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On the Call:

SPDG Evaluators: 
Denise Andreski (MD, FL, PA), Jim Fraiser (WI), Brent Garrett (KY, VT, NH, MS), Rebecca Walker (CT), Alan Wood (CA), Judy Shrag (WA, AR, DE), Li Walter (CA), Floy Scott (MT), Lori Massey (FL), Roy Anderson (AK)
OSEP Project Officers: Pat Gonzalez, Jennifer Doolittle
SIGnetwork: Audrey Desjarlais
[Audrey introduced Pat Gonzalez of OSEP.]

Pat G.:
We mailed the SPDG continuation package this week. The due date is May 1. Today’s topic is operationalizing the performance measure on teacher retention. Introduced Pat Mueller.

Pat M.: I’m hoping you were able to review the notes from the 4 respondents feedback. I did go into the SIG/SPDG initiatives matrix. There are 35 projects engaged with this indicator. With some assistance from Pat. G and a few other folks, I’d like to walk through the 4 questions and have some lively discussion.

1. How are you defining “recruit, hire, train and retain?” Are these discreet elements that you are measuring? 

Judy/Respondent C. For Measure 3.1 we’re looking at it directly. Retention assumes hiring and re-training.

Denise: For retention data reporting, Florida is tracking teachers after 3 years of employment. In order to get to this, we’re also looking at the training and re-training.

2. How should states define “remain teaching after the first three years of employment?” (e.g., what are the physical boundaries for “remaining”—in a school? District? State?  Also, must they remain teaching in the same disability category? In special education? In public schools?
Judy:  We look at novice teachers after three years. Our directors might want to investigate other related data in depth. We look at it as a state wide figure.

Denise: For particular Florida grant, the goal is to increase the # of teachers with an autism endorsement. We track how many stayed in teaching with the autism endorsement. We’re also looking at are they remaining in the SPED area. We have difficulties in data collection. We rely on the implementers – the universities -  to follow-up with the individuals since the state has a difficult time tracking public/private school systems. We rely on grantees to track the teachers.
Pat M.: In reviewing the feedback form responses, the underlying theme is the need for good collaborative relationships with the IHEs and good data tracking systems.  For states on the call, who has a statewide system to track existing and new teachers?

Judy: With the states I work with, we obtain the states entire personnel file – which displays all SPED teachers that are teaching each year. We can pull the figure for the SDGP report.

Brent:  Judy are you getting this from the state department of education or the board? Do they send an excel file?

We receive excel files from the state departments and for one state, the board. The files include SSN# and we sign confidentiality agreements not disclose the information. 

Pat M. Ed isn’t on the call, but he did provide feedback that Nevada is moving towards improved tracking.

LI/Alan: For California, it’s challenging to even pull this data from districts.  The state has plans to establish a unique student and teacher identifier. For our low incidence initiative, we rely on the IHE’s to track their graduates. 

3. What are some of the challenges you are face regarding tracking of teacher retention? How do you deal with scenarios such as these? 

 Based on the feedback, no one has systems to track candidates who move out of the state.
Are there other mechanisms that you rely on to collect data? For example, does anyone collect phone numbers, emails, of candidates to track retention? 

Lori Massey: Florida is using email addresses. The state department is in the process of creating a web-based system that uses licensure certificate numbers. We are unable to use social security numbers or student ID numbers, which is why we are using certificate numbers. We’re such a large state I don’t see a state wide system in place. 

Li: In California, we’re collaborating with Cal State University system to develop a workplace satisfaction survey.
4. What are some examples of successful teacher retention programs in your state(s)?

Pat M:: There were commonalities: On-going coaching, mentoring, and stipends. For those of you who provided feedback, could you briefly highlight some your successful programs?

Judy: The shining star is Alabama. The SPDG staff provided data to the state department to establish a state wide mentoring program. All schools are now mandated to have a mentoring program. The SPDG was instrumental in scaling-up it’s initiative to the state level. 

PM: Do you have evaluation data on the Alabama’s mandated mentoring programs? 

Judy: This year and next we’re collecting data on school/districts who received stipends.

Judy: Effective programs depend on strong principals. Delaware has a strong leadership training program. 
Lori: Florida has a web-based program for principals for on-going PD and professional learning communities. It is a collaborative effort between Gen/Sped. The program is funded by DOE. 

Denise: Pennsylvania has a mentor-protégé program for those in leadership roles at the district level (i.e., district sped director). 

Pat M. Any other states with leadership programs?
Judy: Arkansas SPDG specifically addresses training the mentors of the novice SPED directors.

Pat M. For states offering stipends, is the expectation the candidates stay in the state? Are there states that have a re-payment policy in the event that candidates don’t fulfill their service agreement?
Lori: Yes, our tuition support programs require a participant service agreement. We have had a few program participants who have decided not to finish the programs and are required to pay back there tuition. The tracking is critical.
Pat M.: Are any of you recruiting in high-need districts? Are any states exploring alternative initiatives (i.e., shortened requirements, time, distance v. face-to-face)  or targeting specific populations?

Li: The UCLA recruitment program has high success in recruiting men and ethnic minorities. 

Judy: In Delaware, the university local partnerships are targeting districts where 50% or more of personnel lack certification.

Lori: Florida has a program to provide tuition support for speech-language pathologists. Those who complete the program will receive on-going PD, which allows us to track personnel data over a long period of time.

Pat M: In the northeast, there is a regional program for specific LD population, visually impaired. A number of states in the Massachusetts area pool resources to fund a program, particularly in rural areas.

KY: KSU is historically black, their recruitment focus has been on minorities

Brent: If the initial grant proposal looks at recruitment and retention of related service providers, does the state report on this measure? 

Pat G. OSEP: Yes. You wouldn’t necessarily report this in 3.1, but instead create your own performance measure to report the related service provider data.

Pat M.: Any other comments or questions for the group? If not, I’ll turn it over to Pat Gonzalez. Thanks everyone for your input. 


Pat G. Our next scheduled call is February 17 at 2:00pm. There are also Joint Directors and Evaluators webinars in January, February and March that you are invited to attend.   In January, the webinar provides an update on the RTI center and SPDG continuation and final reporting, the February call is on Technology, and March call is on SISEP center. You are welcome to attend these calls. 

I’d like to use the February 17 call to plan agendas and topics for future Evaluator calls. One possibility for future topics is to review in depth 1 or 2 regional meeting SIG marketplace resources. Audrey will send the list of regional meeting resources to the group next week.  

In the regional meeting survey feedback, several people requested information on the newly funded Center to Improve Program Performance (CIPP), so another item for the February call is an overview of this project’s goals and activities.
Judy: Does anyone feel the need to talk about the efficiency measure, 4.1.?

Jennifer: The continuation package just came out today. That measure is not included in the reporting forms, so Projects are not required to report on it this year. 
Pat Gonzalez: Any other questions? 
Jim: Is the Department preparing a new education bill? 

Pat: I haven’t received any news on it. We’re meeting with our new secretary tomorrow.  Maybe that will be part of his discussion. 

Next Call: February 17, 2-3:30pm EST
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