs, prepare students to become certified teachers. In Idaho graduates of
approved programs are eligible for a standard teaching certificate from the state.

Idaho Code grants the State Board of Education the authority to approve teacher
education programs and directs the Professional Standards Commission (PSC),
housed within the Department of Education, to conduct program reviews.' As
part of the state’s partnership with the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE), the PSC conducts a full review of teacher
education programs concurrently with NCATE every seven years.”

' The PSC consists of 18 members that serve three-year terms: a staff member from the
Department of Education; a staff member of the Division of Professional-Technical
Education; no less than seven certificated classroom teachers (including at least one teacher of
exceptional children and at least one teacher in pupil personnel services); one representative
from each of the following associations: the Idaho Association of School Superintendents, the
Idaho Association of Secondary School Principals, the Idaho Association of Elementary
School Principals, the Idaho School Boards Association, and the Idaho Association of Special
Education Administrators; one representative from the education department of one of the
private colleges; one representative from one of the community colleges; one representative
from the education department of one of the public institutions of higher education; and one
representative from the college of letters and sciences of one of the institutions of higher
education.

The US Department of Education recognizes NCATE as an official accrediting body for
teacher preparation institutions. NCATE and the Teacher Education Accreditation Council
(TEAC) are in the process of merging to form the Council for the Accreditation of Educator
Preparation (CAEP).
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education program

A national team from NCATE and a state team from the PSC conduct reviews
by using national standards and the Idaho Standards for Initial Certification of
Professional School Personnel. During the review, the teacher education
programs must demonstrate the methods used to assess whether candidates for
teacher certification have the appropriate knowledge,
Each teacher skills, and professional dispositions to be successful
teachers.’

in the state is In between national reviews, a state team conducts an

required to meet interim review (not to exceed every third year) of state-
state standards and specific core teaching requirements.* All teacher
pass on-site education programs are scheduled to have a state review
reviews. by the 2014-2015 academic year in the following four

PPGA

areas of focus:

e C(linical Practice and Summative Performance Assessment: Teacher
education programs should observe and evaluate preservice teachers
using the Danielson Framework, adopted by the State Board of
Education in 2010.

e Mathematics Common Core Instructional Shifts and Mathematical
Thinking for Instruction (MTI): Teacher education programs should train
preservice teachers on teaching methods in the Common Core Standards
for Mathematics.

e English Language Arts (ELA) Common Core Instructional Shifts and
Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Requirements: Teacher education
programs should train preservice teachers on teaching methods in the
Common Core Standards for English Language Arts. Preservice teachers
in teacher education programs should also be offered courses that align
with the Idaho Comprehensive Literacy Plan.

e Instructional Technology and Data Literacy: Teacher education programs
should train preservice teachers on the technology competencies
approved by the PSC and the State Board of Education in 2010.”

* NCATE expects teacher education programs to minimally assess two professional
dispositions: fairness and the belief that all students can learn.

Before any on-site program review, the institution must develop and submit to the Department
of Education a report that thoroughly explains how the program evaluates candidates’
knowledge and performance of the national standards and state-specific requirements for
certification.

A supplemental set of standards by the International Society for Technology in Education
(ISTE) outlines best practices for the use of instructional technology. Also, more than one of
the NCATE standards refer to the incorporation and inclusion of technology to foster student
learning.

4
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Teacher education programs must demonstrate whether candidates for
certification meet or exceed standards. The state review determines whether the
candidate assessment methods of the teacher education program demonstrate
unacceptable, acceptable, or target performance for each standard.®

After a review of an institution’s programs, the national team and the state team
each develop a report. The state team’s report (complete with recommendations)
is submitted to the Standards Subcommittee of the PSC. The subcommittee
reviews the report and makes recommendations about each program to the full
PSC. The full PSC then considers the team’s report and the subcommittee’s
recommendations and makes a recommendation to the State Board of Education
to approve, conditionally approve, or deny the program. Final unit accreditation
rests with NCATE once the board grants program approval.

Teacher Standards

As part of our effort to understand how teacher
The state has the

education programs prepare candidates for certification, i

we interviewed representatives of eight colleges of authority to ensure
education about their programs.” During our interviews, that teacher

many of the colleges explicitly stated that national education programs
standards and state requirements drive their programs’ prepare teachers in
design and cumculum. Because the state regulates such a way that aligns
teacher education programs, the colleges must meet

those standards and requirements. with state goals.

NCATE Standards

NCATE organizes its standards for the accreditation of teacher education
programs into six categories. The standards focus on how the institution prepares
candidates for teacher certification:

1. Candidate knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions: Assessments
indicate that candidates meet standards.

Criteria for the three determinations: (1) an unacceptable performance means evidence is not
sufficiently comprehensive to demonstrate that candidates meet the standard, (2) an acceptable
performance means evidence is sufficient to distinguish candidates who meet or exceed the
standard from those candidates who do not, and (3) a target performance means that evidence
shows that the program has a mature system of assessing candidates’ knowledge and
performance in a credible manner.

We interviewed the four-year public institutions: Boise State University, Idaho State
University, Lewis-Clark State College, and the University of Idaho. We also interviewed the
four-year private and for-profit institutions: Brigham Young University-Idaho, the College of
Idaho, Northwest Nazarene University, and the University of Phoenix.
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2. Assessment system and unit evaluation: Programs have an assessment
system that collects and analyzes data to evaluate and improve
performance.

3. Field experience and clinical practice: Programs design, implement, and
evaluate field experiences so that candidates can develop and
demonstrate their knowledge, skills, and professional dispositions.

4. Diversity: Assessments indicate that candidates can demonstrate and
apply proficiencies related to diversity.

5. Faculty qualifications, performance, and development: Program faculty
are qualified and model best practices in scholarship, service, and
teaching.

6. Unit governance and resources: Programs have the leadership, authority,
budget, personnel, facilities, and resources to prepare candidates.

NCATE provides an explanation of each standard along with a rubric that
describes criteria for meeting the performance requirements.

Idaho Standards for Initial Certification of Professional School Personnel

The state’s standards, called the Idaho Standards for Initial Certification of
Professional School Personnel, apply to all teacher certification areas. Every
candidate for certification must demonstrate knowledge and performance of ten
core standards regardless of the candidate’s specific content area:

1. Knowledge of subject matter

2. Knowledge of human development and learning
3. Adapting instruction for individual needs

4. Multiple instructional strategies

5. Classroom motivation and management skills

6. Communication skills

7. Instructional planning skills

8. Assessment of student learning

9. Professional commitment and responsibility

10. Partnerships

Knowledge and performance statements accompany each standard. These
statements serve as indicators to help determine whether a candidate has met the
standards. Further, to become certified in a specific content area, a candidate
must also meet any additional enhancement standards for that area. The
enhancement standards detail further knowledge and performance criteria that
describe what a candidate must know and be able to do. Evidence provided by
each program that proves candidates are competent in each of these standards
results in state approval of the teacher education program.
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Department officials told us that in the past, Idaho’s standards for initial teacher
certification were primarily based on the number of credit hours and the content
of courses completed. Over the past five years, I[daho has moved to standards
that require an institution to recommend a candidate for certification based on
what the candidate knows and is able to do—a combination of knowledge and
performance.®

How Prepared Are New Teachers?

To understand district and school administrators’ perceptions of new teachers’
(0-2 years of experience) preparation to teach, we distributed a survey to all
superintendents and principals in the state and asked them to share their opinions
of new teachers. When asked whether new teachers are prepared to teach, the
superintendent and principal respondents had similar answers. More than half of
the respondents felt that most new teachers are prepared, and very few of the
respondents felt that most new teachers are unprepared.

Degree to Which New Teachers Are Prepared to Teach

Most Are Some Are Prepared, Most Are
Prepared Others Are Not Unprepared
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 57.1 41.7 1.2
Principals (N = 253) 56.5 39.9 3.6

Likewise, when asked about their level of satisfaction with new teachers, the
answers provided by the superintendent and principal respondents aligned. Most
of the superintendent and principal respondents indicated their overall
satisfaction with new teachers. Very few of the superintendent and principal
respondents expressed overall dissatisfaction.

Superintendents’ and Principals’ Overall Level of
Satisfaction with New Teachers

Neither Satisfied nor

Satisfied Unsatisfied Unsatisfied
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 70.2 25.0 4.8
Principals (N = 254) 70.1 26.8 3.1

¥ The standards align with the Interstate Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium
(InTASC) model developed by a subcommittee of the Council of Chief State School Officers
(CCSSO0).

TAB 9 Page 47

17



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

Office of Performance Evaluations

Skills and Credentials of New Teachers

Superintendents and Although in a different order, the superintendent and
principal respondents to our survey indicated the same
top three skills or credentials they would like to see
increased in new teacher hires. Each group of
respondents selected multiple certifications or

principals want new
teachers to have
multiple certifications

or endorsements, endorsements, classroom management, and an ability to
better classroom integrate technology most often. Superintendents would
management, and an most like to see an increase in the number of new
increased ability to teacher hires with multiple certifications or

endorsements, and principals would most like to see

integrate technology.
g gy better classroom management.

Skills or Credentials of New Teachers That Superintendents and Principals
Would Most Like to See Increased’

Multiple Ability to Integrate
Certifications or Classroom Technology in the
Endorsements Management Classroom
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 76.2 59.5 53.6
Principals (N = 255) 35.7 67.5 45.1

Multiple Certifications or Endorsements

More than 75 percent of the superintendent respondents to our survey indicated a
need or preference for new teacher hires to have multiple certifications or
endorsements. District administrators across the state reiterated this sentiment in
our interviews with them. Administrators in three small districts emphasized the
need for teachers with more than one endorsement to help fill either multiple
part-time positions or hard-to-fill, full-time positions. Two administrators
explain:

“In small schools, the hard part is finding a teacher with more than one
endorsement. A major in history and a minor in social studies doesn’t
open any doors. Quit sending us students with an earth science
endorsement; they can only teach one class. I need teachers who can
teach chemistry, physical science, and math.”

“Teachers with more than one endorsement are what we’re really looking
for. We need them to teach one subject for a couple hours a day. I tell
kids to get double certified. You can’t walk out with just science or just
English.”

? Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could select more than one response.
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In our interviews with the colleges of education, some mentioned the challenges
inherent in students receiving multiple certifications or endorsements. For
example, the state now requires students in elementary education programs to
receive two endorsements.'’ To accommodate the new requirement while still
ensuring students can graduate in four years, at least one college told us it has
decreased the length of its elementary student teaching experience from a full
year to one semester. The importance of field experiences like student teaching,
especially as those experiences relate to better classroom management, are
discussed later in this chapter.

Classroom Management

About 68 percent of the principal respondents and nearly 60 percent of the
superintendent respondents said they would like to see better classroom
management from new teacher hires. Learning effective classroom management
skills takes place in the classroom, interacting with students. Administrators in
four of the ten districts we interviewed mentioned the need for better classroom
management but also acknowledged that getting in a classroom is the best way to
gain classroom management skills—skills that either cannot be or are not learned
in a university setting.

In our interviews with the colleges of education, every college spoke to the
importance of field experience for preservice teachers. However, two colleges
articulated challenges inherent in gaining those field experiences by specifically
mentioning problems they face in placing student teachers. These two colleges
expressed some concern about the effect of initiatives like pay for performance
on placements for student teachers. They said that districts and schools are
hesitating to take on student teachers and will have less incentive to do so
because of the fear that student achievement will suffer with a student teacher in
charge of classroom instruction rather than the veteran teacher.

Integrating Technology

About half of the superintendent and principal respondents said they would like
to see an increased ability of new teacher hires to integrate technology into the
classroom. In our interviews with district administrators, several of them
mentioned new teachers’ familiarity with technology and their willingness to use
it but questioned whether the new hires were adequately trained to do so.

