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A.   
Integrity and Efficiency of the Program’s Processes and Management
In general, the Committee of Visitors (COV) found the integrity and efficiency of the Teacher Enhancement (TE) program’s processes and management to be successful.  In specific, it noted that use of the merit review criteria in the review process was of high quality and effective; reviewers had appropriate expertise and provided balanced reviews; both reviewers and Program Officers (POs) implemented the merit review criteria; the project portfolio represented quality projects and a reasonable balance of interests; and the overall “program management to be effective and efficient.”  

It is important to note that teacher education activities within the Directorate for Education and Human Resources (EHR) are being integrated into the Teacher Professional Continuum (TPC) program, which combines and extends efforts of the TE program in ESIE and the Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics Teacher Preparation (STEMTP) program in the Division of Undergraduate Education (DUE).  The TPC program, initiated in FY 2004, changes the focus and scope of ESIE’s teacher education activities.  The new program will be managed and implemented by relevant staff in both divisions.  Thus, many of the responses to recommendations will play themselves out in the management and operations of the TPC program, as well as the existing TE portfolio.  

Briefly, the new TPC program addresses critical issues and needs regarding the recruitment, preparation, enhancement, and retention of science, technology and mathematics (STM) teachers for grades K-12.  Its goals are to improve the quality and coherence of the learning experiences that prepare and enhance STM teachers; to develop innovative resources that prepare and support STM teachers and school and district administrators; to research and develop models and systems that support the teacher professional continuum; to research teacher learning and its impact on teaching practice; and to disseminate this research as well as innovative models and resources to a national audience.

The COV issues and recommendations, along with staff responses follow. 

1.   
The COV raised concerns and made recommendations regarding POs’ documentation of the decision-making process.  They found the need for additional documentation especially important when recommendations are inconsistent with panel recommendation, e.g., proposals declined, despite high panel ratings, and proposals funded, despite low ratings.   Specifically, the COV recommends -- 

· that information about other proposals included in the review panel be included in each jacket, as this may help to document and justify POs’ decisions, and 

· consistent documentation of internal reviews and more justification of decisions. 

Response:   Program staff is committed to ensuring transparency in the decision-making process both for awards and declinations, and strongly concurs that clear documentation of critical factors supporting funding decisions is essential.  While the vast majority of funding decisions align with panel recommendations, the COV makes an important point that special attention should be given to documenting departures.  It would be important, for example, that individuals reviewing decisions to award low-rated proposals know whether the project is “high risk” testing an innovative strategy, making a special effort to include/serve underrepresented populations, or filling a perceived gap (geographic, grade level, disciplinary balance) in the existing project portfolio or whether reviewers were unduly critical and had not identified genuine fatal flaws that could not be handled through negotiations.  Similarly, thorough documentation is also needed when highly rated proposals are declined.  For example, was the project judged to not be innovative from the national perspective, to not build on or contribute to research on teaching and learning, to merely duplicate prior work without bringing it to the next level, or to omit some critical element in program design.  It should also be noted that in a given year, there is not enough money to fund all the highly recommended proposals.  As a result, staff must make difficult decisions to decline some highly rated proposals.  In FY 2002, the success rate for the TE program was only 13 percent. 

The COV found two proposals during the course of its review that received identical reviewer ratings—one was awarded; one, declined.  Generally, however, it should be noted that TE reviewed 181 competitive proposals on average, over the FY 2000-2003 period.  The vast majority of these proposals were reviewed in the Fall in six-to-ten review panels whose composition represent balance by geography, discipline, gender, ethnicity, education expertise, higher education versus K-12 expertise, and experienced versus novice reviewer.  Reviewers give individual ratings based on pre-panel assessment of the proposals that is often informed panel discussions.  In addition, they prepare a panel summary that incorporates essential elements of panel deliberations and an overall priority rating (high, medium, low).  Individual ratings may vary significantly across reviewers in a panel, and overall ratings may vary significantly across subpanels.  This could be a function of the quality of proposals in a given panel, and/or “easy” versus “strict” grading across panels.  In most cases, the overall priority rating will be the deciding factor in similarly rated proposals.

