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Executive Summary

|. INTRODUCTION

In 1998, Congress reauthorized and amended the Higher
Edncation Act of 1965 (HEA), creating, under Title II, the
Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants Program for States
and Partnerships. One initiative under this amendment, the
partnership grants program, funded partnerships among
colleges of education, schools of arts and sciences, and
local school districts.

Congress designed the partnership initiative as one of
several pre—No Child Left Bebind Act (NCLB) efforts to
support accountability for teacher preparation and to
improve the work of teacher-preparation programs. It was
anticipated that the collaboration among the partners
would result in the successful implementation of reforms
holding teacher-training programs accountable for
producing high-quality teachers and providing sustained
and quality preservice field expetriences and professional
development opportunities.

This evaluation report focuses on the 25 grantees of the
1999 cohort of the Title II partnership grants program. A
diverse cohort, these grantees, consisting of at least
66 colleges and universities, 28 community colleges,
179 school districts, and 821 elementary schools in more
than 25 different states, received a total of more than $171
million over the 1999-2004 period.

A descriptive study conducted over four and a half years
(2000-05), the partnership evaluation surveyed nearly 300
representatives from institutions of higher education
(IHEs) and district project participants at two points
during the grant period (2000-01; 2003-04). More than
500 principals were surveyed once, during the 2002-03
year. The study also included secondary data analyses using
publicly available data on school characteristics, school-
level achievement data, and pass rates on teacher
assessments reported as part of the Title II HEA reporting
requirements. Five diverse projects were the subject of
case studies that included repeated week-long visits.

The evaluation’s goal was to learn about the collaborative
activities taking place in partnerships. The study was also
designed to examine approaches to preparing new and
veteran teachers and to assess the sustainability of project
activities after the grant ends.

A full report of the partnership evaluation follows the
broad evaluation topics that framed the evaluation data
collection and analysis. In this executive summary, we
summarize our results concerning core questions related to
the HEA Title II partnership program goals:

1. Did partnerships fulfill the program mandate, en-
couraging colleges and universities to partner with and
address the teacher-preparation needs of high-need
districts?

2. Did pattnerships undertake activities designed to im-
prove the academic content knowledge of new or
veteran teachers?

3. Were changes in the student teacher internship com-
ponent associated with partnership efforts to improve
teacher preparation?

4. Did partnership initiatives address the accountability
concerns about teacher preparation?

[l. KEY FINDINGS

Key findings related to each of the evaluation questions
are described below.

Evaluation Question #1: Did partnerships fulfill the
program mandate, encouraging colleges and universities to
partner with and address the teacher-preparation needs of
high-need districts?

% Partnerships did encourage and support col-

laboration between IHEs and schools around
teacher-preparation needs. This collaboration was
guided through advisory committees with partner
representation. As activities were implemented,
the partnership involved district-level and school-
level staff.

District-level involvement was important in the beginning
years of the partnership as activities were planned and
arrangements made to facilitate collaboration. Teacher
involvement grew as implementation progressed and
professional development opportunities were extended to
teachers (Exhibit 1). Activities that brought IHEs and
school and district staff together included mentoring new
teachers, collaborating on professional development, and
redesigning methods of instructing and assessing teacher-
education students.




Exhibit 1
Frequency of Individual Involvement at the School and District Level:
Median, Average and Range, Baseline and Follow-Up

School- and district-level staff involved in partnership activities

Median Average Range
District-level staff
Baseline 3.0 18.9 0-1,200
Follow-up 3.0 13.1 0-240
School-level staff
Baseline 14.5 57.8 0-1,200
Follow-up 15.0 70.5 1-906

NOTES: Numbers based on the number involved as reported by 106 district respondents at baseline and 82 at follow-up.

EXHIBIT READS: The median number of district-level staff involved in the partnership at baseline was reported to be three, the

average number of district-level staff involved was 18.9, and the number in all activities reportedly ranged from 0 to 1,200.
SOURCE: Title II Partnership Evaluation Baseline (2000-01) and Follow-Up (2003—04) District Surveys.

¢ Helping districts fill vacancies and recruit and
retain teachers was a goal of many partnerships,
yet over time, a lower proportion of partnership
districts reported positively regarding the fulfill-
ment of some of these goals.

One of the central concerns for district partners in the
Title II partnerships was recruiting and retaining high-
quality teachers. The evaluation specifically investigated the
partnership contributions in this regard. The evaluation
surveys asked representatives of the partnerships about
addressing recruitment and retention needs, especially for
high-poverty schools and high-needs subject ateas (see
Exhibit 2). Survey responses and site visit interviews
indicated that some pattnerships set goals related to
recruitment that were frustrated by a lack of openings and
competition for hiring teachers from neighboring states.

% Induction support for new teachers was one
approach used in many of the 1999 partnerships to
address the problem of teacher retention.

When these partnerships began, neither statewide nor
districtwide induction programs were well established.
Some partnerships reported they filled a distinct need for
induction support in districts where teacher retention was
identified as a problem. A few partnership induction
programs even addressed the needs of new teachers who
had not graduated from partnership institutions but were
teaching in partner schools. Training for mentors was one
additional activity assumed by the partnerships.

Participants reported that induction activities were taking
place in the partnerships throughout the grant, although at
follow-up, lower percentages of district respondents
indicated some activities were provided (Exhibit 3).

Evaluation Question #2: Did partnerships undertake
activities designed to improve the academic content
knowledge of new or veteran teachers?

% Partnerships focused coutse reform and profes-

sional development on academic content needs of
teachers, which were specified through discus-
sions with partner districts and principals of
partner schools and also based on partners’
concerns about aligning the course content in
teacher preparation with state teacher and content
standards.

Partnerships reported extensive activity in revising and
aligning education and arts and sciences courses, and
involving arts and sciences faculty in planning and
supporting teacher-preparation students. Arts and sciences
faculty met with education faculty, monitored the progress
of teacher-preparation students, and delivered professional
development institutes to veteran teachers based on
content in their respective disciplines. In some partnership
IHEs, arts and sciences faculty reframed courses to meet
the needs of education students.




