
February 20, 2024

Committee on Accreditation
1900 Capitol Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95811
Via email: accreditation@ctc.ca.gov

Re: Mills College at Northeastern University (MC:NU) Preliminary
Multiple Subject Program Approval

Dear Committee on Accreditation:

On behalf of the organizations listed below, we are writing you with respect
to Agenda Item 7 from the January 25, 2024, Committee on Accreditation
(COA) meeting in which the COA voted to unanimously grant Initial
Program Approval to MC:NU’s preliminary Multiple Subject program.

We would like to file a formal compliance complaint with the COA as this
new educator preparation program does not comply with the current
literacy instruction precondition 3 and also fails to meet the Domain 7
literacy teaching standards required as a result of Senate Bill 488. The
documentation submitted also refers to outdated precondition requirement
language and does not meet the criteria defined in the evidence guidance
aligned with current requirements.

We also believe that the Commission on Teacher Credentialing (CTC) has
failed to ensure that the MC:NU’s preliminary Multiple Subject program
aligns with CA EDC Section 44259(b)(4) inclusive of subparagraphs (A)
and (B) and CA EDC Section 44259.5(a) in that it is allowing instructional
practices in the program’s coursework that are not “evidenced-based”,
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supported by research, or reflective of guidance in the English Language
Arts/English Language Development Framework.

The scope of our compliance complaint is as follows:

Literacy Domain 7 Teaching Standards & Literacy
InstructionPrecondition 3:
Both the Literacy Domain 7 Teaching Standards and the Literacy
Instruction Precondition 3 require documentation that the educator
preparation program’s reading instruction is supported by research and is
evidence-based. Yet several areas in the syllabi cited above refer to:
“guided reading” with additional references to “leveled texts”, “running
records”, “three-cueing”, and “balanced literacy” practices and tools
typically aligned to a disproven theory of how reading acquisition develops
and other practices that are not research-based.

In addition, there does not appear to be sufficient emphasis on
evidence-based foundational reading skills as required in Literacy Teaching
Standard 7a, literacy instruction precondition 3 , or California Education
Code Section 44259(b)(4)(A) and (B).

It should be noted that one of the prominent required text readings cited in
the course syllabi is Fountas, I., & Pinnell, G.S. (2006). Teaching for
comprehending and fluency: Thinking, talking, and writing about reading,
K-8. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

According to the National Center on Teacher Quality, Reviews of Reading
Instructional Materials Used by Teacher Preparation Programs, this text,
found in the course syllabi, is rated as “Unacceptable” with the following
comment:

“While there are many components of good reading strategies in this text,
the theoretical framework is balanced literacy. This approach uses the three
cueing system. Allowing students to guess at words based on visual,
semantic, and syntactical clues is unacceptable. Students must be taught
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through explicit, direct, instruction how to efficiently decode words. The text
does provide adequate information on engagement with texts for meaning
and application of reading strategies to use within the text, thinking beyond
the text, and thinking about the text. The guided reading, leveling system of
reading is questionable. Because the science of reading does not match
with the philosophy of Fountas and Pinnell (2006), this text is not
recommended for preservice teachers or reading professionals.”

Also, cited as required reading in the course syllabi is Fountas, I.C., &
Pinnell G.S. (2017). Guided Reading: Responsive Teaching Across the
Grades. Portsmouth, NH: Heinemann.

According to the National Center on Teacher Quality, Reviews of Reading
Instructional Materials Used by Teacher Preparation Programs, this text,
found in the course syllabi, is rated as “Unacceptable” with the following
comment:

“Despite revisions and updates to this second edition of Guided Reading:
Responsive Teaching Across the Grades (2017), there is still considerable
misinformation on research-based practices for analyzing and responding
to observations on students' reading performance. The authors of this text
encourage the use of MSV (meaning, structure, and visual information)
coding to categorize decoding errors in oral reading. Extensive research
points to the effectiveness of data analysis and systematic instruction for all
readers, and argues the critical importance of this approach for at-risk
readers. While the authors acknowledge phonemic awareness as a
variable of reading development, they state that "very little phonemic
awareness training is needed," (p. 398). Similarly, information on effective
phonics instruction is concerning. While the authors recognize that phonics
instruction may be beneficial for some students, the guidance provided in
this text does not align to the research on explicit instruction. Rather the
authors guide readers to use in-the-moment incidental instruction. When
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students have difficulty making sense of the relationships of graphemes
and morphemes to accurately decode unknown words, explicit instruction is
essential. Since the leveled readers are the source of instructional material,
and are not pattern-based or decodable, the strategic and direct approach
to phonics instruction that struggling readers need is not provided for within
this framework. Not only does this text lack specific guidance for teachers
on how to provide this instruction effectively, the authors encourage
teachers to celebrate when students rely on other strategies to decode.
The authors provide a scenario to illustrate the support of strategies that
bypass using the print form of the word to decode, "this is an emerging
behavior and certainly a cause for celebration - he used meaning (picture),"
(p. 409). The instructional recommendations provided in this text are
concerning given their misalignment to current research on effective
instruction.”

Also cited in required course syllabi reading is Scholastic, How to Take
Running Records, which is also based on debunked three-cueing practices
and text leveling. [See Attachment A for Alphakids Assessment “How to
Take Running Records” example by Scholastic.]

The California Department of Education “Resource for Implementing the
ELA/ELD Framework: Resource Guide to the Foundational Skills of the
California Common Core State Standards for English Language Arts and
Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects” (pages
11 and 14) states:

"It is crucial that students are taught to monitor their understanding as they
decode words in connected text. All students need to know that text should
make sense and convey meaning. Contextual analysis can be used to
verify the accuracy and fit of the word in the sentence or larger discourse.
Contextual analysis, however, should not be relied upon to identify the
word."
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The instructional practices encouraged in the program’s course syllabi
encourage and actually reinforce bad habits that are used by poor readers
as further stated in the CDE Resource Guide:

"In their haste, students may guess at words, use only partial alphabetic
decoding, or draw exclusively on other cues, such as context or images.
Doing so regularly results in less practice with the full alphabetic decoding
that is necessary for building the accuracy and automaticity with word
identification that will serve readers well at present and over time."

It is disturbing that the COA Agenda Item 7 (referenced above) states “it
bears noting that the proposed Preliminary Multiple Subject ….program
under consideration in this item have demonstrated alignment to the new
literacy standard.” (page 1) when, in fact, the course syllabi appear to be
based primarily on debunked balanced literacy practices with very little
evidence-based practices included.

As stated in the Accreditation Handbook, “the precondition reviews in years
one and four, however, are not the only times in which an institution may be
found to be out of compliance. If it comes to light in any manner and at any
point during the 7-year cycle that an institution is out of compliance with a
precondition, action may be taken by the COA against the institution.”
(Source: Accreditation Handbook, Chapter 4, page 3)

We are gravely concerned that the Commission on Accreditation has
approved this program and we are formally filing a compliance complaint
and request that COA take appropriate and immediate action.The use of
these debunked methods is an incursion on the civil rights of the K-12
students who will be taught using the methods promoted at the MC:NU
Oakland campus. Accordingly, we are informing the Oakland Branch's and
California State NAACP's education teams in order to monitor this situation.

For future accreditation review, we recommend that the COA and its BIR
reviewers consider using the educator preparation program resources
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including model syllabi and course refinement tools accessible at The
Reading League Compass website.

Respectfully submitted,

Lori DePole & Megan Potente Todd Collins
Co-State Directors Founder
Decoding Dyslexia CA California Reading Coalition

Yolie Flores
CEO/Founder
Families in Schools

Cc: Commission on Teacher Credentialing
Mary Sandy, Executive Director
Dr Lawansa Wesley, State NAACP Education Committee Chair
Kareem Weaver, Oakland NAACP Education Committee Chair

Enc:

Attachment A:
Copies of MC: NU Syllabi for Courses EDUT 6106,
6107,6108

Scholastic “How to Take a Running Record” example

Attachment B:
CA Education Code Sections 44259(b)(4)(A) and (B)
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“Content Contrary to Research-Based Practices”
Ellis, C., Holston, S., Drake, G., Putman, H., Swisher, A.,
& Peske, H. (2023). Teacher Prep Review: Strengthening
Elementary Reading Instruction. Washington, DC:
National Council on Teacher Quality, pp. 10, 68-73.
(Endnotes to Appendix C with supporting research cited)

Attachment C:
“10 Maxims: The Research Support - What We've
Learned So Far About How Children Learn to Read” by
Dr. G. Reid Lyon (Peer-reviewed research attached)
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Attachment C
10 Maxims: The Research Support

What We've Learned So Far About How Children Learn to

Read, Dr. G. Reid Lyon

(See attached for complete list of Maxims:
https://readinguniverse.org/article/explore-teaching-topics/big-picture/10-maxims-the-research-s
upport, accessed February 17, 2024.)

Maxim 7: Direct, systematic instruction helps students develop the skills
they need to become strong readers. Indirect, three-cueing instruction is
unpredictable in its impact on word reading and leaves too much to
chance.

The following peer-reviewed research supports the above maxim.

Adams, G. L., & Engelmann, S. (1996). Research on direct instruction: 25

years beyond DISTAR. Educational Achievement Systems.

Adams, M. J. (1998). The three-cueing system. In J. Osborn & F. Lehr (Eds.),

Literacy for all: issues in teaching and learning. (pp.73–99). Guilford Press.

Barbash, S. (2012). Clear teaching: With direct instruction, Siegfried

Engelmann discovered a better way of teaching. Education Consumers

Foundation.
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