As a means for strengthening the award decision process, to better construct the portfolio of projects supported by its programs, and, in part, to compensate for potential variations across review panels, ESIE brings relevant program staff together in a “likely” meeting.  At this meeting, POs bring forward all proposals receiving a high priority for funding from the panel review, or that POs consider viable for funding.  Cognizant POs describe the proposal, including strengths, weaknesses, and potential contribution to the portfolio, as well as present the reviews and the priority assigned by the panel for funding.  Each proposal is given thoughtful consideration and analyzed within the context of the strongest proposals submitted across sub-panels.  

The COV has made an excellent recommendation that will sensitize program and senior division management to be constantly vigilant to better documentation of funding decisions.  In addition to the current practice of individually addressing high ratings (i.e., excellent, very good) of declined proposals and low ratings (i.e., poor) of awarded proposals, ESIE programs will make efforts to capture findings of the post-panel process.  The TPC program staff is currently studying the advisability of pursuing alternative models, such as establishing a Blue Ribbon Committee of external experts similar to that used by the Centers for Learning and Teaching (CLT) program, which would strengthen the post-panel award process, as well as development of the program portfolio.  
2.   
The COV judged the review process to be efficient and effective and noted the significant impact of the NSF PO on the success of the panel.  The COV, however, underscored the need to carefully instruct panelists in the writing of reviews and panel summaries to strengthen the documentation of award decisions and to provide better technical assistance to the field.   Specifically, the COV recommends --

· encouraging reviewers to organize their comments around each merit review criterion in terms of strengths, weaknesses, and recommendations;  

· reminding Prreviewers to complete all aspects of the review template, including results of prior relevant work to the extent that it can be discerned by the limited information provided;  
· providing more information about the rating scale to reviewers, with the objective of overcoming their unwillingness to use the top and bottom of rating scales; and,  

· underscoring the importance of well-written panel summaries (for all proposals including potential declinations) that fully address major strengths and weaknesses of proposed projects, as well as incorporate constructive and supportive feedback and encouragement for revision (as appropriate) especially for potential Principal Investigators (PIs) with a limited or no funding history. 

Response:   The program concurs with the importance of fully instructing reviewers on the importance of addressing both National Science Board (NSB) merit review criteria, using the full range of scores to make their role in the decision process, and providing technical assistance to potential PIs.  Orientation of reviewers currently includes written instructions sent to reviewers when proposals are distributed, as well as presentations at the beginning of each panel meeting to orient the reviewers.  Panels, by design, include a balance of novice and experienced reviewers, the latter of whom can be expected to help those new to the process.  The TE program is also concerned about these issues and has already begun to strengthen written instructions and refine presentations for panel meetings.  For example, in the Fall 2002 TE Panel Orientation, the specific definitions were given for the Poor, Fair, Good, Very Good, and Excellent ratings and reviewers were strongly encouraged to use the entire five-point scale and, for example, not to worry about the feelings of PIs who might be assigned “poor” ratings.  

The COV expressed serious concerns about the capacity of review panelists to comment on results of previous funding since PIs are likely to represent their work in the best possible light and page limits preclude much more than limited information to gauge the quality of complex work.  While Foundation policy dictates that reviewers rate results of prior support, staff is aware of the difficulty faced by reviewers.  During the award decision process, POs gather information on the results of prior, relevant work through the post award “likely” meetings, review of on-going awards, annual or summative evaluation reports, or discussions with POs from other divisions.  Their final assessment supports the award decision.   The program acknowledged the importance placed by the COV on results of prior support in the award decision and will place greater emphasis in its documentation in the PO’s Review Analysis.  

The COV notes the potential value of having PI’s past work “on-line” as a valuable aid in making the evaluations.  We are already seeing the potential benefits of technology with the incorporation of Web sites and other “artifacts” into proposals that can be reviewed.  It is sometimes the case that proposals include appendices, provide supplementary materials that are mailed to reviewers, or that exhibits are put out at panel meetings.  We cannot, however, require and do not expect reviewers to review such materials systematically.  The Division will explore ways of increasing access to such materials, as well as to develop public versions of annual and final reports that can be of use to reviewers.  A prototype already exists for the latter.  The Division of Undergraduate Education (DUE) currently has an on-line reporting system that is available during panel meetings that helps reviewers rate results of prior support.  
The recently enacted policy in EHR is that reviewers assume the role as panel chair.  The program has instituted a policy of providing instructions and training for panel chairs and POs for review panels. These instructions will be strengthened to address the chair’s role in helping to ensure that panel summaries capture the necessary elements of the discussion.    