Exhibit 2
Percentage of District Survey Respondents Reporting Partnership Support to Teacher
Recruitment and Retention: Overall, High-Poverty Schools, and for High-Need Subjects
at Baseline and Follow-Up

Better Faster Enhanced

(improved) Higher ability to fill screening = Reduced Reduced

recruitment qualifications  vacancies process vacancies  attrition

(percent) (percent) (percent) (percent) (percent)  (percent)
Baseline overall 85 68 62 49 37 37
Follow-up overall 64 63 53 37 43 47
High-poverty schools baseline 58 49 45 36 36 25
High-poverty schools follow-up 31 35 24 15 25 27
High-needs subjects baseline 53 37 41 35 31 22
High-needs subjects follow-up 24 28 20 12 19 20

EXHIBIT READS: Eighty-five percent of district respondents to the baseline survey reported that the partnership contributed to better
recruitment in schools overall, while 64 petcent of the district respondents to the follow-up survey reported that the partnership contributed to

better recruitment in schools overall.

SOURCE: Title II Partnership Evaluation Baseline (2000-01) and Follow-Up (2003—04) District Surveys.

Exhibit 3
Percentage of District Respondents Reporting Partnership Support of New Teachers
at Follow-Up

Percentage of respondents

indicating that activity was

Providedin  Provided in
Induction activity provided by the partnership 2000-01 2002—-03
Encouragement of informal mentoring 84 83
Training for mentors 80 80
Mentoting by teacher and/or professor 84 75
Routine observations of new teachers 84 70
Supervision or mentoring by principal 80 70
Provision of substitute teachers to allow new teachers to participate in any support 76 66
ot induction activity
Seminars with new teachers and college or university faculty 76 61
Provision of monetary support for attendance at professional conferences 68 43
Team teaching or co-teaching 68 33
Reduced teaching load for beginning teachers 16 7
Reduced teaching load for mentors 20 7
Child care or other family service 8

EXHIBIT READS: Eighty-four percent of district respondents indicated that the partnership provided “encouragement of informal
mentoring” in 2000-01. Eighty-three percent indicated this induction activity was provided in 2002—03.
SOURCE: Title II Partnership Evaluation Follow-Up (2003—04) District Survey.

** Professional development institutes of varying
length and features were the chief vehicle partner-
ships used to meet the subject matter needs of
veteran teachers.

Both education and arts and sciences faculty reported de-
signing and delivering professional development summer
institutes. These institutes met some standards of high-
quality professional development because of their content

focus and average length (one to three weeks). However,
much variation was noted in the participant selection
process and in follow-up. While partnerships reported
conducting evaluations of the institutes, they also reported
that resources for more intensive follow-up to these
activities were not always available. In a few partnerships,
follow-up consisted of such activities as arranging Saturday
meetings of professional development participants and in a




very few partnerships, faculty visited the schools or
classrooms of professional development participants to
assist in knowledge transfer and reinforcement.

0

** District and faculty reported that their judgments
about new teacher preparedness were similar over
the duration of the partnerships.

When asked how individuals preparing to be teachers
measured up with respect to academic knowledge, instruc-
tional and management skills, and dispositions essential for
successful teaching, faculty and district representatives
indicated that teacher-education students seemed fairly
well-prepared for many teaching challenges. In follow-up
surveys administered as the grantees were well into
implementation activities, faculty tended to rate their
students a little higher than did their district peers in the
partnerships (see Exhibit4). The respondents making
these judgments were individuals who had opportunities to
view student interns in schools and participate in hiring
processes. They would have seen more than one cohort of
program graduates emerge from IHE preparation
programs to be teachers of record over the course of the
grant.

Evaluation Question #3: Were changes in the student
teacher internship component associated with partnership
efforts to improve teacher preparation?

% Partnerships reported that the practice of forming
collaborative preparation sites with partner
schools—termed  professional  development

schools (PDS)—offered additional opportunities

for gathering input from current teachers about
student internships and course contents. In some
cases these collaborations were reported to lead to
improvements in the traditional student intern-

ship that existed prior to the partnership grant.

The PDS approach at 67 percent of the partnerships was
thought by faculty to offer the optimum approach to
bringing teacher preparation closer to the classroom:
placing faculty in partner schools on a regular and frequent
(weekly) basis; offering university classes for preservice
teachers in schools; and encouraging ongoing involvement
by master teachers in preparing new teachers.

% Field experiences were offered to prospective

teachers earlier (during freshman and sophomore
years), and more faculty reported there were

opportunities to participate in “teacher-like
activities” over the duration of the grant period in
the Title II partnerships.

Education faculty and principals interviewed at the PDS
partners, as well as students participating in internships
and those who were new teachers of record, commented
often during the site visits that eatly exposure to the
realities of working in schools was essential in helping
make a smooth transition to being in charge of the
classroom, providing invaluable practical experience.

Evaluation Question #4: Did partnership initiatives
address the accountability concerns about teacher prepara-
tion?

s Partnerships specifically addressed the account-
ability concerns of the HEA Title II, and external
sets of standards were important guideposts in
meeting these concerns.

While neither a requirement of the partnership grant nor a
focus of partnership resources, accreditation was impoz-
tant to many of the grantees, who worked toward
improved pass rates on teacher assessments for their
students to meet an accreditation standard. Faculty in the
partnerships also reported using not only external
standards from the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education (NCATE), the Teacher Education
Accreditation Council (TEAC) and the Interstate New
Teacher Assessment and Support Consortium (INTASC)
but also state content standards to guide program reform.

% Over the five-year grant period, the extent of

requirements at entry and exit for teacher-
preparation students grew.

The most frequently reported changes to program entry
and exit requirements were the added stipulations that
teacher-preparation students assemble portfolios of their
work and that they pass Praxis II in specific subject areas.
Overall pass rates of program completers in the Title II
partnership teacher-education programs changed little over
the grant period, consistent with national data reported in
the Title II state reports. In at least one partnership, the
funds made available from the Title II grant were used
specifically to prepare program participants for the Praxis
test. This preparation led to increased pass rates and
contributed to improved program accreditation status.