The colleges of education expressed a number of opinions about the use of
technology and teaching in our interviews:

e Six colleges said they have specific coursework that focuses on the use of
technology.

' The administrative rule was approved in April 2011. The colleges of education do not have to
fully comply with the rule until fall 2013.
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e Four colleges mentioned the challenges they face in offering an online
teaching endorsement—primarily a lack of resources to establish the
program or, even if the program was in place, trouble filling the seats
available.

e Four colleges questioned whether the technology they train preservice
teachers to use is even available in districts where students teach or start
their careers.

e Three colleges said they understand the focus on technology, but
challenges remain about how to train teachers on the use of technology
and how to pay for the technology and necessary training.

e Two colleges mentioned the importance of not only showing preservice
and inservice teachers how to use a technological device but also
instructing teachers how to integrate that device into the classroom in
such a way that improves student outcomes.

e At least two colleges require their preservice teachers to design electronic
portfolios.

e One college suggested that learning how to integrate technology should
be part of a teacher’s professional development plan if an evaluation
indicates the teacher needs to improve that skill.

No college we spoke with dismissed technology’s increasing role in education.
Rather, their comments to us offer policymakers insight into what factors may
necessitate some consideration when deliberating policies involving
technology’s role in the classroom.

Considerations for Policymakers

One of the questions outlined in our study scope (located in appendix A) asks
whether candidates for teacher certification are graduating from teacher
education programs with the necessary skills. Given the information provided
throughout this chapter, the answer is yes, in general terms, superintendents and
principals feel new teachers are prepared. In addition, the state has the authority
to adjust standards for teacher education programs to meet policymakers’ goals.

Reviews conducted to assess whether and how well teacher education programs
meet standards set by the state provide Idaho the opportunity to communicate
anticipated changes with the colleges of education and adjust standards to meet
evolving needs. We learned in our interviews that the deans of the colleges of
education meet monthly. The uniqueness and importance of these meetings were
mentioned in many of our interviews plus in conversations with Department of
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Education staff. Everyone said that collaboration among the deans is very high.
Although not hosted by the state, department staff attend the meetings to
facilitate communication between the state and the teacher education programs.

Officials from one college of education told us that they did not know how to
anticipate and prepare for a reform package they did not hear about until the
2011 legislative session when the state superintendent rolled out his plan.
Changes to teacher education programs necessitate time and resources to
implement. For this reason, the State Board of Education does not require the
teacher education programs to meet new standards until two years after their
initial approval.
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Chapter 3
Recruitment

This chapter details issues of teacher recruitment. Positions that districts find
hard to fill are discussed first. This discussion is followed by a description of the
number of teachers who do not have a regular certification from the state but still
fill a teaching position in one of the state’s K—12 schools. The chapter then
outlines challenges that superintendents and principals across the state face in
trying to recruit teachers to their district or school.

What Are Districts’ Hard-to-Fill Positions?

In our survey of superintendents and principals, we asked respondents to name
their three hardest-to-fill positions. For both superintendent and principal
respondents, the three positions most commonly identified as hard to fill were
special education, math, and science. Likewise, in our interviews of district
administrators, we found they most often named these same three positions.

Most Commonly Identified Hard-to-Fill Positions®

Special
Education Math Science
Superintendents (N = 80) 40 50 41
Principals (N = 250) 118 82 62

Hard-to-fill positions

Some district administrators we spoke with stressed that

they are experiencing trouble filling positions in areas vary greatly among
different from the three most often mentioned in our districts; the most
survey and interviews. For example, superintendent and commonly identified
principal respondents to our survey also identified other hard-to-fill positions
positions as hard to fill such as music, speech language are special education
pathology, and district or school psychologists. !

math, and science.

! Reported as number of survey responses.
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Provisional Authorizations and Alternative Certificates

One way to measure or define positions that districts and schools find hard to fill
is to analyze the number of teachers with provisional authorizations to teach and
the number of teachers holding alternative certificates. A provisional
authorization is not a teaching certificate, but rather a nonrenewable, one-year
emergency authorization.” Conversely, alternative routes to certification provide
individuals the opportunity to become certified teachers without following a
traditional teacher education program.

According to State Board of Education rule, alternative routes to certification
aim to certify two types of individuals: (1) certified teachers who need an
emergency endorsement and (2) individuals with strong content area
backgrounds but limited teaching experience. Different alternative routes to
become a certified teacher are available to school districts and individual
applicants:

e Teacher to new: The teacher-to-new certificate is a nonrenewable,
alternative authorization valid for up to three years.” It allows a district to
fill a position with an individual who is certified to teach but does not
have the correct endorsement for the needed content area. Individuals
granted this type of alternative authorization have several options
available to them to become fully endorsed in the content area.

e Content specialist: A content specialist is a nonrenewable, alternative
authorization valid for up to three years. It allows a district with an
identified need for teachers in a certain content area to hire an individual
with a strong background in the needed area. The individual must hold a
bachelor’s degree, demonstrate content area expertise, and complete an
8—16 week study in education methods.*

e ABCTE: The American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence
(ABCTE) is a computer-based alternative route to become a teacher or
add endorsements. Individuals must hold a bachelor’s degree to begin
the ABCTE process. Candidates must pass educational methods and
content exams before receiving a three-year interim teaching certificate.
While holding the interim certificate, candidates must complete a two-
year teacher-mentoring program to qualify for a standard teaching
certificate.

2 IDAHO CODE § 33-1203 outlines accredited teacher training requirements and prevents the
State Board of Education from issuing standard teaching certificates to teachers who have
completed less than four years of accredited college training. However, this section of code
allows for the issuance of provisional certificates in emergency cases.

The Authorizations Committee of the Professional Standards Commission must approve the
teacher-to-new certificate. Once approved, candidates must annually submit an application
that outlines their progress to the Authorizations Committee to remain on this route.

The Department of Education, in conjunction with an approved Idaho university, develops and
approves a plan to meet the requirements of the content specialist authorization.
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During the 2011-2012 academic year, 2.4 percent of certified instructional staff
(392 teachers) filled positions using a provisional authorization or alternative
certificate.” Exhibit 3.1 shows how many teachers across the state have held
provisional authorizations or alternative certificates the past four academic years.

The exhibit shows that teacher-to-new certificates were the most common type
of alternative certificate in academic years 2009-2010 through 2011-2012.
Department officials told us that this type of alternative certificate is the least
concerning because certified teachers often use this route to add endorsements in
high-need areas or areas of interest. Further, teacher-to-new certificates offer
districts flexibility to make the right hire because districts not only consider
applicants who hold the right endorsements but also consider other qualities such
as whether those applicants have the necessary professional dispositions.

Department officials told us that the number of provisional authorizations and
alternative certificates granted under the content specialist or the ABCTE are the
primary reflectors of high-need positions. The provisional authorization is the
least desirable followed by the content specialist and the ABCTE. The
provisional authorization is the least desirable because it is a temporary,
emergency authorization that cannot lead to certification and does not meet
federal requirements for highly qualified teachers.® During the 2011-2012
academic year, 222 positions were filled by teachers using a provisional
authorization, content specialist, or ABCTE.

EXHIBIT 3.1 NUMBER OF TEACHERS WITH PROVISIONAL AUTHORIZATIONS OR
ALTERNATIVE CERTIFICATES

Provisional Teacher-to-New Content
Academic Year Total  Authorization® Certificate” Specialist® ABCTE®
2011-2012 392 91 170 22 109
20102011 415 66 211 19 119
2009-2010 479 113 249 1 116
2008-2009 659 272 241 4 142

Source: Idaho State Department of Education data.
® Provisional authorization is a nonrenewable, one-year authorization that allows a district to hire an
individual who is not appropriately certified.

Teacher-to-new certificate is a nonrenewable authorization, valid up to three years, that allows a
district to fill a position with an individual who is certified to teach in the needed content area but does
not have the correct endorsement.

Content specialist is a nonrenewable authorization, valid up to three years, that allows a district with an
identified need in a certain content area to hire an individual with a strong background.

The American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence (ABCTE) is a computer-based alternative
route to become a teacher or add endorsements.

During the 2010-2011 academic year, 2.4 percent of certified staff (415 teachers) had an
alternative authorization. In 2009-2010 academic year, 2.7 percent of certified staff (479
teachers) had an alternative authorization, down from 3.7 percent of certified staff (659
teachers) in 2008—2009.

6 School districts can only hire an individual using a provisional authorization if the district has
proved that all attempts to hire a certified individual have failed.
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What Types of Recruitment Challenges Do
Districts Face?

In our survey of superintendents and principals, most respondents indicated that
either their applicant pool was too small for most open teaching positions or that
the size of the pool significantly varies depending on the type of position. More

superintendents than principals indicated that the applicant pool was too small.

Degree to Which Districts and Schools Have a
Sufficiently Sized Applicant Pool for Open Teaching Positions

Size of the
Desirable Excessive Applicant Pool
Applicant Pool Number of Number of  Varies by Type of
Is Too Small Applicants Applicants Position
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 44.1 16.7 1.2 38.1
Principals (N = 255) 28.6 26.7 7.5 37.3

In addition to asking about the size of the applicant pool, we asked
superintendents and principals to weigh in on the quality of the pool. Of
particular interest is that less than 5 percent of superintendent respondents felt
their district has a high quality applicant pool for open teaching positions.

Degree to Which Districts and Schools Have a
Quality Pool of Applicants for Open Teaching Positions

Quality of the

High Quality of Pool Pool Varies
Quality Generally Meets  Low Quality Significantly by
Pool Expectations Pool Type of Position
(%) (%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 4.8 32.1 14.3 48.8
Principals (N = 255) 18.4 333 16.5 31.8

In general, superintendent and principal respondents agreed on the degree to
which they have trouble finding qualified applicants for open teaching positions
in a few subject areas or specialties. As the following table shows, 75 percent of
superintendent respondents indicated they experience some trouble finding
qualified applicants for a few subject areas or specialties as did 65 percent of
principal respondents.
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Degree to Which Districts and Schools Have Trouble
Finding Qualified Applications for Open Teaching Positions

A Lot of Some Trouble in a Few No
Trouble Subject Areas or Specialties Trouble
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 17.9 75.0 7.1
Principals (N = 254) 134 65.0 21.7

Most Significant Recruitment Challenges

Besides the size and quality of the applicant pool, we asked superintendents and
principals to tell us the most significant challenges they face in recruiting
teachers. Both superintendent and principal respondents to our survey indicated
the same top five challenges: salary, location of district or school near more
competitive states, location of district or school near more competitive districts,
remote or rural location, and the benefits package. Four of the five challenges
directly relate to teacher compensation packages. A couple of teachers elaborate:

“...I struggle to support my family on [the] wages of a teacher. Higher
paying jobs with less stress outside of teaching look more attractive...”

“I work in one of the best school districts. I am thankful for the strong
relationship between administration and teachers. I am seeking
employment in Oregon or Wyoming primarily due to low/frozen wages
and my inability to support my family...”

Most Significant Teacher Recruitment Challenges’

Located Near Located Near

Remote or More More
Rural Benefits Competitive  Competitive
Location Salary Package Districts States
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 50.0 76.2 23.8 34.5 40.5
Principals (N = 255) 29.4 66.7 21.2 29.8 34.5

In Idaho, 42 districts border another state and many more are located close to
another state’s borders. When asked in our survey about the degree to which
teacher compensation packages are competitive with neighboring districts,
including districts in other states, only 25 percent of superintendent and principal
respondents thought Idaho’s compensation packages are competitive.

