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LNC 2008 Breakout Session2 BUILDING AND MAINTAINING
STRONG K-16 PARTNERSHIPS ACROSS
STATE, REGIONAL AND LOCAL LEVELS

Nancy Vandergrift (left) and Sheila Jones

Presentation Recap
PRISM was designed to test key strategies to
increase student learning and achievement in
science and mathematics in schools and col-
leges, and to use lessons learned to influence
statewide changes in policy and practice and
inform the nation about successes that should
be replicated to rebuild America’s competitive
advantage in science and mathematics.

This presentation focuses on research con-
ducted by PRISM regarding formation of well-
defined PRISM partnerships to achieve PRISM’s
mission. PRISM studied a flexible partnership
model to allow for the unique contextual and
demographic aspects of its partners. PRISM
partnerships were allowed to change and grow
as the work evolved. As a result, the partner-
ship was utilized as a management strategy as
well as a reform movement.

Partners were chosen in a deliberate manner to
bring together core educational organizations
and institutions to work toward common goals
and ensure accountability. These core partners
formed a PRISM state leadership team to
oversee implementation and lead by example
through the expansion of the roles of K-12

Learning Network Conference Breakout
Session Number 26A
MSP Project:
Partnership for Reform in Science
and Mathematics (PRISM)
A Comprehensive MSP project based at the
University System of Georgia, operating in
four regions of the state
Presenters:
Sheila Jones and Nancy Vandergrift

Visit
www.MSPnet.org

for
• Complete abstract of this research in

the MSP Virtual Poster Hall
• Video of this presentation
• Complete PowerPoint slides used in

this presentation

PRISM Goals
Raise expectations and achievement in
science and mathematics in K-12 schools,
while closing achievement gaps among
demographic groups by:
1. Requiring all students to complete

challenging courses/curricula in science
and mathematics.

2. Increasing and sustaining the number,
quality, and diversity of K-12 teachers
teaching science and mathematics.

3. Increasing the responsiveness of higher
education to the needs of K-12 schools.

educators and higher education faculty. In the
four PRISM regions, core partners created
regional partnerships called Regional Coordinat-
ing Committees (RCC) to design and implement
the work.

The hypothesis examined in this work is that
given support and flexibility by the leadership,
PRISM partnerships will develop and utilize the
dimensions listed below to create and support
vehicles for achieving the goal of improving
science and mathematics student learning.
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• Frequent and deliberate communication

• Shared vision and common goals

• Holding one another accountable

• Respecting contributions of others

• Changing policies to sustain practices

• Resolving systemic funding problems that
bridge K-12 and higher education

• Redirecting resources toward solving prob-
lems

• Institutionalizing K-16 partnerships

PRISM has utilized a data-driven approach to
monitor and track changes and to document
success and challenges. A combination of
quantitative and qualitative data have been
used to evaluate the partnerships. The state
leadership team developed its own assessment
and management tools, and evaluators moni-
tored PRISM partnerships.

Partnership Rubric

Through the state leadership team a partner-
ship rubric was developed for the regions to
use to judge progress in order to help deter-
mine the quality and strength of each facet of
their partnership. The partnership rubric
measures progress in shared vision and goals;
communication; decision-making; responsibility
and accountability; and change and
sustainability. Partners use the rubric to
determine the strength and weaknesses in their

partnerships and to make changes and improve-
ments as needed.

Analysis of ratings for two regions indicate that
from 2004 to 2005, progress was categorized
more as “emerging” and “developing,” while by
2007 progress it was categorized more as
“developing” and “accomplished.” However,
initial use of the rubric helped identify that
indicators were redundant or related, and
wording was confusing. The rubric has under-
gone two revisions, so results cannot be com-
pared between earlier and current versions. The
group dialogue after the self-assessment ap-
peared to be more important than the actual
scores.

Management Tools

PRISM’s ten strategies were mapped onto the
five key features of MSP: partnership-driven;
teacher quality, quantity and diversity; chal-
lenging courses and curriculum; evidence-based
design and outcomes; and institutional change
and sustainability. The five key features were
used to develop the PRISM Management Tools to
monitor progress. On an annual basis, each
region completes the regional sections and the
entire state leadership team completes the rest
of the document. Ratings are entered each year
for the 166 items in the Tools document. Sixty-
seven of the 166 ratings measure progress on
the MSP key feature, partnership-driven.