Exhibit 4
Ratings of Teacher-Education Students’ Preparedness for
Meeting School Challenges, as Reported by Faculty and District

Respondents, Baseline and Follow-Up

Faculty District

Preparedness of teacher education Average Average
students to: Baseline Follow-up Change Baseline Follow-up Change
Work with diverse populations of learners 44 44 0.0 4.2 4.1 -0.1
Use a variety of instructional strategies 4.3 4.4 0.1 4.3 4.3 0.0
Apply standards to classtoom lessons 4.2 4.5 0.3 4.3 4.2 -0.1
Learn how to be a learner 4.1 4.2 0.1 4.0 4.0 0.0
Develop depth in subject-matter 3.9 4.1 0.2 3.9 4.0 0.1
knowledge
Construct cutrricula 3.9 3.9 0.0 3.7 3.6 -0.1
Conduct effective classroom management 3.8 3.8 0.0 4.1 3.9 -0.2
Work in a school with structural reform 3.6 3.8 0.2 3.7 3.7 0.0
initiatives
Communicate with parents 3.6 3.8 0.2 3.7 3.5 -0.2
Work with special education students 3.5 3.7 0.2 3.6 3.5 -0.1
Provide effective reading instruction — 4.2 — — 4.0 —
Prepate students for state assessments — 4.2 — — 3.9 —
Promote technology literacy in the — 4.0 — — 4.0 —
classroom

NOTE: Ratings are on a scale of 1-5, where 1 = “Not at all prepared” and 5 = “Very well prepared.” Dash “—" indicates this question

did not appear on the baseline survey.

EXHIBIT READS: On a scale of 1-5, faculty at baseline reported teacher-education students to be faitly well prepared for working with
diverse populations of learners (4.4); this rating remained steady at follow-up. District respondents, who reported teacher-education
students’ level of preparedness for working with diverse populations at 4.2 on the same scale at baseline, reported a slightly lower rating at

follow-up of 4.1.

SOURCE: Title II Partnership Evaluation Baseline (2000-2001) and Follow-Up (2003—04) Faculty Leadership and Involved Surveys and

District Surveys.

% As the grants ended, the prospects for long-term
joint accountability assumed by arts and sciences
and education faculty for teacher preparation were
not promising across all partnerships.

Arts and sciences and education faculty in most of the
partnerships initiated collaborative work that transcended
traditional roles and responsibilities regarding teacher
preparation. However, faculty follow-up surveys and site
visit interviews indicated that many of the initiatives were
“one-shot” activities, and others were abandoned when
faced with negative response from students or academic
departments. Still, faculty were somewhat optimistic when
asked about the likelihood of sustaining some of the
mechanisms for joint accountability and especially about
improved communication between IHEs and school
district partners.

[1l. CHALLENGES AND LESSONS
LEARNED

Partnerships among educational entities have long been
touted as a means of accomplishing goals that seem out of
reach for individual organizations to achieve. While there
is little evidence-based research about the effectiveness of
partnerships, descriptive studies reviewed for this evalua-
tion provided information about features that are thought
to facilitate the organization of partnerships and the
implementation of partnership activities, such as: sharing a
mission and goals; developing and expanding partner roles
and strengthening relationships over the duration; devel-
oping and expanding leadership roles; assuming shared
accountability; and recognizing and working to eliminate
barriers.




Generally, leaders in the Title 11 partnerships were quite
experienced. A number of the project directors were
faculty members and deans who had prior experience with
reform networks and teacher-education policy initiatives.
Many of the leading IHEs had a history of winning grants,
and some partnerships were benefiting from multiple
funding sources for the same group of reform and
professional development efforts. This experience served
the partnerships well in getting activities started, creating
an atmosphere of collaboration among partners, working
on complex arrangements with schools and with arts and
sciences departments, and arranging additional funds for
continuation of some activities. However it was not
sufficient, as reported by the partnerships, to see all
activities through to fruition or to sustain partnership-
sponsored activities after the grant ended.

Title II partnerships reported they could not remove some
of the powerful institutional barriers that remain in the way
of sustaining partnership program goals. Challenges high-
lighted by partnership participants include: a lack of time
and recognition of faculty who take part in partnership
activities; insufficient funding in K-12 schools; high
turnover of school and district leaders; and a generalized
feeling of fatigue regarding reform in many districts.

Through interviews and surveys, Title II partnership
representatives articulated some important lessons learned
regarding sustaining their Title II partnership grant
activities. These are:

Minimize geographical spread. Over the course of the
study, large and geographically scattered partners reported
difficulty in arranging meetings, placing preservice teachers
in schools for internships, or providing professional devel-
opment over substantial distances. In future undertakings,
policymakers may wish to emphasize the strength that
comes from forming cohesive partnerships that are
purposefully limited in their geographic scope.

Provide adequate support to partnerships in high-
need areas. Outside of project and partner leadership, the
economic condition of partner school districts was one of
the most important elements cited in the ability to sustain
partnership activities, according to project directors and
school district participants. Partnership districts repeatedly
and consistently cited a lack of funds within their partner
districts as a challenge to implementing their reforms.

Encourage partners to plan realistically for easily
foreseeable contingencies. It is not surprising to anyone
familiar with school districts or university culture to note
frequent turnover of K—12 teachers, university faculty and
school administrators. The loss of principals, faculty
members and department administrators, as well as
turnover of project directors, led to loss of partnership
memory and ground gained in promoting and supporting
collaborative activities. Policy leaders should underscore
the obstacles presented by this turnover phenomenon in
structuring new initiatives and encourage partnerships and
other reform agents to build back-up contingencies into
their blueprints.

Enhance evaluation resources to monitor objectives.
Very few partnerships implemented the kind of contin-
uous evaluation that would yield data on the effectiveness
of faculty collaboration, professional development
activities or teacher mentoring. When the evaluators were
an integral part of the project management, decision
making was data driven and all partners tended to be
included in the process.




Chapter |

Introduction and Evaluation
Approach

In 1998, Congress reauthorized and amended the Higher
Eduncation Act of 1965 (HEA) creating, under Title 11, the
Teacher Quality Enhancement Grants Program for States
and Partnerships. One initiative under this amendment, the
partnership grants program, was designed to provide
grants to fund partnerships among colleges of education,
schools of arts and sciences, and local high-need school
districts. Specifically, the partnership grants program, along
with the State the
Recruitment Grants program, was designed to do the

Grants program and Teacher

following:
¢ Improve student achievement.