7 Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could select up to three reasons.
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Degree to Which Teacher Compensation Packages Are Competitive

Somewhat Not
Competitive ~ Competitive Competitive
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 25.0 33.3 41.7
Principals (N = 254) 24.4 42.1 33.5

According to data from the National Education
Association and the National Center for Education
Statistics for the 2010-2011 academic year, among
Idaho and its neighboring states, the average teacher

Districts’ and schools’
most significant
recruitment

challenges relate to salary in Idaho ranks fifth out of seven. The Bureau of
teacher compensation Labor Statistics’ data from May 2011 echoes this
packages. statistic. The bureau reported that the average salaries

for Idaho’s elementary and middle school teachers
ranked fifth out of seven and sixth out of seven for secondary school teachers
among Idaho and its neighboring states.

In our district interviews, administrators discussed their challenges to recruit
based on teacher salaries in Idaho. These administrators described situations in
which an interview is requested or a job offer is extended to an out-of-state
candidate, but the candidate turns down the interview request or rejects the job
offer because of a salary and benefits package that the candidate perceives as
poor. Additionally, three administrators questioned whether Idaho’s starting
teacher salary provides a livable wage. They mentioned that, between paying
student loan debt and household bills, teachers are looking elsewhere—whether
that is a second job, a position in another state or another district, or a different
profession entirely. One teacher describes this situation:

“When I graduated four years ago, I did not have a true picture of what
teaching would be. I am paid below the poverty level, work a second job,
spend 60+ hours a week working on school related things, and am not
appreciated for what I do.”

Three district administrators also explained the challenges inherent in working
for a remote or rural district or school. Two of those administrators specifically
described the unique situation of new teachers that are unmarried, explaining
that these teachers do not stay.

28
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Respondents to our teacher survey also offered their opinions on the challenges
faced by remote or rural districts:

“We are a rural district with the majority of the teachers commuting
approximately 60 miles per day. The district had to make salary cuts to
meet its budget. It is hard to entice teachers to commute when teachers
can make the same amount at a closer district.”

“Rural school districts do not have the capability to raise bonds for lost
state funds. This makes it hard to stay in Idaho for significantly less
wages when other states offer...funds at much higher levels.”

“...It is hard to get good, qualified teachers to apply to our rural school
with the low support and low pay offered in our state...”

Considerations for Policymakers

The overall statewide percentage of teaching positions currently filled by
provisional authorizations or alternative certificates (approximately 2.4 percent)
may or may not be acceptable to policymakers. Regardless, more important than
focusing on the total number of staff filling certified positions using a
provisional authorization or alternative certificate are the local challenges faced
by districts.

As described in this chapter, although district and school personnel identified
some positions as harder to fill than others, our outreach to these personnel
points to local factors that determine which positions are hardest to fill. Hard-to-
fill positions not only vary significantly among districts, but can also vary
significantly from year to year. Additionally, our survey and interview results
revealed that compensation packages and the geographic location of districts
often increase the level of difficulty to fill open teaching positions with teachers
who possess the desired qualifications, regardless of whether the position is
classified as hard to fill.
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Chapter 4
Retention and Turnover

This chapter discusses input we received from superintendents, principals, and
teachers across the state about the degree to which teacher retention and turnover
are issues of concern in districts and schools. The chapter then goes into detail
about retirement.

How Much of a Concern Is Teacher Retention?

Our survey asked superintendents and principals to comment on teacher
retention issues. Superintendent and principal respondents differed in their
opinions about the degree to which teacher retention is a concern. The most
common response of both superintendents and principals was that teacher
retention is somewhat concerning. In our analysis of the additional comments
provided by superintendent, principal, and teacher respondents, problems with
teacher retention emerged as the second most common theme identified by all

respondents.'
Degree to Which Teacher Retention Is a Concern
Not a Somewhat of a Major
Concern Concern Concern
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 19.0 51.2 29.8
Principals (N = 254) 40.2 44.9 15.0

When asked about which level of experienced teacher is the most difficult to
retain, 34.5 percent of superintendents and 30.4 percent of principals said that
new teachers (0-2 years of experience) are the most difficult to retain. Another
32.1 percent of superintendent respondents and 40.7 percent of principal
respondents said that they perceive no difference in the retention of teachers with
different levels of experience.

' Low pay was the most common theme.
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Most Difficult Teachers to Retain in Terms of Level of Experience’

Teachers
Frozen on Highly No Difference
New Salary Midcareer Experienced in Experience
Teachers  Schedule Teachers Teachers Levels
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 34.5 32.1 214 16.7 321
Principals (N = 253) 30.4 25.3 13.4 13.0 40.7

Officials from the Department of Education and the State Board of Education
communicated to us that they firmly believe the number one key to teacher
retention is formal mentoring and induction programs—programs that can help
transition teachers from a teacher education program into a teaching position
where they will stay. The colleges of education reiterated this point in our
interviews with them and said that although mentoring is needed to get teachers
to stay, a gap exists between what teacher education programs provide and what
the districts provide. One college indicated a need for collaboration between the
teacher education programs and the districts, and another college mentioned the
lack of funding to make a mentoring program a priority.

A few district administrators also spoke to the mentoring issue in our interviews
with them. One superintendent said that his district specially hired a retired
principal who supports new teachers in a mentoring program. Another
superintendent told us that his district provides a small stipend for mentor
teachers, at least in part because the superintendent feels that many new teachers
burnout in the first two years and that those new teachers need mentoring. He
stressed that good principals and mentors are key to teacher retention.

In our teacher survey, 81 percent of respondents said they are participating or
have participated in a peer mentoring program as either the mentor or the
mentee. Of those in a mentoring program, 59.7 percent said the experience is or
was important to their professional development and another 32.3 percent said it
is or was somewhat important.’

How Many Teachers Are Leaving?

The current policy environment for K—12 education in Idaho has created a
heightened interest in teacher turnover—specifically how many teachers are

2 Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could select more than one response.
3 Only 8 percent said that their peer mentoring experience is or was unimportant to their
professional development.
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leaving the state’s public schools and why. To explore recent trends in teacher
turnover and clarify them for policymakers and stakeholders, we analyzed data
from the Department of Education and asked about turnover on our survey of
superintendents, principals, and teachers.

District-Reported Turnover Data

The Department of Education tracks factors affecting turnover by asking districts
to collect exit reasons from staff who are leaving their current positions. The
districts then report these reasons to the department.

Recently, various news outlets have published data provided by the Department
of Education on teacher turnover. The reports have stated that the number of
teachers leaving the profession has increased, rising each year from the 2009—
2010 academic year to the 2011-2012 academic year. However, these figures
only count those exit reasons that appear to indicate an intention to leave the
profession, which is a major caveat.’

Aside from this caveat, after dissecting the raw data used

to compile these figures, we identified an important
issue: for the 2010-2011 and the 2011-2012 academic
years, the reported figures include not just teachers, but

Policymakers should
interpret published
turnover data with

other types of certified and noncertified staff. caution.

Because the caveat and issue we identified with the

recently reported figures make them likely to be misinterpreted, we conducted
our own, updated analysis of the department’s turnover data using only certified
staff. Our analysis calculated the total number of certified staff who left their
current position for each of the exit reasons reported to the department.”

Total Number of Certified Staff Who Have
Left Their Current Position for Any Reason®

Academic Number of Percentage of
Year Certified Staff Certified Staff
2009-2010 937 5.4
2011-2012 1,112 6.0

* The reported figures excluded turnover due to retirement, the transfer of a spouse, those
leaving to teach in another education institution, and leave of absence.

> For our turnover analysis, we defined certified staff as (1) any staff who hold a valid
certificate, and (2) any staff (whether certified or not) who are filling a certified position.

® We excluded turnover data for the 2010-2011 academic year because of a data reporting error.
This error is described in footnote 7.
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As opposed to the dramatic increases shown in the recently published turnover
figures, our analysis of the department’s data shows only a moderate increase in
the number of certified staff who left their current position between the 2009—
2010 and the 2011-2012 (937 staff to 1,112 staff) academic years.

Exhibit 4.1 shows the percentage of certified staff who have left their current
position over the past three academic years. Our analysis of the Department of
Education’s data shows that the top three exit reasons were retirement, personal
reasons, and to work for another education institution inside Idaho, with one
exception in the 2010-2011 academic year. We believe this one exception is
likely because of a reporting error.” As a result, we conclude that future
corrections to the turnover data will likely dramatically decrease the turnover
percentage currently attributed to leave of absence, making the top three exit
reasons for all three academic years the same.”

As the data currently stands, approximately 80 percent of all certified staff who
left their position in the 2009-2010 academic year left because of retirement,
personal reasons, and work at another education institution inside Idaho. In the
2011-2012 academic year, these three reasons account for about 61 percent of
the certified staff that left their current position.

District Outreach: Interview and Survey Results

Although the turnover data available from the Department of Education can help
paint a picture of statewide turnover, it does not provide much insight into the
effect of turnover. To better gauge how teacher turnover is likely to affect
districts, we asked superintendents, principals, and teachers several questions on
our survey about the number of teachers who have left or may have plans to
leave. Of the 2,487 teachers who responded to our survey, 85.5 percent plan to
continue teaching in Idaho and 14.5 percent do not.

e We asked two questions of the 14.5 percent who do not plan to continue
teaching in Idaho: 53.0 percent say they are likely to leave their current
position to teach in another state, and 43.6 percent said they are likely to
leave teaching for a new occupation.

7 In the 20102011 academic year, the most cited exit reason was a leave of absence, which
alone accounted for about 52 percent of all certified staff leaving their current position.
However, of the certified staff that reported leave of absence as their exit reason, 92 percent
were from a single district, indicating a likely error in the data reported. We excluded the
turnover rate for the 2010-2011 academic year because the apparent error is so large that it
could result in a major misrepresentation of the turnover rate for the entire state.

Any data less than three years old is susceptible to change. According to Department of
Education officials, districts are allowed up to three years to correct data they submit to the
department. Department officials told us that data corrections are common.
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EXHIBIT 4.1 CERTIFIED STAFF TURNOVER BY EXIT REASON, ACADEMIC YEARS 2009-2010
THROUGH 2011-2012

Academic Year
2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

Exit Reason (%) (%) (%)
Contractor no longer paid on district payroll 0.1 0.8 4.5
Death 0.7 0.6 1.1
Involuntary termination 4.1 1.0 2.1
Leave of absence 2.6 52.4° 8.3
Leaving education profession 2.2 3.4 4.9
Military 0.3 0.1 0.2
Parental/family obligation 0.0 0.4 1.1
Personal reasons 8.9 12.7 21.9
Reduction in force 3.2 2.7 6.3
Retirement” 51.8 14.1 26.1
Returning to school 0.2 0.5 1.3
Service in foreign country 0.0 0.0 0.2
Spouse transferred 1.6 1.8 2.8
To work for another educational institution inside Idaho 18.9 5.6 12.8
To work for another educational institution outside Idaho 5.4 3.9 6.7

Source: Office of Performance Evaluations’ analysis of Department of Education data.

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

a

Of the certified staff that reported leave of absence as their exit reason, 92 percent were from a single district, indicating a
likely error in the data reported.

® Includes regular retirements and participants in the Early Retirement Incentive Program.

e We also asked two questions of the 85.5 percent who plan to continue
teaching in Idaho: 74.4 percent say they are unlikely to leave their current
position to teach in another school within the
same district, and 73.1 percent say they are
unlikely to leave their current position to teach in

v Most teachers plan to
another district.

continue teaching in

The survey responses of superintendents and principals Idaho.

showed differing opinions on the degree to which

teacher turnover is a concern for their district or school. In general, principals
felt turnover was less of a concern than superintendents did.” In our survey of
teachers, 167 respondents commented that they or other teachers they work with

’ These results mirror the responses provided by superintendents and principals to our survey
question about teacher retention.
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are considering leaving. For example, one teacher articulated his or her
perception of why teachers may leave: '

“I can understand why no teacher would want to teach here or stay
because every year for the past five years we have taken a pay cut, had
more responsibilities, and been given less support and appreciation.”