Combined results in the partnership-driven
section of the Management Tools shows a
substantial decrease each year in the “no

Evidence-Based Changes that
Led to Success

Experience in Collaboration
• Challenge: How to form a partnership with

partners having different levels of collabora-
tive experience.

• Solution: Capitalize on previous or existing
partnerships and provide resources and
training as necessary.

Leadership
• Challenge: How to form a partnership

among diverse organizations (University
Arts and Sciences, Education, and K-12
Educators).

• Solution: A regional leadership team model
emerged for each region that included a
leader from each organization who worked
collaboratively to direct the activities of the
project.

Organizational Cultures
• Challenge: How to achieve the goals, given

the uniqueness of each region and partner.

• Solution: Utilize various levels of leadership
and allow for flexibility in how the work is
accomplished. Recognize the contributions
of each partner.
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progress” rating with increases in the “sus-
tained” rating. The partnership has been able
to clearly define their roles and responsibilities
in order to make hard decisions when needed.
The partnership has been able to support the
work of all PRISM partners, sharing progress on
PRISM goals periodically to the Georgia Depart-
ment of Education and University System of
Georgia, as well as through regional and local
entities. Partners continue to experiment with
ways to redirect non-NSF resources towards
PRISM efforts and goals.

Evaluation Team Case Studies

PRISM also utilized an Evaluation Team com-
prised of internal and external evaluators to
monitor partnerships at every level to assess
progress on PRISM goals and provide feedback
for continual improvement. Qualitative and
quantitative data has included interviews,
surveys, meeting minutes, and reports and
handouts.

Evaluation case study results indicate that
partnerships have made progress in using the
language of partnerships (“we”); changing from
isolation to collaboration; basing work on
common goals rather than individual goals;
enhancing content knowledge through changed
practice; and forming a cohesive leadership
team.

Conclusion

PRISM partnerships were successful in develop-
ing and utilizing the following, as well as in

achieving PRISM goals on an ongoing basis:

• Working toward common vision and goals;

• Sharing leadership;

• Holding each other accountable;

• Collaborating to build on strengths, P-16;

• Redirecting resources;

• Deliberate and purposeful communication.

Questions and Answers

Relationship/Difference Between Rubric
and Management Tool

• What is the relationship between the Manage-
ment Tool and the rubric? Is the Management
Tool what you use to assess the rubric on
partnerships? Are they related or are they two
separate things? - Participant

• They are two separate things, but they do
overlap. There are some defining questions
about partnership in the Management Tools
(page 15-16, Tools for Managing Large Scale
Projects) that are definitely being assessed
when we use our rubric. The Management
Tools are more a tool to manage the work and
monitor whether the work is progressing to
sustainability. The partnership rubric is more
about forming a strong partnership and
encouraging the collaboration of partners.
The Management Tools are more about the
work of the partnership. - Sheila Jones

• I also think the rubrics are sort of an opera-

Evidence-Based Changes that
Led to Success

Involving People in the Work
• Challenge: How to encourage individuals to

do the work given that they have full-time
work responsibilities.

• Solution: Find multiple entry points to
involve individuals in the work:
- Fitting it into their approved work load
- Compensation
- Appealing to their altruism
- A variety of projects

Breaking Down Cultural Barriers
• Challenge: How to find the “common

ground” between higher education and K-
12 faculty in the partnership.

• Solution: Take the time to learn about the K-
12 and Higher Education cultures through
real work.

Expanding Traditional Roles
• Challenge: Roles written in the PRISM

proposal were outside the bounds of
tradition.

• Solution: Use resources and training to
provide knowledge and skills necessary to
expand roles. Find key personnel to
facilitate the partnership work with exper-
tise and knowledge in teaching and
learning, as well as collaborative and
leadership skills.