¢ Improve the quality of the current and future teaching
force by improving the preparation of teachers and
enhancing professional development activities.

¢ Hold institutions of higher education accountable for
preparing teachers to be highly competent in the
academic content areas in which teachers plan to
teach, such as mathematics, science, English, foreign
languages, history, economics, art, civics, government,
and geography, including training in effectively using
technology in the classroom.

¢ Recruit highly qualified individuals, including individ-
uals from other occupations, into the teaching force.

Although each partnership was unique in its goals,
implementation strategies, and partners, each was vested in
the same program goals and was shaped by legislation that
stipulated the required uses of funds: (1) implementing
reforms to hold teacher-training programs accountable, (2)
providing sustained and quality preservice field experi-
ences, and (3) providing increased opportunities for en-
hanced professional development. Additionally, the legisla-
tion specified the following as allowable uses of funds: (1)
preparing teachers to work with diverse learners, (2)
disseminating information concerning effective practices,
(3) providing leadership training to principals and superin-
tendents, (4) and (5)
technology.

recruiting teachers, infusing

Since 1999, when the first partnership grants were awarded
to 25 projects, Congress passed the No Child Left Bebind
Aet of 2001 (NCLB), signed by the president on Jan. 8,
2002. Both Title II of the HEA and NCLB provisions

address the qualifications of teachers; however, Title II was
specifically targeted to the improvement of the work of
teacher-preparation programs, while NCLB focuses on a
national goal for all teachers to attain highly qualified
status by the 2005-06 school year and applies to both new
and veteran teachers. Both laws highlight the critical
importance of academic content preparation in core
subjects and both call for high-quality professional
development.

The findings from this evaluation of the pattnership grants
program will be helpful to lawmakers, educators, and the
public as the nation continues to pursue partnership
strategies to prepare and support highly qualified teachers
for all students.

THE EVALUATION OF THE PARTNERSHIP GRANTS
PROGRAM

As required under the Title II legislation, Sec. 206(d), an
evaluation of the partnership program was mandated. The
U.S. Department of Education (ED) Policy and Program
Studies Service (PPSS) contracted with the American
Institutes for Research (AIR) and SRI International (SRI)
to evaluate the partnership program based on the cohort
of 1999 partnership grantees. The evaluation collected data
on the partnerships through surveys and interviews with
project leaders, faculty members, school and district
officials, and preservice and in-service teachers who were
participating in the grant program’s first cohort. This
document, the final report on the partnership grants
program evaluation, brings together data from several
different sources to describe progress toward the grants
program’s goals.

FRAMEWORK FOR THE PARTNERSHIP GRANTS
PROGRAM EVALUATION

The evaluation is based on a conceptual framework
(Exhibit 5) that begins with the partnership unit, defined
by the members of the partnership and the roles they play
in reforming teacher preparation. The partnership is
influenced by its members’ shared vision and beliefs for
training new teachers, for how teachers learn to teach, and
for what teachers must know and be able to do to be
successful in the classroom. Each partnership translates
and implements its vision of teacher preparation into
specific structures, goals, and activities. As implementation
takes place, the success of each partnership’s efforts
depends on the vision and roles of the partners, the
preservice students in the program, and outside supports
for the reforms, such as funding and opportunities for
institutionalization.
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Exhibit 5
Conceptual Framework for Evaluating the Title Il Partnership Grants Program

Partnership
Establishes Vision
Influencing Reforms

Partnership
Involves
Education and
Other Partners

What must
teachers know?

Teacher Education Unit
Programs

\ 4

Arts and Sciences Unit What must
teachers be able
to do?
School Districts
How do
prospective

Other Partners teachers learn?

3 1,2

Partnership
Translates Vision
Into Reform Models
and Strategies

Teacher Preparation

Higher Teacher*
Courses

Quality and
Improved Student

Clinical Experience Achievement

Teacher Recruitment

New Teacher
Supports

In-service Programs

1,2

Institutionalization of Partnership and Reform Activities

Resources
Prior History
Education Policy Context

NOTE: Evaluation topics (related to numbers in diagram): (1) Characteristics of high-quality, preservice teacher preparation and changes to
the content and structure of the preservice teacher-preparation program over the grant period; (2) Contributions of partnership grants to
schools and school districts, and schools’ and districts’ roles in preservice teacher education; (3) Organizational changes and relationships
among partners within a grant; and (4) Efforts to institutionalize partnerships. *Producing high-quality teachers and improving student
achievement are broad goals of the program. The evaluation did gather data on perceptions of new teacher quality, but gathering evidence of
improved student achievement was out of the scope of this evaluation.

The significance of the reform plans in each partnership
should be reflected in revisions to the content and
structure of teacher preparation, particularly in clinical
The
relationships created by the partnership and the reform

experience and academic content preparation.
model activities will also affect the role and responsibilities
of K—12 school teachers (i.e., cooperating or clinical
teachers) who allow a student teacher to observe, support,
and eventually take responsibility for a class. The overall
result is that each partner should experience change in
ways that improve the preparation, recruitment, and

retention of qualified teachers in partner schools.

This evaluation assesses partnerships’ implementation of
reform models and related reform strategies and practices
by focusing on four overarching evaluation topics and
related evaluation questions:

1. Characteristics of high-quality preservice teacher
preparation, and changes to the content and structure
of the preservice teacher-preparation program over

the grant period.

* Did partnerships reform teacher-preparation pro-
grams: revisions to entrance and exit require-
ments, content area courses, field experience and
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clinical experience requirements, and the integra-
tion of technology in teaching practices?

* How did partnership reform of teacher prepara-
tion differ when the training model is the
professional development school?

* Did district personnel and faculty in partnerships
perceive novice teachers to be prepated for the
demands of the classroom?

2. Contributions of partnership grants to schools and
school districts, and schools’ and districts’ roles in
preservice teacher preparation.

= Have partnerships created opportunities for
school personnel to participate in important

components of teacher preparation?

* Have partnerships addressed recruitment and
retention of teachers in partner districts?

® What are the characteristics of in-service profes-
sional development provided to teachers in the
partnership schools and districts?

*  What is the role of partnerships in implementing
NCLB highly qualified teacher provisions?