Finally, the COV cited concerns about variation in feedback provided PIs with declinations, noting that the depth and breadth of this feedback seems dependent on the persistence of the PI.  This variation arises from practical considerations of time.  Review panels typically meet for 2.5 days.  Panels receive orientation, discuss an average of 12 proposals, prepare panel summaries, and agree to their content.  The hard decision is often made to spend less time on the strongest and weakest proposals, and relatively more time discussing those that have potential.  Time is also a constraint for POs who are required by the Government and Performance Results Act (GPRA) to process most of their proposals within six months.  Those jackets with more information tend to be ones where the PI contacted the PO for additional information after being declined.  While POs’ are encouraged to write comments when the reasons for declinations are unclear and reviewers’ comments not focused, they view the preliminary proposal process as the most important mechanism for providing technical assistance to new performers.  The program will explore mechanisms for providing better feedback in a time effective manner.  As workloads increase with stable or declining staffing, these opportunities will become increasingly difficult.  

3.   
The COV had concerns with the gender balance on individual panels stating that  “while overall review process involved approximately equal numbers of male and female reviewers, there was often significant gender imbalance on individual panels.”

Response:   Panels are selected in order to ensure balance across a number of dimensions, including gender.  Prior to the panel meeting, POs are required to submit the names and characteristics of potential panelists and alternates to the Division Director, ESIE, for approval.  Gender is always an important consideration and, initially, no panel is significantly skewed one way or the other although sometimes variations do occur based on the expertise being sought.  It is often the case, however, that POs find it necessary to invite alternates when their primary reviewers have a conflict in schedule.  It is true, over the FY 2000-2002 period under review by the COV, that the entire panel (combined over subpanels) did achieve gender balance.  ESIE will continue to attend to this issue when assembling future review panels, recognizing the importance of balancing expertise with gender representation on each sub-panel.

4.   
The COV expressed several concerns regarding staffing of the TE program.  First, given the short tenure of most of the POs in the program, it had concerns about the number, balance, and professional development of the program staff.  Second, given the level of staffing and what appears to be a heavy project load, it had concerns about the ability of the staff to implement suggestions regarding increased documentation of the award process and providing technical assistance to the field, while paying sufficient attention to management of the project portfolio.  Specifically, the COV’s stressed the importance of  --

· guidelines, standardization, training, and monitoring of panel selection, preparation and facilitation given the high turnover of POs in order to ensure fairness of the review process; 

· gathering data on the past and current workload for POs to ensure that the quality of their work is not hampered by a lack of time or the addition of new programs to the Division’s portfolio;

· maintaining adequate staff size so as not to jeopardize the program’s ability to offer feedback to the field for improving proposals and implementation of projects, as well as ensure the overall quality of the portfolio; and,

· ensuring adequate staffing so that POs can meet the management needs of the existing portfolio of TE projects, as well as ensure the setting of high standards of program management for the new, challenging TPC program.  
Response:   From March 2000 through Fall 2002, there were significant changes to the composition of the TE program staff.  In March 2000, the TE program had 11.25 POs.  More than half (six) of the TE staff members were permanent NSF employees.  In Fall 2002, there were 8.2 assigned to the program with only 2.2 permanent NSF employees.  During this COV period, it should also be noted that 10 of the IPA POs who were hired only stayed at NSF for 12 months.  This instability underlies the concerns identified by the COV.   

Teacher education is a critical component of the Foundation’s K-12 activities.  The TE program and its successor, TPC, are charged with developing the infrastructure, strategies, and resources that will ensure success of the Math and Science Partnership (MSP) program.  The new TPC program represents a significant and important direction of EHR programming in that it addresses the entire teacher education continuum, building on the synergy of teacher pre- and in-service programs, as well as establishing a research agenda that will accelerate development and application of a knowledge base informing K-12 instructional practice.  This past year, two of the most senior TE program staff was assigned to the MSP program and over two-thirds of the staff is rotators.  The Division acknowledges that short-term POs brings renewed energy, diverse perspectives, and opportunities for new and imaginative ways of working within the program, but also believes that a more experienced, senior staff is necessary to provide continuity, effective and efficient operation, and support for the rotators.  Only one of the current IPA (rotator) staff, however, is departing this year after two years of service, which does mean that project staff will be more stable for the coming year.  