Degree to Which Teacher Turnover Is a Concern

Not a Somewhat of a Major
Concern Concern Concern
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendent (N = 84) 19.0 48.8 32.1
Principals (N = 255) 40.4 42.0 17.6

We followed up our question about the degree to which teacher turnover is a
concern with a question for superintendents and principals about the most
common teacher exit reasons in their district or school. The top three reasons for
turnover according to the superintendent respondents matched the top three
reasons for turnover identified by the principal respondents. Retirement was the
most common reason selected, followed by out-of-state transfers and transfers to
another district within Idaho.

Most Common Teacher Exit Reasons™

Transfer Transfer to
Retirement Out of State  Another District
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 68) 60.3 57.4 51.5
Principals (N = 152) 54.0 44.7 38.8

The survey results mirror what we learned in our ten district interviews. In these
interviews, two district administrators mentioned retirement as the reason for the
majority of turnover. Six administrators discussed the challenges inherent in
trying to keep teachers from leaving for other states (particularly Wyoming
where salaries are higher). Another five administrators described the competition
for staff among districts. One respondent to our teacher survey explains:

' This comment did not necessarily specify whether the respondent meant he or she was
considering leaving his or her current position or the profession altogether.
' Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could select up to three reasons.
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“We are losing many of our best teachers because they are overworked
and underpaid so they take opportunities elsewhere.”

What Benefits Does PERSI Offer Teachers?

K—12 teachers in Idaho are general members of the Public Employee Retirement
System of Idaho (PERSI).'> PERSI applies the same rules to teachers that it
applies to any other general member." The rules outline eligibility requirements
and a formula that calculates retirement benefits. The date a member becomes
eligible to retire depends on the member’s age and years of service.'* The benefit
available at retirement is calculated by a formula that takes into account salary,
years of service, and a benefit multiplier."’

An average of approximately 3 percent of teachers have retired each year from
fiscal year 2002 to 2012—a total of approximately 6,000 teachers. Exhibit 4.2
shows the total number of teachers that have retired each year since fiscal year
2002.

EXHIBIT 4.2 NUMBER OF TEACHER RETIREES, FISCAL YEARS 2002-2012

800

700
600

500 O Age 65+

400 B Age 60-64
[ Age 55-59
300 1
200
100
0 I T T T T T T T T T T

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012

Number of Retirees

Source: Data from PERSI.

'2 PERSI is a defined benefit plan into which both employees and employers pay contributions.

" General members of PERSI have different rules than members who qualify as public safety
officers.

' Members accrue one month of service for each calendar month worked as an active member.
Active members are those who work 15 or more days within one calendar month and, if you
are a teacher, work half time or more. A member’s retirement benefit is based on 42
consecutive months during which a member earns his or her highest average salary.

!5 The benefit multiplier for general members is 2 percent.
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Idaho Code § 59-1342 defines the service retirement age as 65 for general
members, including teachers. General members who retire at the age of 65 will
receive their full retirement benefit. For a reduced retirement benefit, general
members can retire at the minimum age of 55. Exhibit 4.2 depicts how many
teachers retired at the service age versus how many retired before the age of 65.

Early Retirement

The average retirement age for teachers in Idaho is 61, an average that falls
between the service retirement age and the minimum retirement age. PERSI
allows teachers and other general members to retire early and still receive their
full retirement benefit if they have met their rule of 90.

Rule of 90: Member
age plus years of

If general members retire before 65 or before reaching
their rule of 90, their retirement benefit is reduced.
Exhibit 4.3 depicts how many teachers had reached their

service equals 90. rule of 90 when they retired. It shows that many teachers

over the past decade had not yet reached their rule of 90

before retiring. The early retirement incentive made available to certified district
staff (excluding administrators) may, at least in part, explain this trend.'®

EXHIBIT 4.3 NUMBER OF TEACHER RETIREES WHO DID AND DID NOT REACH THEIR RULE OF
90 AT RETIREMENT, FISCAL YEARS 2002-2012
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Source: Data from PERSI.

' Certified staff can take the one-time incentive (based on a percentage of the employee’s salary

PPGA

and his or her age) if they meet certain criteria. Two of the criteria state that the employee (1)
must not have met the rule of 90, and (2) must have been between the ages of 55 and 62.
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Retirement and the Recession

Over the past decade, teacher retirement trends look about the same with no
significant deviations from the norm. PERSI does not have any data to support
the premise that teachers who are eligible for retirement are continuing to work
because of the effect of the salary cuts on their PERSI base plan benefit or the
effect of the recession on their elective 401K benefit.

According to PERSI’s executive director, the effect of salary cuts on a teacher’s
base plan benefit depends heavily on when the cut took place and how much was
cut. A teacher continuing to work may actually have very little effect on their
base plan benefit because PERSI uses the highest average salary in a consecutive
42-month period.

The executive director also said, however, that the teachers PERSI tends to hear
from are those who do not see the value in continuing to work. For example, a
common scenario that PERSI officials have recently seen is a teacher who has
experienced a salary cut and does not expect his or her salary to return to its
highest point for another couple of years at best. In this case, the teacher often
decides to retire.

A majority of the respondents (88.5 percent) to our teacher survey said they are
not eligible to retire, but 9.2 percent indicated that they are.'” When those 9.2
percent were asked why they have not yet retired, they most often cited two
reasons; 52.8 percent of them said they enjoy teaching and are not ready to
retire, and another 54.8 percent said they cannot afford to retire.'® The next most
common reason respondents mentioned for why they had not retired was that
they intend to retire by the end of the current academic year (3.8 percent).

Leaving PERSI

Teachers can transfer within the state from one school to another or from one
district to another without the transfer affecting their status in the retirement
system. However, if a teacher transfers out of state, two things happen: (1)
PERSTI’s retirement benefit would not transfer, making the teacher an inactive
member, and (2) the teacher would presumably enter a different retirement
system in his or her new state.

According to PERSI’s executive director, the benefits that a teacher would be
eligible for by accumulating years of service in two or more systems do not

17" About 2 percent of respondents were not sure if they are eligible to retire.

'8 The 54.8 percent of respondents who said they cannot afford to retire is the combined
response of 52.8 percent of respondents who indicated that they cannot afford to retire and 2.1
percent of respondents who selected the category “other”” and specified that they cannot afford
insurance.
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teacher retirement

equate to the benefits that the same teacher would be eligible for had the teacher
accumulated all of his or her years of service in one system.

For example, if a teacher taught in an Idaho school district for 15 years and then
transferred out of state where he or she taught for another 15 years, the teacher
would have accumulated 30 years of service. Upon retirement, the teacher would
draw benefits from two state retirement systems unless he or she claimed a
separation benefit when leaving PERSI-covered employment.'” Whether the
teacher is “penalized” for the transfer (i.e., not
The effect of accumulating all 30 years of service in Idaho) would
out-of-state depend on his or her individual set of circumstances. The

net effect (positive or negative) of any transfer in and out
of different retirement systems would have to be
determined on a case-by-case basis. Hence, any transfer

transfers on

benefits can only be among retirement systems would most certainly result in
quantified case by either a benefit increase or decrease because every
case. retirement system has its own set of rules and offers

PPGA

different benefits.?

Considerations for Policymakers

Notably, the data currently available on teacher turnover does not support
assertions that turnover has experienced a marked increase or change over the
past three years. Therefore, we conclude that a mass teacher exodus has not
occurred but that fears about such an exodus occurring in the future may not be
totally unfounded. In light of our discussion in two areas: (1) the recruitment and
retention challenges detailed in this chapter and the previous one, and (2) the
widespread tone of dissatisfaction expressed in our survey results, we suggest
that policymakers consider turnover data as one more source of information
available to identify and track recruitment, retention, and job satisfaction issues
faced by districts and schools.

By understanding what is and is not included in turnover numbers (for example,
only teachers versus certified staff versus all staff), policymakers can use the
data provided in this chapter as a baseline to monitor trends going forward,
especially as conversations begin anew about the direction and pace of education
reform in Idaho. Keeping a watchful eye on teacher turnover trends will only
serve to better inform policy decisions and improve policymakers’ ability to
ascertain future teacher workforce needs—needs described in chapter 5.

1" A separation benefit is a withdrawal of the contributions made to your base plan account.

0 The average monthly benefit collected by PERSI retirees are the eleventh lowest in the nation.
Conceivably, a teacher could move to 39 other states and receive a benefit enhancement.
Among neighboring states, only retirees in Wyoming and Montana have a lower average
monthly benefit than retirees in Idaho.
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Future Teacher Workforce Needs
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The discussions in chapters 3 and 4 on recruitment, retention, and turnover lend
to a discussion of what the future supply and demand for teachers will be. This
chapter highlights one other important factor affecting future teacher workforce
needs: changing teacher duties. After discussing superintendent, principal, and
teacher opinions about changes in teacher duties, this chapter concludes with an
explanation of what resources are available to understand teacher supply and
demand.

How Are Teacher Duties Changing?

By discussing factors that affect recruitment, retention, and turnover chapters 3
and 4 both outline concepts that will likely affect Idaho’s future need for
teachers. One other important area that we identified as having the potential to
affect the supply and demand of teachers is the changing nature of teacher
duties. Policymakers expressed specific interest in understanding whether
teacher duties may have changed due to a loss of support staff.

Our survey asked superintendents and principals to indicate the degree to which
teachers in their district or school have experienced a change in duties due to a
loss of support staff. We also asked teachers for their opinions on how much
their duties have changed. Superintendent, principal, and teacher respondents
had nearly identical responses, with approximately 47—48 percent of each set of
respondents indicating the loss of support has caused a significant change in
teacher duties.

Degree to Which Teachers Have Experienced a
Change in Duties Due to a Loss of Support Staff

Significant Some No

Change Change Change
(%) (%) (%)
Superintendents (N = 84) 47.6 40.5 11.9
Principals (N = 255) 47.8 43.9 8.2
Teachers (N = 2,467) 47.1 38.6 14.4
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Likewise, in our district interviews, several administrators mentioned that the
loss of paraprofessionals and other instructional or duty aides has had a
burdensome effect on teachers’ time and attention. For example, a few
administrators explained that instead of teachers spending time preparing for
class, developing curriculum, or mentoring a student one-on-one, they are
performing lunch, recess, or bus duty.

District administrators we interviewed said that the

Teachers, as well as reduced numbers of support staff coupled with increased
district and school demands are causing a shift in the nature of teacher duties.
administrators, For instance, district administrators mentioned new

commented on the
daily demands of

initiatives, such as the Common Core or Students Come
First, as examples of increased demands on teachers, as
well as the concept of meeting the diverse needs of all

teachers that students—to include not only academic needs but also

extend beyond social, emotional, and health needs. A few respondents to
instructional duties. our teacher survey expanded on the expectation to do

PPGA

more with fewer resources:

“The continual pressure on public school teachers to do more and more
with less and less is grinding me to dust. It’s not one big thing, it’s all the
small-to-medium things, for the past three years, that is causing me to
reconsider my career as a teacher.

“I have taught for 28 years. The last few years have been the most
difficult of my career. I truly believe in accountability, but realistic
accountability. We are expected to do more and more with less and less
and no support. I will leave teaching soon.”

According to administrators we interviewed, teacher workload is increasing as
teachers are asked to do more, change more, and change faster. One
administrator explains the potential effect:

“Teaching is to some degree like an actor’s performance. What I mean is
that it’s a craft. Teachers have to present information in a way that
engages their students and it takes a high amount of energy to do that.
There’s a need for them to have breaks and regroup... What is happening
is that teachers are having to do more of the duties (recess, lunch,
detention, etc.) and that limits their ability to get ready for their lessons...

...It affects the education of kids. If people really followed a master
teacher for a good while of time, they would see the energy level
required day in, day out to be present. I can read lines as an actor, but can
I perform? That’s true with teaching; there’s a science and an art. You
need to provide certain supports for the art.”
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Because of the potential for teacher duties to change for

any number of reasons, we also asked teacher Teachers most
respondents to our survey to identify up to three other
factors that may have caused a change in their duties
besides a loss of support staff. Interestingly, given the
opportunity to list other factors, respondents reiterated a
loss of staff as the most common factor affecting a their duties.
change in duties followed by budgetary or funding factors

and larger class sizes.

commonly identified a
loss of support staff as
causing a change in

What Are Idaho’s Future Needs?

Legislators expressed interest in developing a deeper understanding of Idaho’s
anticipated needs—an important matter in light of the perceptions of
superintendents, principals, and teachers on a variety of K—12 issues outlined not
only in this chapter, but also throughout the report. We learned that to make
future need projections, we would have to rely substantially on assumptions and
caveats to separate any long-term changes in teacher recruitment and retention
patterns from the effects of recent economic conditions and the current K—12
policy environment. Furthermore, projections for the future statewide supply and
demand for teachers in Idaho can be complex because the balance of supply and
demand for teachers varies dramatically by district. Each district has its own
challenges for recruiting and retaining teachers and should be examined
individually.

As part of our effort to respond to legislators’ questions Data currently

and quantify Idaho’s future need for teachers, we asked available on teacher
superintendent and principal respondents to our survey supply and demand
about their expectations for the number of open teaching does not lend itself to

positions. Specifically, we asked respondents to project
whether open positions will be above, below, or about
average over the next two years. Nearly half of both ]
superintendent and principal respondents indicated they applicable to the
thought the number of open teaching positions would be entire state.
average. The remaining respondents felt that the number

of open teaching positions would be either below or above average. These
respondents also provided a rationale:

a straightforward
conclusion that is

e Approximately 15 percent of superintendent respondents said that they
expected the number of open teaching positions will be lower than
average over the next two years versus 25 percent of principal
respondents. Superintendents cited three reasons in approximately equal
proportions: decreased student enrollment, reduced workforce, and
anticipated low turnover. On the other hand, most principals indicated
that they expected fewer open positions because they anticipated low
turnover rates.
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e About one-third of superintendent respondents and one-fourth of
principal respondents said that they expect the number of open teaching
positions will be higher than average over the next two years. When
asked to offer their opinion on why they thought there would be more
open teaching positions than usual, both superintendent and principal
respondents indicated they expected increased teacher retirement and
voluntary turnover, including teachers leaving for other states, teachers
leaving because they are dissatisfied or feel underappreciated, and
teachers leaving because of low salaries.

Only about half of When we asked teacher respondents to comment on their

teacher level of job security, nearly half (48.9 percent) indicated
they feel their job is secure. However, 22.8 percent said
they did not feel their job was secure, and another 28.4
percent were unsure.

respondents feel
that their job is
secure.

Current Efforts to Quantify Needed Positions

The Department of Labor calculates employment projections for a wide range of
occupations, including teachers. Exhibit 5.1 displays the Department of Labor’s
employment projections for elementary, middle, and secondary school teachers
through 2020. The estimates project an annualized growth of 1.3 percent each
year.

EXHIBIT 5.1 EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS FOR TEACHERS, 2010-2020

Percentage Annualized

Type of 2010 2020 Net Change  Annual Growth” Annual Annual
Teacher Employment Employment Change (%) Growth® (%) Replacements® Openings®
Elementary® 6,960 8,160 1,200 17 120 1.60 153 273
Middle
School® 1,848 2,167 319 17 32 1.61 41 73
Secondary® 4,416 4,741 325 7 33 0.71 121 154

Total 13,224 15,068 1,844 14 185 1.31 314 499
All Education
Occupat‘ionsf 38,973 44,368 5,395 14 540 1.30 835 1,375

Source: Data from the Idaho Department of Labor’s 2010-2020 Occupation Projections.

Number of vacancies due to growth in the student population.
Average percentage of growth per year from 2010 to 2020.
Number of vacancies due to natural turnover such as retirement.
Openings due to growth and replacement needs.

Excludes special education and vocational teachers.

Includes all P-20 positions plus library and training positions.

- o o o T
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The Department of Education compiled a detailed supply and demand report in
the past but has significantly scaled back that report because it was, according to
department officials, neither accurate nor useful. In order to complete the report,
the department had to rely on district personnel to do cumbersome guesswork.
Now the report only reflects districts’ hard-to-fill positions—information that the
department provides annually to the federal government.

Despite the lack of a robust teacher supply and demand report, the State Board of
Education, in conjunction with the Department of Education and the Department
of Labor, is taking several steps toward reaching a better understanding of
teacher supply and demand issues—primarily by linking education data with
workforce data. To help make this link, the State Board of Education secured
federal grant money. Under the grant, the board is working with the Department
of Education and the Department of Labor to meet three primary objectives:

1. The State Board of Education is working with the Department of Labor
to develop the workforce database (maintained by the Department of
Labor). The funds for this part of the project total $2.5 million.

2. The Department of Education is responsible for enhancing the education
unique ID system (EDUID) to enable the system to link students to the
workforce database. The funds for this part of the project total $250,000.

3. The State Board of Education will create a research request portal with
funds totaling $259,000.

Additionally, the Department of Labor received a Workforce Data Quality
Initiative grant for $1 million that will be used to determine the effectiveness of
workforce development programs. The ultimate goal is for the state to have a
robuslt longitudinal data system that links P—-20 education data to workforce
data.

Considerations for Policymakers

Teacher workforce needs can be difficult to predict,

especially given the undetermined effect of recent Future teacher
economic conditions and the current K—12 policy workforce needs are
environment. Although this chapter identifies some inconsistent among
statewide themes that affect future need, not all districts districts.

or even schools within the same district face similar

workforce needs. Our survey results show that future

need is not consistent statewide. Some districts and schools expect significant
numbers of open teaching positions; others expect relatively few open teaching
positions.

' P20 refers to a system that integrates data from preschool through higher education.
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When looking to ensure an adequate supply of high quality teachers in Idaho,
policymakers should consider who is being priced into or out of the teaching
workforce. Our study leads to a pointed question—to whom are policymakers
appealing to enter the teaching profession?

If the state places enough demands on teachers’ time and attention and if
teachers perceive that they are given little credit for the work they do, then the
state may experience negative effects. Examples of such negative effects could
include erosion of the size and quality of the teacher workforce wherein teachers
or potential teachers begin to favor professions that pay better, are more
positively viewed, or both. Under these conditions, the state would run the risk
of declines not only in the number of people who are willing to enter or remain
in the profession, but also in the quality of the pool of prospective candidates.
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Project Scope
June 2012
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The Senate Education Committee has expressed interest in learning more about
Idaho’s public school teachers—a population of more than 15,000 who educate
K-12 students in 115 districts and 43 charter schools across the state. The
committee is particularly interested in studying what factors come together to
bring quality teachers into classrooms and what factors keep them there.

During the 2012 session, on behalf of the Senate Education Committee,
Chairman Goedde requested a study of teacher recruitment, retention, and
attrition and a few other issues of interest to committee members. Senator
Hammond then added a question about class size to the committee’s request. On
March 12, 2012, the Joint Legislative Oversight Committee approved the
request, inclusive of Senator Hammond’s addition.

Our evaluation will address each question and topic area presented in the
request:

1. Educator recruitment — How do teachers find their way into this
profession and why?

2. Teacher attrition — Why do teachers leave the profession, where do they
go, and in what numbers?

3. Teacher retention — What keeps Idaho teachers in the classroom?

4. In the face of an aging teaching workforce and a growing population,
what are Idaho’s anticipated needs for future educators?

5. Are teachers graduating with the skills to be successful in today’s
classrooms and, if not, what are those deficiencies?

6. National statistics may support the theory that educators moving from
one state to another lose about half their pension potential over their
work careers. How does PERSI, Idaho’s retirement system, treat
educators moving from one pension system to another?

7. ldentify the challenges and opportunities to attract new teachers and to
retain current staff.
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8. Provide a decade of historical data on the supply of educators versus job
openings.

9. Because the ratio of students to certified staff does not necessarily reflect
the number of students in a classroom, segregate certified teachers
associated with a classroom and examine class size variations in Idaho.

10. Examine changes in duties of teachers and whether there are new burdens
on time and attention created by a loss of community resource workers,
counselors, and other support staff.

Projected completion date: January 2013
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Appendix B
Survey of K-12 Public School

Personnel
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Purpose and Methods

In September 2012 we surveyed district and school personnel (specifically
superintendents, principals, and teachers) to gather their perspectives on
concerns that are of interest to policymakers (see study scope in appendix A).

We conducted ten interviews with district administrators across the state that
helped inform the development of our survey. We pilot tested the superintendent
and principal survey with a group of five superintendents, and we pilot tested the
teacher survey with two current teachers, one former teacher, and a school
counselor.

We e-mailed the survey to all superintendents and principals using a contact list
provided by the Department of Education. Our e-mail asked principals to share
the survey with their teachers. As a result, we received 2,826 survey responses:
84 superintendents, 256 principals, and 2,486 teachers. The survey results
indicate that respondents are a diverse representation of a majority (about 72
percent) of Idaho districts and charters.

We automatically disqualified any district or school personnel who did not
identify themselves as a superintendent, principal, or teacher from taking the
survey. We purposely limited potential survey respondents to superintendents,
principals, and teachers for two reasons:

1. These positions (and their basic descriptions and functions) are universal
across districts. Other types of district administrators and certified school
staff are inconsistent across districts and schools.

2. We did not have a complete contact list for any personnel except for
superintendents and principals. No complete contact list for teachers
exists. The Idaho Education Association maintains a list of their
members’ e-mail addresses, but this list does not include the addresses of
teachers who are not members. However, because legislators expressed
specific interest in learning more about teachers in the classroom, we
decided to survey them by asking principals to forward the survey link to
their teachers.
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Limitations

We had some limitations to our survey:

We chose to limit the final open-ended question to 50 words because the
number of potential respondents to our survey was greater than 17,000
and office resources were not available to analyze lengthy responses for
that large of a number.

Given the varied nature of spam filters in districts and schools, we
assume that some number of superintendents and principals did not
receive our e-mail and link to the survey. We cannot quantify that
number.

Because a statewide list of teacher e-mails does not exist, we had to rely
on principals to forward the survey link to their teaching staff.

Our survey design criteria, particularly the criterion that outlined who
was qualified to take the survey, could be classified as limited by those
who expressed interest in taking the survey but did not qualify to do so.

TAB 9 Page 80



PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

Workforce Issues Affecting Public School Teachers

Superintendent Responses

Please indicate the degree to which teacher turnover is a concern in your district. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Major concern 27 32
Somewhat of a concern 41 49
Not a concern 16 19

Please indicate which of the following teacher exit reasons are the most common in your district.
Select up to three. (N=68)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Retirement 41 60
Transfer to another district 35 51
Transfer to another school within my district 1 1
Transfer out of state 39 57
Personal reasons 7 10
Change of career 17 25
Reduction in force 12 18
Involuntary termination 4 6
Other, please specify 7 10

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Over the next two years, do you expect the number of open teaching positions in your district to
be (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Higher than average 32 38
Average 39 46
Lower than average 13 15

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

| expect the number of open teaching positions to be higher than average because of
Select all that apply. (N=32)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Student growth 8 25
Teacher retirement 23 72
Voluntary turnover 13 41
Class size reduction efforts 3 9
Other, please specify 15 47

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.
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| expect the number of open teaching positions to be lower than average because of
Select all that apply. (N=13)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Decreased student enrollment 4 31
Reduction in force 5 38
Anticipated low turnover 4 31
Other, please specify 5 38

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

During the hiring process, please indicate the degree to which your district has a sufficient pool
of applicants for open teaching positions. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Our applicant pool is too small for most positions 37 44
We have a desirable number of applicants for most positions 14 17
We have an excessive number of applicants for most positions 1 1

The size of our applicant pool significantly varies depending on the

type of position 38

During the hiring process, please indicate the degree to which your district has a quality pool of
applicants for open teaching positions. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

High quality pool 4 5
The quality of our pool is not particularly high or low, but generally

. 27 32
meets our expectations
Low quality pool 12 14
The quality of our pool significantly varies depending on the type of
position 41 49

Please indicate the degree to which your district generally has trouble finding qualified applicants
to fill open teaching positions. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

A lot of trouble 15 18
Some trouble in a few subject areas or specialties 63 75
No trouble 6 7
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What are your district’s most significant challenges in recruiting teachers? Select up to three.
(N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Remote/rural location 42 50
Salary 64 76
Benefits package 20 24
Non-renewable contracts 3 4
Located near more competitive districts 29 35
Located near more competitive states 34 40
My district has no significant recruitment challenges 6 7
Other, please specify 6 7

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please identify your district’s hard-to-fill positions. Insert up to three. (N=80)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Math 50 63
Music 10 13
Science 41 51
Special education 40 50
My district does not generally have hard-to-fill positions 5 6
Other 37 46

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please indicate the degree to which teacher retention is a concern in your district. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Major concern 25 30
Somewhat of a concern 43 51
Not a concern 16 19

Which level of experienced teachers does your district have the most difficulty retaining?
Select all that apply. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

New teachers (0-2 years of experience) 29 35
Teachers frozen on the salary schedule 27 32
Midcareer teachers 18 21
Highly experienced teachers 14 17

No difference in the retention of teachers with different experience
levels

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one

response.

27 32
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Please indicate the degree to which your district’s teacher compensation package is competitive
with neighboring districts, including districts in other states. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Competitive 21 25
Somewhat competitive 28 33
Not competitive 35 42

Please indicate the degree to which new teachers (0-2 years of experience) in your district are
prepared to teach. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Most are prepared 48 57
Some are prepared, others are not 35 42
Most are unprepared 1 1

What is your overall level of satisfaction with new teachers (0-2 years of experience)? (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Satisfied 59 70
Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 21 25
Unsatisfied 4 5

Please indicate the degree to which class size (number of students per classroom teacher) is a
concern in your district. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Major concern 20 24
Somewhat of a concern 34 40
Not a concern 30 36
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What are the skills or credentials you would most like to see increased in new teacher hires?
Select all that apply. (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Multiple certifications and/or endorsements 64 76
Familiarity with technology 27 32
Ability to integrate technology into the classroom 45 54
Classroom management 50 60
Subject area expertise 35 42
I’'m generally satisfied with the skills and credentials of new 6 7
teachers
Other, please specify 11 13

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please indicate the degree to which teachers in your district have experienced a change in duties
due to a loss of support staff (such as paraprofessionals, duty aides, Community Resource
Workers, counselors, etc.). (N=84)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Significant change 40 48
Some change 34 40
No change 10 12
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Principal Responses

What is the level of your school? (N=256)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

PPGA

High school 62 24
Middle or junior high 44 17
Elementary 118 46
Other, please specify the grade range 31 12

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Please indicate the degree to which teacher turnover is a concern in your school. (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Major concern 45 18
Somewhat of a concern 107 42
Not a concern 103 40

Please indicate which of the following teacher exit reasons are the most common in your school.
Select up to three. (N=152)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Retirement 82 54
Transfer to another district 59 39
Transfer to another school within my district 20 13
Transfer out of state 68 45
Personal reasons 37 24
Change of career 39 26
Reduction in force 33 22
Involuntary termination 7 5
Other, please specify 15 10

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Over the next two years, do you expect the number of open teaching positions in your school to
be (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Higher than average 65 25
Average 123 48
Lower than average 67 26

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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| expect the number of open teaching positions to be higher than average because of
Select all that apply. (N=65)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Student growth 10 15
Teacher retirement 30 46
Voluntary turnover 20 31
Class size reduction efforts 6 9
Other, please specify 33 51

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

| expect the number of open teaching positions to be lower than average because of
Select all that apply. (N=67)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Decreased student enroliment 11 16
Reduction in force 17 25
Anticipated low turnover 41 61
Other, please specify 13 19

PPGA

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

During the hiring process, please indicate the degree to which your school has a sufficient pool of
applicants for open teaching positions. (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Our applicant pool is too small for most positions 73 29
We have a desirable number of applicants for most positions 68 27
We have an excessive number of applicants for most positions 19 7

The size of our applicant pool significantly varies depending on the

type of position 95 37

During the hiring process, please indicate the degree to which your school has a quality pool of
applicants for open teaching positions. (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

High quality pool 47 18
. . . . 85 33
The quality of our pool is not particularly high or low, but generally
Low quality pool 42 16
The quality of our pool significantly varies depending on the type of
position 81 32

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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Please indicate the degree to which your school generally has trouble finding qualified applicants
to fill open teaching positions. (N=254)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

A lot of trouble 34 13
Some trouble in a few subject areas or specialties 165 65
No trouble 55 22

What are your school’s most significant challenges in recruiting teachers? Select up to three.
(N=255)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Remote/rural location 75 29
Salary 170 67
Benefits package 54 21
Non-renewable contracts 36 14
Located near more competitive districts 76 30
Located near more competitive states 88 35
My school has no significant recruitment challenges 34 13
Other, please specify 31 12

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please identify your school’s hard-to-fill positions. Insert up to three. (N=249)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Math 82 33
Science 62 25
Special Education 118 47
My district does not generally have hard-to-fill positions 41 16
Other, please specify 130 52

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please indicate the degree to which teacher retention is a concern in your school. (N=254)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Major concern 38 15
Somewhat of a concern 114 45
Not a concern 102 40
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Which level of experienced teachers does your school have the most difficulty retaining? Select
all that apply. (N=253)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

New teachers (0-2 years of experience) 77 30

Teachers frozen on the salary schedule 64 25

Midcareer teachers 34 13

Highly experienced teachers 33 13

NclJ dif'flerence in the retention of teachers with different experience 103 a1
evels

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please indicate the degree to which your school’s teacher compensation package is competitive
with neighboring districts, including districts in other states. (N=254)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Competitive 62 24
Somewhat competitive 107 42
Not competitive 85 33

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Please indicate the degree to which new teachers (0-2 years of experience) in your school are
prepared to teach. (N=253)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Most are prepared 143 57
Some are prepared, others are not 101 40
Most are unprepared 9 4

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

What are the skills or credentials you would most like to see increased in new teacher hires?
Select all that apply. (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Multiple certifications and/or endorsements 91 36
Familiarity with technology 68 27
Ability to integrate technology into the classroom 115 45
Classroom management 172 67
Subject area expertise 73 29
I’'m generally satisfied with the skills and credentials of new 32 13
teachers
Other, please specify 50 20

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.
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What is your overall level of satisfaction with new teachers (0-2 years of experience)? (N=254)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Satisfied 178 70
Neither satisfied nor unsatisfied 68 27
Unsatisfied 8 3

Please indicate the degree to which class size (number of students per classroom teacher) is a
concern in your school. (N=254)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Major concern 106 42
Somewhat of a concern 97 38
Not a concern 51 20

What is the average class size (number of students per classroom teacher) in your district?
(N=247)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Less than 10 1 0.4
10-11 2 0.8
12-13 3 1
14-15 8 3
16-17 7 3
18-19 4 2
20-21 19 8
22-23 29 12
24-25 57 23
26-27 42 17
28-29 28 11
30-31 19 8
32-33 13 5
34-35 10 4
36 or more 5 2

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Please indicate the degree to which teachers in your school have experienced a change in duties
due to a loss of support staff (such as paraprofessionals, duty aides, Community Resource
Workers, counselors, etc.). (N=255)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Significant change 122 48
Some change 112 44
No change 21 8
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Teacher Responses

How many years have you been teaching in Idaho? (N=2,480)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

0-2 263 11
3-5 336 14
6-10 552 22
11-20 725 29
21-30 476 19
More than 30 128 5

What is your highest level of education? (N=2,484)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Associate’s degree 8 0.3
Bachelor’s degree 628 25
Some graduate credits 805 32
Master’s completed 350 14
Credit beyond masters 592 24
PhD (EdD) completed 19 0.8
Other, please specify 82 3

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Which type of certification do you hold for your current position? (N=2,476)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Regular 2,309 93
Provisional 35 1
Alternative, teacher to new 7 0.3
Alternative, content specialist 52 2
Alternative, ABCTE 56 2
Alternative, postbaccalaureate 7 0.3
No certification 10 0.4

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.
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What is your age? (N=2,479)

Percentage of

Responses  Respondents
29 or younger 289 12
30-39 556 22
40-49 690 28
50-54 375 15
55-59 341 14
60-64 191 8
65 or older 37 1
What is the level of your school? (N=2,487)

Percentage of

Responses  Respondents
High school 753 30
Middle/junior high 445 18
Elementary 1,065 43
Other, please specify the grade range 224 9
Which subject(s) do you teach? Select all that apply. (N=1,416)

Percentage of

Responses  Respondents
English (includes reading, writing, or language arts) 406 29
Math (algebra, statistics, geometry, calculus, etc.) 325 23
Science (biology, chemistry, physics, etc.) 290 20
Social studies (government, history, etc.) 283 20
Foreign language 57 4
Art 84 6
Physical education 95 7
Computers or other technology courses 115 8
Band, orchestra, music, choir 71 5
Professional/technical education 139 10
Special education 171 12
Other, please specify 230 16

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one

response.
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In your current position, what is your average class size? (N=2,313)

Percentage of

Responses Respondents
Less than 10 130 6
10-11 78 3
12-13 82 4
14-15 86 4
16-17 60 3
18-19 85 4
20-21 224 10
22-23 190 8
24-25 485 21
26-27 258 11
28-29 206 9
30-31 252 11
32-33 83 4
34-35 33 1
36 or more 61 3
Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.
How long have you taught in your current positions? (N=2,480)
Percentage of
Responses Respondents
0-2 years 575 23
3-5years 552 22
6—10 years 585 24
11-20 years 506 20
21-30 years 210 8
More than 30 years 52 2
Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.
Where did you hold your previous teaching position? (N=2,466)
Percentage of
Responses Respondents
Same school, different position 412 17
Different school within the same district 570 23
Another school district within Idaho 525 21
Out of state 390 16
This is my first teaching position 569 23
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Do you feel your job is secure? (N=2,483)

Percentage of

Responses Respondents
No 566 23
Not sure 704 28
Yes 1,213 49
Do you plan to continue teaching in Idaho? (N=2,487)
Percentage of
Responses  Respondents
No 360 14
Yes 2,127 86

Are you likely to leave your current position to teach in another state? (N=362)

Percentage of

Responses Respondents
Likely 192 53
Not sure 93 26
Unlikely 77 21
Are you likely to leave teaching for a different occupation? (N=362)
Percentage of
Responses  Respondents
Likely 158 44
Not sure 83 23
Unlikely 121 33

Are you likely to leave your current position to teach in another Idaho school within the same

district? (N=2,129)

Percentage of

Responses Respondents
Likely 118 6
Not sure 428 20
Unlikely 1583 74
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Are you likely to leave your current position to teach in another Idaho district? (N=2,131)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Likely 148 7
Not sure 425 20
Unlikely 1,558 73

Are you participating or have you participated in any kind of peer mentoring program while
teaching in Idaho? Select all that apply. (N=2,487)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Yes, | am mentoring someone or have mentored someone 1,212 49
Yes, | am being mentored or was mentored by someone 802 32
No 691 28

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.

Please indicate the degree to which your participation in a peer mentoring program is/was
important to your professional development. (N=1,783)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Important 1,064 60
Somewhat important 576 32
Not important 143 8

Are you eligible to retire? (N=2,487)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

Yes 230 9
No 2,200 88
Not sure 57 2

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because of rounding.

Why have you not retired? Select all that apply. (N=288)

Percentage of
Responses  Respondents

| enjoy teaching and am not ready to retire 152 53
| am waiting until my current position can be filled 4 1
| cannot afford to 152 53
Other, please specify 59 20

Note: Percentages do not sum to 100 because respondents could provide more than one
response.
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Please indicate the degree to which you have experienced a change in duties due to a loss of
support staff (such as paraprofessionals, duty aides, Community Resource Workers, counselors,
etc.). (N=2,467)

Percentage of
Responses Respondents

Significant change 1,161 47
Some change 952 39
No change 354 14
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SUBJECT
Accountability Oversight Committee Statewide Accountability System
Recommendations

REFERENCE
October 2015 Accountability Oversight Committee presented

recommendations to the Board regarding changes
to be made to the state’s accountability system, in
preparation for submission of a new ESEA waiver

February 2016 Board received an update on the timeline for the
Accountability Oversight Committee to bring
recommendations forward

April 2016 Accountability Oversight Committee presented
recommendations to the Board regarding removal
of the ISAT proficiency and college entrance exam
graduation requirements. The Board adopted the
recommendation that the ISAT proficiency
graduation requirement be removed and rejected
the recommendation that the college entrance
exam graduation requirement be removed.

APPLICABLE STATUTE, RULE, OR POLICY
Idaho State Board of Education Governing Policies & Procedures, Section Ill.AA.
Accountability Oversight Committee
Section 33-110, Ildaho Code — Agency to Negotiate, and Accept, Federal
Assistance
Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.02 — Section 111, Assessment in the
Public Schools; IDAPA 08.02.02 — Section 112, Accountability; IDAPA 08.02.02 —
Section 113, Rewards; and IDAPA 08.02.02 — Section 114, Failure to Meet
Adequate yearly Progress (AYP); IDAPA 08.02.03 — Section 105.

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION

The Accountability Oversight Committee (committee) was established in April
2010 as an ad-hoc committee of the Idaho State Board of Education to make
recommendations to the Board on improvements to the statewide student
achievement system and to report annually to the Board ono the effectiveness of
the system. On December 10, 2015, President Obama signed the Every Student
Succeeds Act (ESSA) reauthorizing the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
of 1965. Pursuant to ESSA, states must implement new accountability systems
aligned to the law by the 2017-2018 school year.

In January 2016, the Policy, Planning and Governmental Affairs Committee
charged the Accountability Oversight Committee with bringing forward
recommendations to the Board that were in alignment with the Task Force
recommendations for a new state accountability system (Recommendation 5 —
2013) and would meet the federal accountability requirements. This charge
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included gathering input from all education stakeholders with the goal of having a
recommendation ready in time for the Board to consider the recommendation and
test those parts of the recommendation that are during the 2016-2017 school year
prior to holding districts accountable to them in the 2017-2018 year, as required by
ESSA.

The committee sought out expert guidance and stakeholder feedback throughout
the process of developing their recommendations. The committee’s report is
provided as Attachment 1; a summary of recommendations by topic follows:

Performance Measures

¢ An accountability system that includes indicators which meet the requirements
for federal accountability and additional state indicators to be provided on a
data dashboard that present a well-rounded picture of school performance

e Separate indicators for three (3) types of schools: Elementary and Middle
Schools, High Schools, and Alternative High Schools (please see the full report
for the committee’s recommendations of indicators appropriate for each school
category)

High School Assessment and Graduation Rate Calculations

e Transition the accountability assessment (ISAT by Smarter Balanced) for high
school to 11t grade administration

e Adjust the graduation rate calculation by extending the period for students to
complete graduation requirements through the summer

Student Growth Calculations

e The State Department of Education should work closely with members of the
Idaho Assessment Technical Advisory Committee to identify and recommend
a new model for calculating student growth

Scoring and Reporting

e Data regarding schools’ performance on all accountability indicators should be
presented publically on an interactive online data dashboard; however, the
dashboard should not include a summative score or performance rating

The draft accountability system recommended by the committee, particularly the
indicators designated for use for federal accountability, is compliant with ESSA
requirements. However, the committee’s recommendation to not publically post a
summative rating or score for all schools conflicts with the proposed regulations
released in May by the U.S. Department of Education. The committee would like
to provide feedback regarding the regulations, as the committee members feel that
the proposed data dashboard is in compliance with the ESSA and its intent and
hopes that the U.S. Department of Education will adjust the regulations before they
are finalized.

IMPACT
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Adoption of the recommendations will provide Board staff with the details needed
to finalize administrative rules regarding the state’s comprehensive assessment
system and accountability requirements.

ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1 — Accountability Oversight Committee K-12 Statewide
Accountability System Recommendations Report Page 7
Attachment 2 — Chairperson Comments Page 21

STAFF COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

At the April 2016 regular Board meeting the Board was asked to consider the
removal of the Idaho Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) proficiency and college
entrance exam (ACT or SAT) graduation requirements. These recommendations
were brought forward in advance of the accountability system recommendations
so that any action taken by the Board could be implemented through the
administrative rule promulgation process this year, as the requirements are
contained in Idaho Administrative Code, IDAPA 08.02.03.105. At that time the
Board adopted the recommendation to remove the ISAT proficiency graduation
requirement and rejected the recommendation to remove the requirement that a
student take a college entrance exam, returning the recommendation to
Accountability Oversight Committee.

The current state graduation requirements require, in addition to a minimum
number of credits in specific content areas, that each student show proficiency
through achievement of a “proficient” or “advanced” score on the grade 10 Idaho
Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) in math, reading and language usage (or an
alternate route established by the school district), and that all students take a
college entrance exam in grade 11. Additional provisions exist for students who
miss the state administration of the college entrance exam in grade 11. The Board
will be considering an amendment to IDAPA 08.02.03.106.06, Proficiency,
removing the proficiency requirement as a separate agenda item during the August
2016 Board meeting.

The state Comprehensive Assessment System and state accountability
requirements are contained in IDAPA 08.02.03.111-113. Amendments to these
sections in alignment with the proposed Committee recommendations will be
presented to the Board as a separate agenda item. Based on Board consideration
of the Committee’s recommendations, changes may need to be made to the
proposed rule prior to Board consideration at the August Board meeting. The state
rulemaking timelines require that Notices of Intent be published prior to the
development of any new or proposed rules in a timely manner that allows for public
input prior to the Board considering any proposed amendments or new
administrative rules. For proposed rules to make it through the rulemaking process
in a given year the Board must take action on the proposed changes at the August
Board meeting. The Board cannot take action on something that has not been
properly noticed (unless it meets one of the limited exemptions for notice of intent).
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The existing assessment program requires the ISAT be administered to students
in grades 9 and 10, and as applicable to students in grade 11. The Committee
recommendations would move the required administration of the ISAT to grade 11.
This would result in the required participation rate being calculated from those
students in grade 11 taking the ISAT.

The current college entrance exam requirement was added as part of the High
School Redesign Initiative of the Board in 2003. This initiative increased the rigor
of the state’s high school graduation requirements by increasing the number of
credits required in math and science, requiring senior projects be completed,
requiring that math be taken during the senior year, and requiring that students
take a college entrance exam to graduate. While not fully realized, the initiative
also contemplated moving toward a standards-based approach rather than the
prior seat time credit requirement. This included using end of course assessments
and standards-based portfolios and examinations for determining proficiency in the
standards to graduate and expanding the ISAT science assessment to every grade
level. The current college entrance exam requirement allows students to choose
between the ACT or SAT. Based on the state procurement and bidding processes,
the state was able to procure favorable terms for the statewide administration of
the SAT. This allows the state to pay for all students to take the SAT on the
statewide “test day” at no cost to the student. Students may choose to take the
assessment at that time at no cost to them or they may take it on a different day,
or they may choose to take the ACT at their own expense. The ACT and the SAT
provide fee waivers to certain eligible students and some school districts pay the
cost of the student to take the ACT if they choose. The current graduation
requirement allows the student to choose which assessment they take.

The requirement to take a college entrance exam was based in part on research
from other states that showed just taking the exam had helped to increase the
number of students going on to postsecondary education. Additional data showed
that college entrance exams were a barrier to students going on to college when
the students came from homes where they were the first individual in the family to
go on to a postsecondary education or came from families that did not value
postsecondary education. These students often did not have the support or the
information needed to understand the importance of taking a college entrance
exam and were less likely to voluntarily take the exam. Requiring all students take
a college entrance exam reached this group of students as well as students that
chose not to take the exam because they did not think they would be successful.

By requiring the exam be taken in grade 11, students who initially did not do well
on the exam could use the exam to identify areas that needed improvement and
then retake the exam during their senior year. Those students that did well on the
exam in grade 11 were able to use the exam in completing initial college entrance
and scholarship applications. The High School Redesign Initiative was adopted
by the Board in 2004. Following additional public and legislative input, initiative
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components were refined with final Administrative Code amendments adopted by
the Board in 2005 and approved by the Legislature in 2006. This initiative was
also accompanied by significant budget requests starting in FY 2007. Due to the
college entrance exam being a graduation requirement, the Board and the State
Department of Education were successful in winning legislative support for state
funding to cover the cost for all students to take the college entrance exam (based
on a statewide contract). The first graduating class subject to the college entrance
exam requirement was the class of 2012. The impact of this requirement on
Idaho’s Go On rate is unknown due to the limited number of student cohorts that
have graduated since the requirement went into effect. Additional benefits that
were not contemplated as part of the original initiative have been the ability to use
the college entrance exam to identify students for the Direct Admissions initiative
and the recommendation from the Governor's Taskforce subcommittee on
Accountability and Autonomy that the college entrance exam being used as one
of the standard performance measure used by all school districts (as applicable)
in their continuous improvement plans. If students were not required to take a
college entrance exam, one of the two (2) prongs currently used for admissions
under the Board’s Direct Admission program would be lost, and fewer students
might see postsecondary education as a viable option.

The framework provided as Appendix B to the Accountability Oversight
Committee’s Recommendations was developed by Idaho higher education faculty,
high school counselors, school administrators and State Department of Education
staff in the spring and summer of 2014 and is an example of how the ISAT could
be used for identifying remediation needs and placement at the postsecondary
level. The framework has not been adopted by the Board and based on changes
to available assessments, and the discontinuance of the Compass by ACT, would
need to updated prior to consideration of it use. At this time it should only be used
as an example of what could be done in this area.

BOARD ACTION

PPGA

| move to adopt the Accountability Oversight Committee’s recommendations
regarding the statewide accountability framework model as presented in
Attachment 1.

Moved by Seconded by Carried Yes No
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Accountability Oversight Committee
K-12 Statewide Accountability System Recommendations

Members and Past Members Involved in Developing these Recommendations:

Linda Clark Current Member (Ex-officio) Member, State Board of Education

Debbie Critchfield Current Member (Ex-officio) Member, State Board of Education

Pete Koehler Current Member (Ex-officio) Deputy Superintendent, State
Department of Education

Julian Duffey Current Member (5/19/16 - 6/30/18)  Special Education Director, Bonneville
Joint District

John Goedde Current Member (7/1/15-6/30/17) Former Idaho State Senator and School
Board Trustee, Coeur d’Alene District

Roger Stewart Current Member (5/19/16 - 6/30/18)  Professor, College of Education, Boise State
University

Jackie Thomason Current Member (7/1/15-6/30/17) Chief Academic Officer, West Ada
District

Spencer Barzee Past Member (7/1/14 - 6/30/16) Superintendent, Westside District

Deborah Hedeen Past Member (7/1/15-4/19/16) Dean, College of Education, Idaho State
University

Alison Henken Staff Support K-12 Accountability & Projects Manager,

Office of the State Board of Education

Subcommittee Charge:

To provide recommendations regarding the re-development of the statewide
K-12 school accountability system.

Guiding Principles:
We support an accountability system that:

1. Includes multiple measures which provide meaningful, trustworthy data and aid
schools in building a culture of student achievement and school improvement.

2. Reports results responsibly to accurately depict student achievement.

3. Isflexible in its application to school design and considers schools’ unique situations.
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Recommendations

The Accountability Oversight Committee has undergone a substantial process to develop its
recommendations. Over the course of eleven (11) meetings, from January to June 2016, the group
met for over 48 hours.

The committee sought stakeholder feedback and guidance from experts throughout the process of
developing the accountability framework. In February, the Accountability Oversight Committee
participated in a video conference with an expert from the Education Commission of the States
(ECS) regarding national trends in accountability. On March 7, the following stakeholder groups
provided in-person feedback to the committee: Idaho Association of School Administrators, Idaho
School Boards Association, Virtual School Leaders, Public Charter School Commission, State
Department of Education, and Senate Education Committee Chair, Dean Mortimer. The Idaho
Education Association and Northwest Professional Educators were also invited to participate; both
chose to send their feedback in writing due to time constraints. The Accountability Oversight
Committee invited staff from the State Department of Education and the Division of Professional-
Technical Education to provide information and expertise related to accountability for specialized
schools and subgroup populations. The committee also facilitated a phone call with members of
Idaho’s Technical Advisory Committee to gather their feedback on the indicators under
consideration.

In May, the Accountability Oversight Committee released the Draft Accountability Framework and
an accompanying online survey to gather public feedback. The Office of the State Board of
Education issued a press release about the survey and worked with stakeholder groups to
encourage participation of educators (K-12 and higher education), parents, legislators, and
community members. A total of 776 Idahoans responded to the survey. Analysis of the survey
results was extensive and detailed, and was used by the committee as a source of information when
the committee was making final decisions regarding which indicators to recommend for inclusion
in the accountability framework. The majority of the recommendations are in alignment with the
feedback received. The analysis report can be made available at the Board’s request.

Utilizing the information and knowledge gained through this process, the Accountability
Oversight Committee makes the following recommendations:

1. We recommend the state use the Idaho Standards Achievement Test (ISAT) by Smarter
Balanced for statewide accountability for administrations in grades 3-8 and 11.

a. We recommend shifting the administration of the high school accountability assessment
(ISAT by Smarter Balanced) from 10t to 11t grade.

e The Smarter Balanced assessment was designed for high school administration in 11t
grade. Shifting Idaho’s administration to 11th grade will put us in alignment with the
recommendations of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium, will ensure
appropriate use of the assessment, and will ensure the most valid results possible.
Additionally, it will allow comparability between Idaho’s high school assessment
results and those of other states administering the Smarter Balanced Assessment.
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e Since it is closer to the end of a student’s high school career, 11th grade is a more
appropriate year for accountability than 10th grade.

e Shifting the ISAT by Smarter Balanced to the 11th grade will allow the Office of the
State Board of Education to re-engage in work previously done with the state’s higher
education institutions to establish a framework that will allow use of ISAT by Smarter
Balanced scores for course placement. The draft framework is provided as Appendix B.
Establishing use of ISAT by Smarter Balanced scores for college placement will increase
the value of the assessment for students.

b. We recommend that the ISAT by Smarter Balanced be administered statewide in high
school only for the required accountability year (11% grade) and that additional required
administrations be removed from Administrative Code.

e We recommend that appropriate ongoing monitoring and interventions for students
who do not demonstrate proficiency in 8th grade be determined and implemented at
the local level.

e We recommend that the state consider including an 8th to 11th grade ISAT growth
calculation on high school data dashboards in the future. To determine whether this
calculation is appropriate and valid, data modeling using ISAT by Smarter Balanced
data should first be completed.

2. We recommend the state adopt an accountability model that includes separate
indicators for Elementary and Middle Schools (K-8), High Schools, and Alternative High
Schools, as outlined in Appendix A.

a. The Elementary and Middle Schools (K-8) category will include all schools who do not have
a 12t grade.

b. The High Schools category will include all non-alternative schools who have a 12t grade.
c. The Alternative High Schools category will include all schools who have a 12t grade and

have been designated as an alternative school by the Idaho State Department of Education.

3. Werecommend the state adopt an accountability framework that includes indicators to
be used for federal accountability and additional state measures to be included on
schools’ data dashboards, as detailed in Appendix A.

4. Werecommend the state adopt a new model for calculating student growth.

a. The Student Growth Percentile model used in the state’s Star Rating system was complex,
making it difficult to effectively explain to families and stakeholders.

b. We recommend the State Department of Education work closely with members of Idaho’s
Technical Advisory Committee to identify a model that balances validity of results with
ease of understanding by educators, parents, and the public.
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5. We recommend that the graduation rate calculation be adjusted by extending the
period for students to complete graduation requirements through the summer.

a.

This would ensure that students who complete graduation requirements during the
summer after their senior year and, therefore, graduate in that year are included as a
completer in the school’s graduation rate.

This is a logical change, as it will result in the period for the current cohort ending when the
new cohort begins.

6. We recommend that school performance data for all accountability indicators be
provided to the public on a data dashboard, but that the dashboard not include a single,
summative score or performance rating.

a.

The committee recognizes the following issues with publically assigning summative
performance scores (such as 1 to 5 Stars) to schools:

e School design and demographics have an impact on how likely a given school’s
students are to perform well in proficiency or growth categories (for instance, schools
with many high performers typically see less growth in a given year than those with
more struggling students). As a result, it is impossible to establish one process for
weighting proficiency and growth measures that is appropriate for all schools. This
increases the likelihood that schools will be misidentified. Furthermore, by weighting
categories at the state level for the purposes of giving schools a summative score,
schools will be inclined to focus on the areas that are emphasized by the state, rather
than identifying the areas of focus that best fit their schools’ needs and design.

e Summative performance scores are broad categories, which results in a watering down
of the actual results. For instance a 2 Star school might be at the bottom of that category
one year and at the top of the category the next year. The tendency of the public is to
see the school as a 2 Star school and to not recognize the improvement made.

The committee recognizes that the indicators used for federal accountability will need to
be combined in some manner in order to identify schools for comprehensive support and
improvement and targeted support and improvement. However, the committee does not
recommend that schools’ score or rating be included on the data dashboard or school
report card, or otherwise publically reported.

7. We recommend that school report card data be presented online in a manner that is
clear, user-friendly, and interactive.

a.

PPGA

We recommend that an interactive dashboard be used in order to allow stakeholders to
easily view summary data while also being able to dig deeper into the data in order to more
fully understand schools’ performance. For instance, the summarized proficiency data for
all students would be presented on the dashboard, but the user could click on the summary
image and be guided to other data that could be viewed, such as the proficiency by grade or
subgroup, or comparisons to district or statewide averages.

We recommend that the school report card include a hyperlink to schools’ local report cards
and/or performance measures.
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Appendices

A. Idaho K-12 Accountability System Framework, June 2016
B. ISAT by Smarter Balanced High School to Postsecondary Transition Framework
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APPENDIX A

KEY

AOC recommends including this measure on the data dashboard AOC recommends using this measure as a state measure when data is
and using it to meet federal requirements available and including it on the data dashboard at that time

AOC recommends including this measure as a state measure and AOC recommends considering including this measure at a later time,
including it on the data dashboard pending data modelling when appropriate data is available

PPGA TAB 10 Page 11


bblankenbaker
Typewritten Text
APPENDIX A

bblankenbaker
Typewritten Text

bblankenbaker
Typewritten Text

bblankenbaker
Typewritten Text


PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK

PPGA TAB 10 Page 12



APPENDIX A

PLANNING, POLICY AND GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS
AUGUST 11, 2016

Definitions and Additional Information

Term Current or Proposed Definition Additional Information
AP Advanced Placement
Chronic Students with less than 90%

Absenteeism

attendance

CTE Eligibility for
TCC

Career Technical Education students
eligible for Technical Competency
Credit

Students will be recognized for being eligible for
Technical Competency Credit even if they choose
not to have it transcripted.

English Learner
Test

The WIDA / ACCESS test that is given
to students who are learning English

AOC recommends using the same growth model
for this indicator as the growth model used for
ISAT growth for K-8.

Extended Year
Graduation Rate

A calculation that uses the 4 year
cohort but allows one additional year
for students to graduate

1B International Baccalaureate
. . AOC recommends waiting to include this indicator
IRI Idaho Reading Indicator . .g'
until a new assessment is in place.
ISAT Idaho Standards Achievement Test

ISAT Proficiency

Students who have scored proficient
or higher on the ISAT, demonstrating
appropriate grade-level knowledge

AOC recommends using an index that gives the
school partial weight to students who score basic
(i.e. 0.5 for each student), full credit for students
who score proficient (i.e. 1.0 for each student)
and above full credit for students who score
advanced (i.e. 1.25), as this encourages schools to
support students in continuing to move forward.

ISAT Gap Close
(non-proficient)

A measure that examines whether
students who are not proficient on the
ISAT (as a group) are making
appropriate progress to close their
achievement gap within an established
period of time

ISAT Growth

A measure that considers how much
knowledge students have gained, as
demonstrated by their score on the

ISAT

Technology Index

An index that would measure the
availability and use of technology in
schools

Specific measures to include in this index have not
yet been determined; the committee
recommends including it, but leaves
determination of exact measures to the SDE /
other work groups. The AOC recognizes that this
indicator may need to be added at a later date
(after the 2017-2018 school year).

An assessment currently used in the

The assessment is not currently used at
Alternative High Schools. Based on stakeholder

Workplace state’s career-technical programs that | feedback and the committee’s review, the AOC
Readiness measures whether a student is well- recommends the state pay for this assessment to
Assessment prepared to be successful in the be administered to all alternative high school
workforce students and included it in the accountability
system as a state measure.
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APPENDIX B

Spring 2014 Recommendations from Idaho Higher Education Faculty and Staff, High School
Counselors, School Administrators and Department of Education Staff for using the ISAT by
Smarter Balanced 11" Grade Assessment, SAT, ACT, and Compass for Initial Course Placement
Decisions by Idaho Institutions of Higher Education?

Introduction and Background

Idaho is a member of the Smarter Balanced Assessment Consortium (SBAC). SBAC assessments in
Idaho will be administered in grades 3-8 and once in high school. It is important to note that the
transition frameworks proposed below assume high school students take the assessment in 11t grade.
Students in the testing grades will be given summative assessments each spring in English Language
Arts (ELA) and mathematics. The final summative SBAC assessment in the spring of 11t grade is
considered a measure of college and career readiness. Because of this, SBAC developed a four-tiered
framework articulating the degree to which a student is considered college ready at the time of 11t
grade testing. Following is a description of the four tiers taken from the SBAC College Content-
Readiness Policy. Please note that remedial course work in this context means noncredit-bearing
college course work in ELA or mathematics taken prior to enrolling in an entry-level college credit-
bearing course:

» Level 4 Exempt—upon entry into college student is exempt from remedial course work. K-12
and higher education officials may jointly set Grade 12 requirements to maintain the
exemption.

» Level 3 Conditionally Exempt—student is conditionally exempt from remedial course work,
contingent on evidence of sufficient continued learning in Grade 12.

» Level 2 Partial Understanding—student needs support to meet college content-readiness
standard.

» Level 1 Minimal Understanding— student needs substantial support to meet college content-
readiness standard.

It is important to 