3. Otrganizational changes and relationships among part-
ners within a grant.

* Did Title II partnerships begin with developing a
common mission or vision about teacher prepara-
tion?

* Did partnerships support changes in the way arts
and sciences and education faculty collaborated on
behalf of teacher-preparation students?

* Did the support that university leaders provided
to partnerships and to teacher preparation grow
over the course of the partnership grant?

4. Efforts to institutionalize partnerships.

"  What activities supported by the partnerships are
most likely to continue according to participants?

* Do partnership participants believe the partner-
ship grant has been influential in their attempts to
reform teacher preparation?

BENCHMARKS FOR PROGRESS

Fach evaluation topic represents an aspect of the
evaluation The U.S. Department of
Education’s Targeted Literature Review (2001) was the

framework.

principal source through which empirical, theoretical, and
interpretive research findings were reviewed to identify
criteria and benchmarks for assessing (1) the characteristics
of high quality teacher-preparation programs; (2) the
contributions of partnerships to schools and school
districts; (3) partnership organizational changes and
relationships; and (4) efforts to institutionalize partner-
ships. More recently, additional sources of literature were
reviewed to seek findings from rigorous studies that could
serve as benchmarks (SRI 2000; Educational Testing
Service 2000; Center for the Study of Teaching Policy
2001; National Commission on Teaching and America’s
Future 2003; Abell Foundation 2001). Prior to the date
when the first interim evaluation report was published on
the U.S. Department of Education’s Web site,! two new
compilations of research findings were published by the
Education Commission of the States (Allen 2003) and the
Economic Policy Institute (Rice 2003). Both of these
publications were reviewed to prepare for the final report’s
analyses of data regarding evaluation topic 1—changes to
teacher-preparation programs.

AIR and SRI determined through these reviews that,
although a number of groups have agreed about the
definition of quality and the features by which one should
be able to measure quality in teacher preparation, neither
the research literature involved nor the individuals who
have carefully studied it can offer authoritative assurance
about the relative importance of these features. This report
integrates data from multiple sources to investigate
whether activities similar to the Title II initiatives (such as
revising courses, extending clinical experiences, infusing
technology, and improving teaching through professional
development) are addressing the features identified in the
literature.

Exhibit 6 provides an overview of the goals and features
associated with each of the four evaluation topics based on
the literature.

EVALUATION DATA SOURCES

The evaluation collected data from surveys of project
directors, faculty members who were leaders in their
departments, faculty members involved in the partner-
ships, district employees, and principals. Case study data
augmented the survey data. Extant data sources were also
used. (Exhibit 7).

U Partnerships for Reform: Changing Teacher Preparation  through the Title 11
HEA Partnership Program. http:/ /www.ed.gov/about/ offices/list/ opepd/
ppss/reports.html. March 2004.
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Exhibit 6

Partnership Evaluation Topics, Legislative Goals, and Related Features

Evaluation topic

Legislative goal Features assumed to be related to teacher quality

1. Characteristics of high-quality preservice teacher preparation, and changes to the content and structure of
the preservice teacher-preparation programs over the grant period

Strong content preparation, °
extensive clinical experience,
and integration of technology

Number and types of courses required
Program models
Continuous program quality review

Training in using best practices in teaching and instructional materials
development

Induction program

Entry requirements

Amount and quality of clinical training and field expetience
Training in using technology

Performance on teacher assessments

Program accreditation

Academic degrees in content areas

Quality of undergraduate education

2. Contribution of partnership grants to schools and school districts, and schools’ and districts’ roles in

preservice teacher preparation

Support for new teachers °
Support for in-setvice teachers
Support for school leaders

Expanded interaction between school district personnel and faculty to support
professional development

Support for new teachers through mentoring and other supports
Initiatives related to parental involvement
Improved strategies for recruitment and retention

Improved decision-making and instructional knowledge of administrators

3. Organizational changes and relationships among partners within a grant

Shared accountability for °
preparing new teachers °

Development and expansion of leadership roles
Shared responsibility for accountability

Collaboration with school personnel and between education and arts and
sciences faculty

Elimination of barriers to effective working relationships
Status of teacher preparation on campus

Role of business and other community partners

Use of funds

4. Efforts to institutionalize partnerships

Continued and sustained °
improvement in the quality of
current and future teaching

forces

Legitimizing the partnership and its activities to people and organizations that
are in positions to commit resources to support it

Building constituencies of advocates who are willing to work for reforms

Mobilizing resources among public and private donors on behalf of partnership
goals

Designing and modifying organizational structures to support partnership
activities

Monitoring the impact of partnership activities on broader educational reforms

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education’s Targered Literature Review and recent reviews of literature cited in this report provided the list

of features in this exhibit.




Exhibit 7
Evaluation Data by Source

1999-2000 2000-01
Project director v

Survey data

Faculty leaders v
Faculty involved v
District staff v
Principal
Case study site visit data
Case study visits v
Extant data
Institutional v v
Accountability Reports
(pass rates)
Annual Performance v
Reportsb (program
objectives)
PPSS database (student v
achievement mathematics
and reading scores)
Common Core of Data, v
2001 (student and school
demographics)

2001-02 2002—-03 2003—-04 2004-05
‘/a
v
v
v
4
v v v
v

Selected Project Directors patticipated in follow-up interviews addressing implementation and institutionalization.

b
The Annual Performance Reports were from calendar year 2000. In 2001, ED eliminated the requirement for Annual Performance

Reports for Title I partnership grants.

QUANTITATIVE DATA

The evaluation surveyed individuals involved in the
partnership, including project directors; faculty who took a
leadership role in the partnership, such as deans; faculty
members (professors) who were active participants in
partnership efforts; school district officials; and school
principals. Data were collected through one-time and
repeated surveys, repeated site visits, interviews and focus
groups. A repeated series of surveys was conducted in
2000-01 and 2003—-04. These repeated faculty and district
surveys were administered to education and arts and
sciences faculty and school district partnership partici-
pants. The first survey administration established baseline
data on implementation in the first and second years of the
grants. The second set of surveys (follow-up) requested
updated implementation data describing progress in
implementation.