Electronic processing of proposals and post-award management have increased the need for all POs to receive professional development.  Additionally, the significant changes in the TE program leading to the TPC program increase the need for certain specialties within the division, as well as the need for POs to stay current with research in their fields.   A number of mechanisms are in place for bringing “rotator staff” on board.   All staff attend the Foundation’s three-day Program Management Seminar; each new staff member in ESIE has a mentor; technical staff provide on-the-job training on FastLane and electronic jacket systems; an ESIE PO Handbook (that is continuously revised for changes in policies and procedures) is provided to each new staff person; and PO training sessions are provided by more senior staff members as the need arises (e.g., prior to panel meetings).  Additionally, NSF provides opportunities for professional development for all staff through the NSF Academy, with courses and electronic coursework on using the various applications needed for proposal processing and post-award management. Additionally, every PO designs an Independent Research and Development (IR/D) plan each year.  While NSF provides an extensive menu of professional development opportunities for its employees, limited staffing resources and workload demands, constrain the amount of time staff can devote to professional development.  However, ESIE recognizes the importance of professional development and is committed to reviewing the range of opportunities with the view of increasing its effectiveness with new staff.  The TPC Section Head will ensure that each PO participates in necessary professional development.  

The COV has identified another serious concern of ESIE management and staff, that is, the issue of workload.  Over the past three years, the Division has developed and implemented two new programs, Centers for Learning and Teaching (CLT) and Information Technology Experiences for Students and Teachers (ITEST), while losing program staff.  In addition, ESIE POs now participate in the review of proposals from six programs managed by other divisions.   The Division plans to continue discussions with EHR management.  It should be noted that staffing is a serious concern across the Foundation.  NSF is currently undertaking a large-scale, multi-year management study by Booz-Allen Hamilton, and the EHR Directorate has begun its own internal planning that will inform these issues.  

The issue of staffing directly relates to a concern raised by the COV with respect to large review panels.  In specific, the COV questioned the efficiency of 14-member panels when less than one-half of the panelists were involved in the review of specific proposals.  The program agrees with the COV and will make every attempt to limit the size of review panels in the future.  From the program’s perspective, optimal panel size is eight members who review 12 to 16 proposals.  While the number of awards has decreased over the past three years given budget availability, the number of proposals has continued to rise.  Since each review panel must have an NSF staff member in attendance, the size of panels is determined in part by the size of the staff.  Several times in the past, TE has run two panels per competition, but this has increased the workload of POs, many of whom are already involved with more than one program.  

5.   The COV identified some jackets in which the conflict of interest was handled correctly, although the correct paperwork (i.e., the conflict of interest form) was not always contained in these jackets.   However, there were also examples of conflicts of interest, which were not recognized and resolved by the program.  

Response:    The Division takes this issue very seriously.  In response to the two cases cited by the COV, a permanent PO handled one and an IPA who is no longer employed at NSF handled the other.  The permanent staff is already aware of the issue and has met with the Division’s Conflicts of Interest (COI) Officer.  All program and management staff at NSF is required to take annual COI training.  The Division will increase professional development for POs with respect to conflicts of interest.  In addition, it will review the advisability of re-establishing former strict standards on use of reviewers from institutions that have submitted proposals to the program, as a means of guarding against such conflicts in the future.  Jackets are normally carefully screened for COI documentation.  Program, as well as technical support staff, will be instructed to look for appropriate coding and inclusion in paper, as well as electronic jackets.

6.    
The COV expressed concerns about variations in the amount of support provided to PIs with weaker proposals during the negotiation process.   Several examples were cited in which a proposal was helped through the process, despite lower panel ratings, only to experience significant difficulties in the first year of the project.  In order to protect NSF’s investment in these higher risk situations, the COV recommends support for PIs through mechanisms such as mentorship from more experienced PIs.  This could also lessen the burden on the already over-burdened POs.

Response:  From reviewing the specific case identified by the COV, it was determined that the Cognizant PO believed the proposal had merit, even though the reviewers identified weaknesses with the design.  As the COV noted, the project is experiencing significant difficulties and program staff will attempt to do everything possible to move it to a more successful trajectory.  The new approach to post-panel decisions that elicits broader input from POs across the Division should work toward identifying those PIs that need more time to develop a potentially successful action plan.    

In some cases, “new performers” are given more assistance than experienced Principal Investigators.  Program staff often suggests collaborations or information exchanges among PIs working on similar projects.  In some cases, the program will significantly reduce the scope of the proposed project to test feasibility or strongly suggest application of a planning proposal.  The TPC program has established subcommittees that are addressing issues of technical assistance to projects and outreach to underrepresented groups and new performers.  As part of this effort, the program will have PI meetings that will provide support and mentoring for novice PIs.  Additionally, the technical assistance group has discussed developing TPC-Net, similar to LSC-Net and CLT-Net, to provide networking and interaction among TPC projects. Finally, the technical assistance group has planned meetings to help potential PIs shape their evaluation plans during the summer of 2003.

2. The COV noted that dwell times increased slightly from FY 2000-2003, rising to 6.23 months in FY 2001.   In two of the years reviewed over 80% of proposals were acted on in 6 months, while only 63% of the proposals in FY 2001 were acted on in this time period.  By FY 2002, significant numbers of proposals are taking 9-12 months for review.  While the COV felt that mean times were reasonable given the panel review process and negotiations that often occurred, the number of outliers was becoming unacceptable.  The COV believes that TE should strive to have 90% of proposals acted upon in six months, with a mean time less than six months and a standard deviation not higher than three months.  

Response:   The TE program acknowledges the variation in dwell time over the years and would like to note that several factors impacted both the dwell time and variation about the average.  In FY 2001, TE became aware that $32 million, over one-third of its FY 2002 budget, would be invested in NSF’s Math and Science Partnership Initiative.  As a result, TE took additional time to assess the potential impact on its portfolio, carefully consider which proposals to fund, and manage out-year spending so as to ensure sufficient resources for a reasonable FY 2002 competition.  

To date, in FY 2003, 91 percent of the proposals have been approved by the Division Director within six months; the average duration is 4.22 months.  The standard deviation issue is more difficult to address. The proposals are generally acted upon in a bi-modal fashion in that proposals that clearly will not be recommended for funding can be acted upon quickly after panel.  Those proposals that enter negotiations, however, are dependent upon outside factors such the ability of the PIs to quickly address any concerns or needs.  GPRA processing goals call for 70 percent of proposals to be process within six months.  The program strongly endorses the COV’s recommendation to exceed that target.  The program is not comfortable, however, committing to the three month standard deviation recommendation, as the negotiation process is variable and beyond the control of the program.

8.   
The COV noted several places in which they were unable to come to a conclusion due to insufficient definitions for specific terms used in the COV template and advocates clearer definitions of what is meant by terms such as “high risk” (is the intent “push the intellectual envelope” or “return on NSF investment”), “innovative” (which is somewhat subjective); and “balance across emerging opportunities.    

Response:   The TE/TPC program acknowledges the difficulty expressed by the COV, having attempted to provide definitions of the above-mentioned terms from official NSF documents and not finding clear, well-defined statements of their meaning.  Recognizing this problem, EHR is currently engaged in discussing and defining these terms with respect to its education programming.  The outcome of this discussion may lead to tighter definitions and improve future COVs’ ability to respond to these items.   

9.   
The COV noted the strides that the program has made in increasing participation of underrepresented groups as both reviewers and PIs and underscored the need for continued attention to this issue, especially with respect to ethnic population groups.   The COV offered recommendations to continue the positive work already being done, to monitor and analyze information from tracking systems, and to convey the importance to PIs and reviewers in the voluntary reporting of relevant data.  Specifically, the COV recommended  --
· continued support and outreach for minorities seeking funding; 

· more detailed study of data on the relative success rate of non-minority versus minority PIs, i.e., non-minority PIs were almost twice as likely to be funded as minority PIs –30% acceptance, as compared to 18% for minority PIs;  

· continued collaboration with the EPSCoR program to facilitate proposals from these states; and,  

· continued attention to school district involvement as fiscal agents in awards – over the 3-year period awards to school districts declined from over 16% in FY 2000 to 4.2% in FY 2002 paralleling the decline in the district-based Local Systemic Change projects.    