5LNC 2008 Breakout Session
tional definition for people out in the field,
like teachers and people working in the
different regional groups with the school
district and higher ed partners in the region.
It is sort of what we mean by partnership,
while the Management Tools are very specific
to activities, implementing policies, and so
on. - Judith Monsaas, PRISM

Assessment/Evaluation
Tools Used for Rubric

• With the rubric, how do you know when you
are moving in the rating from “emerging” to
“developing”? How does that get assessed?
- Participant

• We usually hand out a paper copy of the
rubric grid at a meeting, and people individu-
ally rate their partnerships in relation to each
item on the rubric. For example, you look at
“decision making” and you put an X or a
circle where you think your partnership is on
that particular indicator of decision making.
You might think that your K-12 partners are
really working well and making decisions, but
the higher ed faculty are just nonexistent, so
you rate it as “beginning” or “emerging.” Or
you may think your partnership has come to
consensus on “vision and goals” and you’re
making great progress there, so you rate that
as “developing” or “accomplished.”

Once everyone has made their individual
ratings, we tally the results together. We put
it up on an overhead, showing where the tick
marks are, to give people a snapshot of where

the group thinks that everyone is. There
might be three or four ratings in different
cells. We look at that snapshot and say, “Most
people think we’re in the ‘emerging’ category
in decision making,” and we talk about what
it would take to move to the “developing”
category. We do a lot of xeroxing of the grid
onto big sheets, and after people do indi-
vidual ratings they can go up and put a little
post-it up in various categories. Then we
discuss each one as a group. - Sheila Jones

Basis for Rubric Ratings

• How do those using the rubric make their
assessment? In your example you kept saying
“I think.” What evidence do they use in terms
of the data that they’ve been collecting to
determine that they’re in a particular cat-
egory? A second questions is, how do the
ratings from the state level inform or discon-
nect with the regional level? Do they see
themselves going in the same direction? And
finally, are there points when they’re moving
backward instead of forward?  - Participant

• To answer your first question regarding what
was the evidence, individuals are asked to use
their own information, their beliefs, regard-
ing where they are on this rubric. The people
in the partnership say, “This is where I think
we are.”

This is not for external evaluators, these are
for the people who are in the learning com-
munities, the Regional Coordinating Commit-

Using the Rubric to
Move Toward Sustainability

• A little story might help illustrate the results of
this. One region had a really good discussion
about how strong their partnerships were. But
one person suddenly said, “What’s going to
happen when the money goes away?” They
immediately used that teachable moment, got
out their pencils and paper, and developed an
action plan of what they were going to do to
involve the superintendents and get them to
understand what was important about PRISM so
that when the money went away, the superin-
tendents and principals would be supportive.
The teachers had a long list of what they
themselves were going to do to tell people why
PRISM was important.

That was one way of moving forward using this
partnership rubric. It’s almost like the indi-
vidual tallies are not as important as the value
of the discussion that you can get into about
where you want to go with your partnership.
- Nancy Vandergrift
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tees (RCCs), the people at the leadership
team meetings who actually do the work. It is
their own personal opinion that they are
marking down. - PRISM

• I imagine some evidence comes out of the
discussion. - Participant

• Absolutely. - PRISM

• Just to follow up on that, and not to be a jerk
about it, but I teach high school and I teach
people in high school how to make rubrics.
When you make a rubric, you have specific
performance indicators. For example, in this
paper, four spelling mistakes means you get a
4; eight spelling mistakes means you get a 3.
The other thing is that evaluators need to do
logic models all the time—beginning/emerg-
ing/developing, or short term/long term, or
whatever, and you will have X number of staff
hires, or you will accomplish scores at 80% or
whatever. I’m looking at that category on
your rubric, “shared vision emerges as part-
ners work together,” and I’m wondering how
you assign any value to that. How do you
know if it is or isn’t? If you think it is and I
think it isn’t, what does that mean? - Partici-

pant

• It’s the discussion that comes out of what you
think and what somebody else thinks that is
the value. - PRISM

• One thing I’m hearing that is really important
is that this is not primarily an evaluation tool.
I think it’s being confused with an evaluation
tool. What this is is a tool for really getting

people to discuss these partnerships, and the
dialogue itself really deepens the whole
notion of what a partnership is. That’s where
it differs from the Management Tools, right?
- Participant

• It does. It also allows people to see what
PRISM believes is an accomplished partner-
ship, so we’re helping people visualize what a
successful partnership is. And it’s not training
exactly, it’s promoting our vision and our
beliefs. - PRISM