The faculty respondents were identified by project
directors. Because partnerships varied in the number of
IHEs participating, a representative group of faculty active
in partnership activities was sought. For the baseline
surveys, we asked for at least four faculty representatives—
one faculty leader and one faculty member involved in

partnership activities, from both education and arts and
sciences. For the follow-up surveys, we sent the list of
baseline representatives to project directors and asked
them to update them; those identified on the updated
contact lists received follow-up surveys.

The district survey population was also based upon
recommendations by project directors. Active representa-
tives were sought.

The principal survey population consisted of principals in
every partnership elementary school and was conducted
once to gather data on involvement of teachers at the
school level.

The Project Director Survey population consisted of the
project directors
Additional

conducted during site visits and in the last year of the

for each of the 25 partnerships.

interviews with project directors were

evaluation.

Elementary school principals and Title II project directors
were surveyed only once—principals midway between the
first and second rounds of district and faculty surveys, and
project directors at the beginning of the evaluation. We
surveyed project directors to gain programmatic-level




baseline information regarding partners, history and re-
form experience as well as planned activities. We surveyed
principals to obtain a measure of teacher involvement and
types of collaborative activities.

Because we surveyed every project director, each identified
faculty and school district representative, and each
elementary school principal in the partnership grantees,
our data do not represent a sample of partners but
describe, for the most part, the entire population.
Therefore, inferential statistics are not needed to make
inferences from a sample to the population, and tests of
statistical significance for the differences observed in the
populations described in this report are not provided.

Response rates. Exhibit 8 provides response rates, withdrawal
rates, and the number of respondents by survey type.
Survey response rates are described for each partnership in
Appendix D.

Withdrawal rates. Withdrawal rates ranged from 0 to 40
percent per partnership. Withdrawals constituted individ-
uals who contacted the evaluation team and declined to
respond to surveys because of a lack of familiarity with,
awareness of, or involvement with the partnership project
(less frequently, the withdrawal was due to retirement, job
change or simply lack of time). Faculty leaders and school
districts had the highest withdrawal rates (see Exhibit 8
and Appendix D).

QUALITATIVE DATA

Qualitative data from this evaluation derive from five
sources: (1) analyses of proposals and grant documenta-
tion, (2) preliminary and in-depth case studies, (3) follow-
up interviews with case study site partners about project
activities and institutionalization, (4) write-in responses
and explanatory comments volunteered by respondents to
survey items, and (5) in-depth interviews with selected
project directors.

For the case studies, the evaluation team selected five
partnership grantees to represent partnerships as a whole
and partnership characteristics of special interest to the
U.S. Department of Education. Multiple visits to each of
the five sites occurred, followed by telephone conferences
at the end of the evaluation. The five sites included the
University of Miami, Fla. (Project SUCCEED); the
University of Tennessee at Chattanooga and Knoxville,
Tenn. (Urban IMPACT); Arizona State University, Tempe,
Ariz. (Arizona Teacher Excellence Coalition, AzTEC);
Our Lady of the Lake University (OLLU), Houston, Texas

(CoMeT); and Jackson State University, Jackson, Miss.
(Teacher Quality Enhancement Program).

In addition to providing direction and refinement for
developing quantitative methods and questions, qualitative
data supports and supplements the quantitative analyses
throughout this report. Information gained from the five
case studies allowed us to identify factors that influenced
partnership progress. For example, our exploration of
geographic distance between partners as a variable
potentially influencing partnership implementation resulted
from multiple site visits during which partners expressed
frustration about and difficulty with collaborating with
other partners located far away (where “far away” is
defined as the distance that makes personal contact
inconvenient or unlikely). Other issues that surfaced and
were pursued in the analyses were (1) types of reforms to
teacher-preparation programs, (2) sustainability of cross-
discipline reform, and (3) quality features of partnership-
sponsored professional development.

ANALYTIC METHODS

To address our evaluation topics, survey responses are
reported in both disaggregated and aggregated forms, as
appropriate. Because a primary focus of the evaluation is
on partnership-level activities and outcomes, at times the
unit of analysis is the individual respondents, at other
times it is the 25 partnerships. Presenting the data by
partnership, however, is less common than we would have
preferred, due to the relatively small number of survey
respondents in each partnership and our assurance of
anonymity to those respondents. We maintain partnership
anonymity for reporting survey data but not for desctibing
information from proposals or publicly available sources
(including institutional —accountability —reports, state
Internet sites, publicly accessible databases such as the
Common Core of Data, etc.). To do so, we used a random
number to identify each partnership when reporting survey
data; this number remains the same for each partnership
throughout this report. All percentages described in this
report are for valid data only and do not include missing or
invalid responses. Finally, some survey items asked partici-
pants to report on changes over time periods. Therefore,
we report both responses provided in the baseline and
follow-up surveys and sometimes responses about change

over specified time periods (e.g., 1999—2000 and 2002-03).
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Exhibit 8
Response Rates, Withdrawal Rates, and the Number of Respondents by Survey Type

Number of Number of
Average partnerships partnerships with
response rate ~ with 0 petcent 100 percent Withdrawal Number of
Survey (percent) response rate response rate rate (percent) respondents b
Project ditector 96 1/1 24 0 24/25
All baseline sutveys 55 2/2 0 — 298/540
Faculty overall © 63 0/2¢ 4 — 180/287
Education leaders 65 0/3 10 — 46/71
Education involved 63 1/5 8 — 45/72
Arts and sciences leaders 64 2/6 7 — 41/64
Arts and sciences involved 60 1/4 6 — 48/80
District 47 1/1 0 8 118/253
Principal survey (one-time 71 0/1°¢ 0 10 509/720
administration)
All follow-up sutveys 71 1/1 1 13 234/328
Faculty overall © 72 2/49 6 10 131/182
Leaders 65 2/5 10 17 55/85
Involved 78 3/6 9 3 76/97
District 71 1/2 9 15 103/146

& The first number is the number of partnerships where no partners responded to the survey even where project directors identified partners. The
second number is the total number of partnerships with no respondents to a survey, including partnerships that did not identify any partners in this

category.

The first number is the number of respondents; the second number is the number receiving surveys (excluding the number of withdrawals).

€ These numbers are for all faculty surveys for each administration. At baseline and at follow-up, faculty leaders and faculty involved were surveyed

from education and arts and sciences.

4 Two partnerships, ACHIEVE and Southern Colorado, had no faculty partners participating at both baseline and follow-up.

€ The North Carolina Central Partnership identified no school partners (only district partners).

" This number excludes from the total population of partnership schools the 83 principals who denied any partnership involvement and thus did not
participate in our survey.

NOTE: There were 218 unique faculty respondents (combining those who replied to just baseline, just follow-up, and both) and 176 unique district
respondents. Seventy-three district respondents replied to the baseline only; 58, to the follow-up only; and 45, to both. Eighty-seven faculty respondents
replied to the baseline survey only; 38, to the follow-up survey only; and 93, to both. Some of the changes in respondents across administrations were
because of staff turnover. Dash “—" indicates withdrawal data was not collected for the baseline faculty surveys.

EXHIBIT READS: The survey administered to project directors had an average response rate of 96 percent. One partnership’s project director did not
respond to the survey and thus, one partnership had a 0 percent response rate. Twenty-four of 25 project directors responded to the survey.

SOURCE: Title II Partnership Evaluation Baseline and Follow-Up Project Director, Principal, District, and Faculty Leadership and Involved Surveys.

ANALYTIC ISSUES

The structure of this evaluation is complex for many
reasons. We were particularly challenged in two areas:

¢ Partnership diversity—partnerships represent a diverse
assortment of institutions, objectives and activities in a
variety of state contexts. Data for this evaluation are
extensive and reflect partner activity at different times
and from different respondents at varying levels within
each partnership.

¢ Nonresponse bias—the issues of missing data, non-
respondent bias and the potential for selection bias
must be considered when interpreting the survey
results.

Each challenge is discussed briefly below.

Partnership diversity. Comparisons of partnership implemen-
tation are complicated because the partnerships vary in the
number and types of institutions involved; the level of
commitment and involvement by each institution; the
scope of the partnership reform efforts; and overall
partnership emphases, objectives, and implementation
approaches. This is one reason the analysis explores so
many variables describing partnerships. For example,
comparing a large mult-IHE, multidistrict partnership
with a small single-IHE, single-district partnership on
IHE-district collaboration without considering size would
be uninformative and possibly misleading.

A potential difficulty with categorizing partnerships by so
many characteristics, however, is that ultimately compari-
sons may consist of very small groups, thus losing the
representative advantage of having such diversity among




partnerships in the study. Throughout our analyses, we
balanced the need for a fair comparison and the need for
an adequate representation of the partnerships. Partnership
characteristics are described in Chapter 1.

Nonresponse bias. The analytic sample has several sources for
potential bias, including survey- and item-level non-
response (across and within partnerships). Survey-level
nonresponse is indicated by response rates of less than 100
percent. The nonresponse was a concern throughout
survey administration. We noted that there were response
rate problems, for example, from partnerships that were
large and diverse and partnerships in which the project
director was less responsive to the evaluation requests in
general. Our analyses therefore may underrepresent these
types of partnerships. Survey nonresponse may also be a
problem if it varies by level within a partnership. For
example, if faculty members respond at a higher rate than
district representatives, an imbalanced picture of the
partnership may emerge. These issues created a challenge
in reporting issues that cross levels within a partnership,
such as describing IHE and district collaboration in
professional development activities.

CONTENTS OF THIS EVALUATION REPORT

This final report on the evaluation of the partnership
grants program contains chapters that address the partner-
ship characteristics, as well as each evaluation topic. Below
we briefly describe the contents of each of the succeeding
chapters.

Chapter II: Partnership Characteristics—a comprehensive
look at the partnerships, including budgets, scope, number
and type of partners, goals and content area emphases,

strategies to improve accountability and ensure partner
participation, and type and amount of additional funding
gathered during the grant period.

I1T:
Changes—a characterization of the changes in relation-

Chapter Partner Relations and Organizational
ships between school districts and universities, and rela-
tionships within each partner institution as a result of the

partnership.

Chapter IV: Teacher-Preparation Reform Efforts—an
account of changes made to the teacher-preparation pro-
gram content and structure as a result of the partnership
grant, the progress made on collaborative activities be-
tween partners, particularly accomplishments resulting
from collaborative work between arts and sciences and
education faculty.

Chapter V: Partner Schools and Districts—an assessment
of the perceived value of the partnership to schools and
districts, addressing teacher qualifications, the highly
qualified teacher provisions of NCLB, and professional
development initiatives.

Chapter VI: Institutionalization—a description of the
likelihood that partnership activities will be sustained and
partner plans for institutionalizing particular initiatives.

VII:
discussion of difficulties and challenges reported by part-

Chapter Challenges and Lessons Learned—a

ners and an examination of why some expectations remain
unfulfilled.

Each chapter begins with a brief summary of the signifi-
cance of the topic, reflects on the key indicators, and
describes key findings related to the evaluation topic.
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Chapter I

Partnership Characteristics

HIGHLIGHTS

¢ The scope or reach of activities in the 1999 Title 1I
partnership grantees ranged from local (one university
and one school district) to regional to statewide,
including one cross-state partnership.

¢ A large number of schools and school districts are
represented in the 25 partnerships in this cohort: at
least 606 different colleges and universities, 28 com-
munity colleges, 179 school districts, and 821 elemen-
tary schools.

¢ The federal investment in the 1999 cohort was ap-
proximately $171 million dollars. Individual IHEs
within the partnerships augmented the investment
the
$93 million dollars from federal, state, and foundation

during grant period, adding

approximately

soufrces.

Although all partnerships were required to include certain
types of partners and to work toward a common set of
goals, the way in which the 25 grantees put their
partnerships together varied considerably. This chapter
points to key partnership features that the literature
identifies as noteworthy for successful partnering. Exam-
ples of three partnerships illustrate how the differences in
these features have influenced goal setting and partnership
management.

KEY PARTNERSHIP FEATURES

Distinguishing characteristics of the partnerships that were
important in these analyses include:

¢ The scope of the partnership and the number and type
of core partners.

¢ Partnership resources and goals.
¢ The involvement of other entities.

¢ The leadership’s experience with teacher-preparation
reform.

¢ The coherence of partner goals: agreement among
partners on mission and coordination with other
reforms, such as standards-based reform and teacher-
preparation reform. More detail on this characteristic
is provided in Chapter II1.

SCOPE

Partnerships varied in scope, the number of required
partners, and the geographic distance between them. Many
were regional in scope (11 partnerships), consisting of one
to three IHEs with widely dispersed districts. Seven
partnerships were local in scope, consisting of a single
college or university or a system of universities that were in
the same metropolitan area. Six were statewide in scope,
consisting of multiple university systems and districts
dispersed throughout the state. Finally, one partnership
was multistate in scope, comprising 11 colleges and
universities in ten states.

Among the 25 partnerships included in the first cohort of
the Title II partnerships program were universities,
colleges and school districts in more than 25 different
states. Some states (Miss., Texas and S.C.) had more than
one partnership, and one partnership operated in 10 states
(Ky., Calif., Mich., Kan., Va., Tenn., Pa., Mo., Idaho, and
Towa).

Tennessee Urban IMPACT Project. Tennessee’s Urban
IMPACT links the University of Tennessee at Knoxville
(UTK), Knox County schools, the University of Tennessee
at Chattanooga (UTC), and Hamilton County schools in a
program that focuses on preparing preservice and novice
teachers to succeed in schools in high-poverty areas and,
thereby, improve teacher retention at these schools. For
UTK’s five-year program, Urban IMPACT has led to the
development of four entirely new courses plus three
innovative initiatives—community mapping, four-week
placements in human services agencies, and prison visits, in
addition to the university’s two full-time semester-long
preservice internships. With a four-year program, UTC
recommends, but does not require, participation in one such
placement.

Site visit interviews indicate program implementation moved
further and faster in Knoxville, where the co-principal
investigator was well established and well known, and had
sttong working relationships with a wide vatiety of
stakeholders at the local, district and state levels. The
planned implementation unfolded more slowly in
Chattanooga because the co-principal investigator was
returning to the area after many years away and did not have
the benefit of preexisting relationships within the university,
with local businesses, or within the K-12 education
community.

NUMBER AND TYPE OF PARTNERS

Partnerships were required to be organized with at least
three types of core partners: (1) colleges of education
(teacher-preparation programs), (2) colleges of arts and
sciences (both from the same IHE), and (3) at least one
eligible local school district or local education agency
(LEA). School districts were eligible if they (1) had a high
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percentage of students whose families fell below the
poverty line and (2) had a high percentage of secondaty
school out-of-field teachers or a high teacher turnover rate.
Partnerships could also include community colleges, other
public or private school partners, and other pattners, such
as businesses, foundations, and state agencies.? Under the
terms of the partnership initiative, however, partnerships
were not required to include these latter “other” partners
in the partnership.

Project CoMeT. Our Lady of the Lake University Collabo-
ration Mentoring and Technology Program is a partnership
among a small, private Hispanic-serving liberal arts college,
two local community colleges, five school districts, and a
ptivate school. The partnership has made teacher-preparation
reform one of its foci; the partner postsecondary institutions’
cooperation around this issue is the distinguishing attribute
of the partnership. To improve the content knowledge of
future teachers, the three postsecondary institutions have all
used Title IT funds to align their undergraduate liberal arts
content courses with state standards for students in grades
K—12. This coordination was specifically designed to ensure
continuity in training for preservice teachers who start their
training at the community college and transfer to a four-year
school. However, notwithstanding this cooperation, the
partnership’s greatest emphases by far have been on pro-
viding professional development for in-service teachers and
in recruiting new people into teaching. The most central
features of the partnership are the various master’s programs
that the IHE lead has created for teachers in the partnership
districts or for career-changers in the community who wish
to shift into teaching.

The three core partners received the bulk of the funds,
housed the project leadership, developed initial project
goals and strategies, dispersed funds, and included those
most involved in developing and implementing
partnership efforts. Most partnerships (16 partnerships or
64 percent) had fewer than 10 core partners, five more had
between 10 and 20, and the remaining four had 20 or more
partners. The partnerships with the highest total number
of partners were also those working with the most schools.
In total, the partnerships included at least 66 different
colleges and universities, 28 community colleges,

179 school districts, and 821 schools (see Exhibit 9).

IHE  (college and wuniversity) parmers. The majority of
partnerships involved a single IHE, and many others
involved a single system of IHEs. On average, each
partnership had 2.8 IHEs, ranging between one and
11 IHE partners. Over half (14 partnerships or 56 percent)
had a single IHE partner, another seven partnerships

2 The evaluation did not collect any information from “other” partners
in surveys but did explore their role in interviews conducted during site
visits.

(28 percent) had between two and four IHE partners.
Fewer than half (10 partnerships, 40 percent) involved any
community colleges. Those that did had seven or fewer
community college partners. Appendix B provides a
complete list of partnership universities and colleges from
their original proposals.

LEA (school district) partners. The partnerships reported that
over the duration of the grant they expected to be working
with between one and 47 school districts, averaging 8.5.
half had fewer
(11 grantees or 44 percent) and 80 percent (20) had fewer

Nearly than five district partners

than 10 district partners.

Individnal school partners. Partnerships served elementary,
middle, and high schools. All but one partnership reported
elementary school partners. Because most of the partner
schools were at the elementary level, the evaluation sought
more detail about these schools from the CCD file of
1999-2000. The average number of elementary schools
involved in a Title II partnership was 34.2. Three
partnerships reported more than 100 elementary schools,
and two partnerships had five or fewer. Not all schools
within a partnership district participated. The ratio of
partner to non-partner schools in each partner district thus
varied—in some cases every elementary school in the
district participated, while in other cases, a single school
from the district partner participated. In four partnerships,
all of the elementary schools in all of the partner districts
were involved in the project. In 13 other partnerships, all
of the schools in some of the participating districts were
involved. Other partner districts selected some, but not all,
schools in the district. For example, in the Tucson, Atiz.,
district, there are 73 partner schools and seven non-partner
schools (schools in participating districts not involved in
grant activities), while in Ampbhitheater, Ariz., there are
two partner schools and 11 non-partner schools.

THE TITLE Il INVESTMENT AND THE NEED FOR
SUPPLEMENTARY RESOURCES
