
Members of the Education Committee and leaders of the Connecticut 

General Assembly: 

 

I wanted to share some thoughts on SB24, Governor Malloy?s massive 

education reform package, as the Education Committee takes on this 

enormous issue. 

First of all, let me say that I support the new teacher evaluation 

framework designed by PEAC and implemented by the State Board of 

Education. Important details still must be worked out- particularly, 

the issue of student performance data. Where will we get performance 

data for teachers whose subjects or courses are not assessed by 

standardized tests? I teach all 11th and 12 graders, in US History and 

various social studies electives. My students have all already taken 

CAPT. The problem will be worse for teachers of art, physical 

education, technology, business education, and other areas that are not 

assessed with testing. Also, such student performance data will be hard 

to quantify for school counselors, psychologists, speech therapists 

etc., all of whom will fall under the new evaluation system. 

Nonetheless, I believe that the PEAC framework is a huge step forward, 

and once logistical details are worked out, will completely transform 

teacher evaluation in a positive way. This new evaluation system can, 

and should, become a major component of our education reforms. 

 

Now, on to SB 24. I have serious reservations about several portions of 

the bill. I?ll address a few as briefly as I can: 

 

Section 26 [7] (at line 2489) removes the Master?s Degree or 30 credits 

beyond a Bachelor?s degree requirement for the Professional Educator 

certificate. A person could spend their entire career working at the 

Professional Educator level and never take courses beyond a Bachelor?s 

degree. I don?t think this is consistent with our goal to attract and 

retain the best qualified teachers for Connecticut?s students. 

Furthermore, Section 31 (d) of the bill (at line 3537) requires school 

districts to create salary schedules based on the new certification 

levels- Initial, Professional, and Master- and not based on degree 

levels. This section of the bill is silent on whether years of 

experience would still be factored into salary schedules, but, as 

written, it would potetntially penalize those who have already earned 

advanced degrees or pursued credits beyond a Bachelor?s- paid for with 

their own money- in order to keep their certification. In fact, it 

would allow for the salaries of experienced, highly educated teachers 

to be lowered until they could attain ?Master Educator? status. 

 

Section 29 (2) (at line 3080) extends the period of ?at-will? 

employment from 90 days to one year. This means that during a teacher?s 

entire first year they are not even a ?teacher? as the word is defined 

in the bill, and can be terminated at any time without cause or due 

process. This section could lead to great abuses as school districts 

hire new, inexperienced teachers, let them work for a year, then lay 

them off on the last day of the school year, with no recourse. A 

careful reading of the language of this section reveals that there is 

no requirement or incentive for a district to evaluate a teacher in the 

first year even once. 

 

Section 29 (6) (at line 3102) addresses tenure. This bill creates an 

enormously complicated system under which tenure is gained and has to 

be re-earned based on evaluations. A teacher?s certification status is 



also based on performance evaluations (see lines 2505-2528). Thus, 

during the course of their careers, teachers can gain and lose tenure 

and move up and down the pay scale depending on the outcome of 

evaluations. This will create great instability and insecurity, and 

will be a disincentive for talented people to enter the profession. 

Finally, Sec. 29 (7) (E) (1) (at line 3333-3341) authorizes contract 

termination for any teacher, tenured or not, who receives a single 

?below standard? evaluation.  

 

It?s no secret that school districts? evaluation plans are not always 

adhered to by their own administrators. There?s great subjectivity and 

inconsistency in the process. Administrators are increasingly 

overworked and have less and less time to observe teachers and provide 

meaningful feedback. And, under the PEAC framework, the evaluation 

process is going to become more complex and time consuming. Therefore, 

there is no reason to believe that evaluations will be conducted with 

any greater degree of objectivity or consistency. Nonetheless, as I 

stated above, I believe every school district in the state should adopt 

the PEAC framework. 

 

To rectify this, I suggest that the current tenure statute remain in 

place, with some modifications to the dismissal proceedings to 

streamline the process. Specific suggestions for doing so can be found 

in the CEA?s ?A View From the Classroom? proposal at 

http://cea.org/viewfromclassroom/assets/pdf/6-Reforming.pdf (see pg. 

13). Coupled with the new evaluation framework, this would allow us to 

ensure that our teachers are held to high standards in the classroom, 

while still providing the due process and stability that will help us 

attract and retain talented teachers. 

 

There?s so much more I want to say about the bill, and I will share 

additional thoughts with you as the process moves forward.  I know you 

will be hearing from many people on this matter, and you have an 

enormous task ahead of you. I appreciate your service to the citizens 

of the State of Connecticut. 

Please contact me if you have any questions or if I can be of any 

assistance to you as this issue moves forward. 

 

Mike Breen 

52 O?Connell Drive 

East Hartford 

860-471-6281 

michael.breen@snet.net 

 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Michael Breen 

52 O'Connell Drive 

East Hartford CT 06118 

 

 

 

 

http://cea.org/viewfromclassroom/assets/pdf/6-Reforming.pdf