• Even if it’s a discussion, are there some kind
of parameters in terms of, “this is the crite-
ria”? Normally you set some boundaries or
criteria for assessing what we’re looking at.
- Participant

• We use this as a self-assessment, as a forma-
tive assessment, for our own personal infor-
mation, just to gauge our progress on where
we are in achieving a successful, strong
partnership. Management Tools are for
gauging process on actualizing the MSP key
features and the progress of our work in
achieving our goals, so they’re more of a
management issue. - PRISM

Dealing with Staff Turnover and Burnout

• My project is a five-year project, as I think
most of the MSPs are, and we’re in the
middle of our fourth year. There is an anec-
dote that when the project started, our
external evaluator said, “I’m going to predict
what’s going to happen. At the end of year

Using Regional Input/Evidence
from the Rubric at the State Level

• We have a similar type of rubric. You said yours
is an evaluation. Our use is programmatic—this

is how you grow as a partnership. I think
Halverson calls it a “catalytic artifact” of how
to guide discussion, how to move forward. But

in front of that rubric you have the rubric rating
form (page 11, Tools for Managing Large Scale

Projects, PRISM). Each learning community
develops differently and you can’t restrict them
in too many ways, but when you’re at the state
level and looking at the project as a whole, do
you actually collect these and see how they’re

viewing this and supplying evidence for the
ratings so that in the bigger context you can

look at the different forms of evidence that are
coming in so that you know how to better
support the various learning communities?

- Participant

• We haven’t collected them at the state level.
We’re using it as a tool at the regional level.

- PRISM

• We’re doing the same thing, but we’re actually
collecting these and they’re supplying some of

the evidence for us so that we sort of under-
stand the nature of each learning community a

little bit better, and then we can tease out
common issues. It helps span program manage-

ment and evaluation.  - Participant
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three and the beginning of year four, you’re
going to have staff turnover. Key staff mem-
bers will have decided that they’ve learned
all they can and be recruited off if they’re
great or fade away if they’re not. You might
also find a little partnership fatigue. After the
honeymoon fades, attention turns to other
things.” I wonder if you could address those
challenges.  - Participant

• I think we’ve experienced just about every-
thing you’ve mentioned. One of the things
that we do have is that deliberate decision to
support the partnership, so we have active
participation at all levels. If we have staff
turnover, then we have to work with the new
individual to bring them up to speed. And it
does take a lot of time. In terms of partner-
ship burnout, we have experienced that in
small pockets, but I think it comes and goes
depending on where we are in the work.

Also, in PRISM people are encouraged to
participate in the activities that they have a
real interest in, so not everything is up on the
table at the same time. There will be times
when you can go to your department faculty
meetings and do those things back at the
institutions or go to other professional devel-
opment activities, and then turn your atten-
tion back to PRISM activities. So you can start
off fresh and new when those things that are
of interest to you come up.  - Nancy Vandergrift

• We’ve been very fortunate. Yes, we’ve lost
some administrators who have gone on to
other positions, but because of our work in P-

16 partnerships, an administrator may come
on board and have already been involved with
one of our projects or have heard about us or
heard one of our presentations. Because they
got promoted from within, they are already
familiar with our work. Another factor is that
our project is incredibly comprehensive, so
what we are actually focusing on within those
ten strategies will change. Something will
bubble up to the top. That kind of renews you
each year because you’re doing something
different. We’ve grown and we’ve learned
where we need to go, and we change our
path to get there. So we’ve kept ourselves
renewed in that respect, I believe.  - Sheila

Jones

HE Faculty Roles and Rewards

• My first question relates to what you talked
about in terms of involving people in the work
and your lessons learned. You’ve said you
perceive a change in the higher ed work load
and priorities to include K-12 activities. In
your system you have community colleges and
probably have some research one, research
two, and non-research institutions. Have you
looked at that in the breakdown? Are you
seeing changes in the faculty role across all
types of higher ed?  - Participant

• The University System of Georgia includes 35
public colleges and universities, some two-
year, some research. Those 35 institutions are
governed by a single Board of Regents. As we
were working on faculty roles and rewards, in

HE Faculty Involvement in PRISM

• In a practical sense, within the project right
now we have research faculty working with K-
12 and community college working with K-12.
We did this across the board. It’s not just within
Education, we have a large number of Arts and
Science faculty working with us at all institu-
tions.  - Sheila Jones
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all of our external evaluations the faculty
kept saying that yes, they liked the work, but
were not going to be able to sustain it be-
cause it’s not honored.

We did a mid-course correction at that point
and decided at the board level to initiate a
policy that would embrace the work, even
though it would be implemented and realized
in a variety of different contexts depending
on the nature of the institution. In October of
2006, the Board of Regents adopted a policy
called Work in Schools. It is an advocacy
policy that gives strong support for the
faculty within the context of their mission for
doing work with schools. Part of that might be
actual collaboration with schools. Some of it
might be faculty modeling how their future
teachers are prepared. There is a whole
variety of possibilities. That policy was
adopted, and what that does is give advocacy
and strong support for changes on the ground,
but that doesn’t automatically change faculty
behavior.

Because the focus of the presentation here
today was not about the whole PRISM project,
but about how a set of partners lead and
manage a partnership, we didn’t go into all of
the other aspects. Part of our sustainability is
a STEM initiative that has grown out of the
PRISM work. That already has some funding
from this Board of Regents, and we have
about $5.5 million per year on an ongoing
basis for sustainability. In order for a college
or university to apply for some of the state
funding, they have to agree to take seriously

the Work in Schools policy, they have to send
in an annual self-assessment of their progress,
and their president has to report that to the
chancellor and it is included in the president’s
evaluation. That is a little of the carrot and
stick. The next phase of implementation is
just getting under way, so I’ll have more data
over time.  - Jan Kettlewell, PRISM

Sustainability Example:
MSP of Greater Philadelphia

• On the sustainability aspect of partnership, I
want to share a few strategies that were used
in our MSP, some of which were inspired by
our envy of your partnership, which already
had this strong partnership with the state.
One thing we’re doing is trying to make a
connection with the state, and we feel we’ve
been successful because often now, when the
state has some kind of science initiative or
are rewriting standards linked to the achieve-
ment benchmarks, they will call us and ask us
to get faculty members to participate in those
discussions.

Another partnership that we’ve been explor-
ing is with the business community in the
Philadelphia region. There is a group called
the Delaware Valley Industrial Relations
Council (DVIRC), and they have federal
grants, so that was a good point of contact.
They’re interested in these same types of
connections because of the work force issues,
so that has been a common goal. With those
two pieces, the work force development and
the link to the state, the leadership people at

We have to think in terms of a
combination of culture change and

policy change. The policy change is in
place and the culture change is under

way. What we are trying to do is
honor on the one hand the changing
faculty culture that is necessary, but

on the other we are also trying to
leverage that rather than simply

hoping it’s going to happen.

“

”- Jan Kettlewell, PRISM
Associate Vice-Chancellor, P-16 Initiatives,

University System of Georgia
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the DVIRC were able to write a grant for the
state to the National Governors Association.
The plan is to have regional STEM centers
around the state, which is kind of like what
the MSP is doing. They have three phases, and
in the first phase we have made a regional
compact which is a declaration of principles
about working together with STEM education
and the work force. We have the businesses
and we have the eight engineering universi-
ties in the region, only a few of which were in
our initial partnership. That’s giving us a path
for moving things forward.

There is another thing we’ve done. Our
partnership was not heavily based at higher
ed, it was more entrepreneurial. Continuing
in that fashion, we’ve now become a non-
profit, 21st Century Partnership, and are
trying to find outside funding to support
ourselves. Using this idea of a regional
resource, we’re brokering other groups to put
grants in. In the last eight months we’ve
helped seven different grants go in. Our group
would play a role in connecting higher ed that
wanted to do a project with a school district
because they don’t have that relationship. So
that is a strategy, and we’re hoping to get
some of these grants so that we’ll be able to
continue.  - Victor Donnary, Mathematics and

Science Partnership of Greater Philadelphia

Sustainability Example:
UMBC-BCPS STEM Project

• One way that we’re trying to initiate some-
thing new in Maryland is all teacher education

Challenge: Mandating Professional
Learning Communities on State Levels

• