
 

 

January 29, 2015 
 
The Honorable Arne Duncan 
Secretary 
U.S. Department of Education 
400 Maryland Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20202 
    
Re:   Notice of Proposed Rulemaking (NPRM) on Teacher Preparation 

Issues, Docket ID ED-2014-OPE-0057 
 
Dear Secretary Duncan:  
 
The National School Boards Association (NSBA), representing over 90,000 local 
school board members through our state associations, is pleased to submit 
comments and recommendations on proposed new requirements for the teacher 
accountability system under Title II of the Higher Education Act of 1965 as 
amended (HEA). NSBA has long recognized that high quality teacher preparation 
programs are critical to increasing student achievement, and supports evidence-
based preparation, induction, mentoring, professional development and evaluation programs for educators.  
 
It is important to establish at the outset that oversight of teacher preparation programs is and should be the 
responsibility of state governments. Education is the largest single component of most state budgets, as well as 
being responsible for administration and policy. The federal role providing and safeguarding federal investments 
in education is an important one, but should not supersede state and local authority. The NPRM represents a 
substantial expansion of the federal role in post-secondary education that has significant consequences for local 
school districts.  
 
Although the NPRM is directed to States and teacher preparation programs, any accountability system has 
profound implications for local school districts that must be considered before any final action is taken. Local 
school districts are the providers of instruction for 50 million school children and teacher preparation programs 
rely on the nation’s 14,000 school districts in two fundamental ways: 
 

• Local school districts provide the clinical settings necessary for pre-service teachers to gain needed 
classroom experience. According to the Office of Postsecondary Education, only 50% of teacher 
candidates currently receive supervised clinical training. 
 
Demand for clinical training will increase substantially under the NPRM, which requires state 
assurances that each teacher preparation program is either accredited, or provides quality clinical 
preparation and meets other rigorous criteria. 
 

• Public school districts employ approximately 3.3 million teachers, prepared in a variety of settings, 
including traditional and alternative certification routes. 
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It is not in the interest of students, teachers, communities, teacher preparation programs and our nation for the 
federal government to impose regulations that overreach into local governance, negatively impact school district 
operations, or otherwise create barriers for local school districts to train and employ effective teachers. NSBA’s 
comments and recommendations are directed to the imperative of recognizing and supporting local school 
districts in the NPRM.  
 
Recommendation #1: Retain and strengthen the local school board consultative role. NSBA supports the 
requirement in the NPRM for states to consult with school boards as they develop procedures for assessing and 
reporting teacher preparation programs. We recommend inserting “local” before “school boards” in proposed 
section 612.4 (c)(1) to clarify that the section does not just refer to state boards of education.  
 
Recommendation #2: Expand the cost benefit analysis in the NPRM to include impact on local school 
districts. NSBA urges the Department to expand its cost benefit analysis to the local level, and exhorts the 
Department to ensure that a federal accountability system for teacher preparation programs fully supports any 
new requirements on school districts, provides flexibility and defers to local authority. For example: 
 

• State capacity to implement requirements of the NPRM are referenced throughout the document, 
including costs, benefits and transfers, determination of the size of teacher preparation programs that 
states would have to report on, capacity to report on alternative certification routes, reporting student 
learning outcomes, and adequacy of longitudinal data systems. Comparable recognition of and 
accommodations and resources for local school district capacity issues must also be included in a final 
document. 

 
• Data collection and reporting requirements described in Section 612.4(c)(2) and elsewhere in the 

NPRM could create new responsibilities for local school districts. To the extent that states’ current 
longitudinal data systems align with and are sufficient to meet the requirements of the NPRM, the 
burden could be minimal. However, the NPRM estimates that at least twenty state longitudinal data 
systems are not positioned to comply. The additional burden placed on school districts in states with 
greater disparities between current practice and requirements in the NPRM could be substantial. 
Further, school districts in states that have not received Race to the Top grants and/or ESEA flexibility 
waivers are in greater jeopardy of encountering additional reporting burdens. Finally, collecting and 
reporting student achievement data in non-tested grades presents another potential burden on school 
districts. 

 
• The impact on local school districts must also be considered in the event that a teacher preparation 

program loses Title IV eligibility due to non-compliance with the final rule. The disruption to students 
and schools in the event that clinical preparation arrangements are terminated – possibly resulting in 
abrupt departures during the school year - must be considered, prevented and compensated. 

 
Recommendation #3: Significantly revise or eliminate the definition of “quality clinical preparation” to 
preserve local governance. Establishing the qualifications for district-based personnel is a federal intrusion into 
local decision-making that has not been justified by the NPRM. The definition in section 612.2(d) has immense 
implications for school district hiring, professional development and other personnel practices such as collective 
bargaining or other local personnel agreements – responsibilities that historically and in current practice are 
matters of local governance and jurisdiction. In addition, a single definition may not be feasible. The prescriptive 
nature of the multiple clinical experiences described in the definition ignores geographic and other unique 
capacity issues faced by many school districts.  
 
Recommendation #4: Expand exemptions for data collections and reporting. NSBA supports the data 
collection and reporting exemptions in the NPRM based on the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act 
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(FERPA) and applicable state privacy laws. NSBA recommends that exemptions apply to Section 612.2(d) on 
employment outcomes based on collective bargaining or other local personnel agreements and policies that may 
prohibit collection and reporting of certain data. Also in this section is a requirement for student and employer 
surveys of perceived effectiveness. NSBA urges the Department to clarify that participation by school districts is 
voluntary, so that it does not become an unfunded mandate.  
 
In sum, NSBA applauds the Department’s goal to ensure that every student receives instruction from an effective 
teacher. At the same time, the impact of the NPRM at the local level is largely overlooked in the proposed rule 
and school districts must be fully supported in any accountability system for teacher preparation programs. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please contact Lucy Gettman, Deputy Associate Executive Director, 
at (703) 838-6763, or lgettman@nsba.org  regarding any further information about these recommendations. We 
appreciate your consideration and look forward to working closely with you throughout this process.   
 
 
Sincerely, 

 

  
Thomas J. Gentzel  
Executive Director, NSBA 
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