Response:   The TPC program staff has developed a special subcommittee, “Outreach/Support for New Performers Subgroup” whose goal is “to develop and recommend appropriate strategies to increase the number of proposals from underrepresented institutions, communities, and individuals.”  Underrepresented institutions include school districts as well as Minority Serving Institutions.  This group has identified the following tasks:

· review previous/current strategies (e.g., planning grants),

· examine effectiveness of previous/current strategies,

· determine causes for the increase in number of TE-PIs from underrepresented groups in recent years,

· outline outreach efforts,

· ascertain the nature and type of support needed, including mentoring and targeted technical assistance,

· identify agencies, organizations, resources, personnel, etc. necessary to implement outreach and support, and 

· develop an action plan including budgetary needs and timeline.

In addition, in June the TPC program will host a workshop for potential PIs who have submitted preliminary proposals to the first TPC competition, as well as their evaluators.  The workshop, funded by the Division of Research, Evaluation, and Communication (REC), will be run by Westat and is structured to provide technical assistance around evaluation design.  In addition, program staff has approached both the Experimental Program to Stimulate Competitive Research (EPSCoR) and the Division of Human Resource Development (HRD) in EHR to seek funding for PIs from EPSCoR states and institutions, as well as Minority Serving Institutions to attend the event. 

The TE/TPC program acknowledges the drop in the number of school districts that were awarded TE grants in FY 2002.  In FY 2002, many districts, which would have normally submitted proposals under the Local Systemic Change (LSC) component of TE, prepared proposals for the first competition of the Math and Science Partnership program, lowering the number of competitive proposals submitted to TE.   The TPC program does not contain an LSC component. School districts, however, are not precluded from submitting proposals to this program.  It is not yet clear whether the new program will be attractive to, or perceived accessible by, school districts in their efforts to assume leadership roles in such projects.  Based on the COV discussion, it was clear that the COV wanted school districts to continue to successfully compete in teacher education programming within EHR.  The program hopes that with the technical assistance design and outreach efforts described above, additional districts will apply and be successful competing in the new program.  

10.   The COV noted that there appears to be an appropriate balance across institutions in a given state or region although data indicate that several states seem to have a disproportionate number of awards.  The COV encouraged data collection that identifies the target audience as local, regional, or national in scope, and that provides finer detail in the categorization of submitting institutions.  

Response:  Currently, as part of data collected in the Special Data Element Codes, ESIE collects data on the locale of participants in funded projects.  According to these data, every state, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and American Samoa have projects impacting their localities. Additionally, 78 projects had a national scope while five projects had a regional scope.  Many of the data collection mechanisms currently in use are developed at the Foundation level.  The program will explore revising its Special Data Element Codes to include characteristics of interest, while maintaining institutional continuity for prior award data.  The program can provide more detailed information on the nature of submitting institutions, e.g., school district, two-year college, comprehensive college, Research I, not-for-profit educational institution, professional organization.  It will carefully analyze informational needs and look to set up data systems that ensure their collection.  

11. 
The COV acknowledged the importance of the major commitment being made by NSF in addressing the full teacher education continuum and strongly supports the program’s response to emerging research and educational trends.  The COV noted that concerns raised by the 2000 COV, as well as the current COV, seem to be well addressed by the new TPC program.  The COV strongly recommends that the program develop means for collecting and using research in ways that can support teaching and learning, as well as build critical knowledge in the field.  The COV continues to be concerned, however, that the portfolio of supported activities may overlook important analyses of what happens inside classrooms, as the link between interventions and what students can do.  This was noted by the 2000 COV and is a concern of the 2003 COV.

Response:   Program staff developed the new TPC solicitation in part to address this missing analysis of classroom practice. The first preliminary proposals for this program are due May 19, 2003.  The TPC program supports research studies that contribute to the knowledge base for how to effectively recruit, prepare and support qualified science, technology, and mathematics (STM) teachers, how to create supportive structures and environments that sustain STM educators at all levels, and how to impact teaching practice with teacher learning.  Special attention will be given to projects that investigate: (1) how people learn to be effective K-12 STM teachers, through informal and formal experiences across the continuum; (2) what resources and support structures teachers need to be effective; (3) how teachers' needs change as they progress through the continuum; (4) how successful professional development experiences can be designed in order to improve teaching practice in large numbers of classrooms and with diverse populations; and (5) how teaching practice impacts student achievement.

Furthermore, the program recognizes the need to create robust dissemination mechanisms that ensure the knowledge generated by TPC is presented to practitioners in useful ways so that it is implemented in classrooms and schools.

B.   Results: Outputs and Outcomes of NSF Investments.   The COV evaluated the outputs and outcomes of the TE program to be successful, focused on the NSF Goal for People. 

TE COV report notes the following accomplishments, concerns, and recommendations:

1.   
The COV acknowledged the successful work of the Local Systemic Change Through Teacher Professional Development (LSC) projects that is being increasingly documented by studies of student performance gains.  In particular, the COV noted --

· the LSC projects’ impact on “the acceleration of the adoption of high-quality STEM curricula and development and implementation of uniform data collection, evaluation, and measurement tools for the projects;”

· the electronic network, LSC-Net, as a public repository of the collective wisdom and products of 87 NSF-funded projects, including its successful efforts at running virtual conferences;
· a third volume of the highly successful Foundation’s series for educators Professional Development that Supports School Mathematics Reform, by Rafaela Borasi and Judith Fonzi, that provides an introduction to the complex and difficult journey of inquiry-based reform in mathematics [Volume 3 is a product of the LSC project, Making Mathematics Reform a Reality in Middle Schools];
· the role of LSC projects in supporting districts’ strengthening of their science and mathematics programs and investigating effective strategies for reform, including active engagement in research to document student learning gains, as well as to conduct special studies on, for example, the use of science learning to enhance language acquisition, the process of adoption and implementation of curricula, ethnographic study of system reform, etc.  

Response:    The LSC effort has been a successful effort in many respects.  Even though additional LSC projects will not be funded, the TPC program intends to build on the previous LSC work in research efforts and as existing projects continue their work.   Many of the Mathematics and Science Partnership (MSP) projects are an outgrowth of successful Local Systemic Change efforts.  Within the targeted component of the MSP program, for example, is a project submitted by Judith Fonzi who co-authored the Foundations Volume 3. 

Additionally, the LSC-Net will have its next virtual conference during May 13-22, 2003 with Deborah Ball as the keynote presenter.  It features interactive panels and poster sessions. The TPC program staff has discussed ways to develop a TPC-Net that would mirror and extend this work for the TPC program.

The program evaluation developed for the LSC program was innovative and has achieved many accomplishments.  It has trained a cadre of over 200 evaluators who are engaged in district-based reform; its professional development protocols have been adopted and used beyond the program, including in the Presidential Awards for Excellence in Mathematics and Science Teaching (PAEMST) program. 

Finally, Westat is providing technical assistance to LSC projects that are currently involved in student outcomes studies to document the impacts of the LSC projects. They have produced a document synthesizing many student outcomes studies from the first four cohorts of LSC projects, and will produce a meta-analysis of the remaining four cohorts’ student outcomes studies. Also, many PIs of existing LSC projects are contemplating research studies as part of the TPC program, to conduct research on their previous work in the LSC.

2. The COV noted that other accomplishments of the program contribute to NSF’s outcome goal of developing a diverse, internationally competitive and globally engaged workforce of scientists, engineers, and well-prepared citizens.  In addition to the LSC efforts listed above, it acknowledged the program’s role in accelerating the adoption of high-quality STEM curricula, publications that add to the literature, an electronic compendium of reviewed teacher education materials, model masters degree programs for teachers, curriculum specialists, and instructional resource persons, and discipline specific professional development opportunities.

Response.  The program strongly acknowledges the importance of the knowledge base that is developed through the efforts funded by NSF, and the important implications they have for improving educational practice nationwide.  Every effort will be made to develop communities of learners under the TPC program, to disseminate findings to a growing community of researchers, and to translate research to practitioners for implementation in districts, schools, and classrooms, nationwide.  

3. 
The COV identified a number of successful projects that, collectively, show progress in moving NSF’s mission and strategic outcomes forward.   

Response:    The COV noted that while the primary work of the program is focused on the NSF’s People Goal, in its opinion, program efforts also contribute to the NSF’s Tools Goal, by creating tools for teachers, teacher educators, professional development providers, disciplinary faculty who work with teachers, and school and district personnel.   Many of the reports of research also contribute to the NSF Goal for Ideas as well.
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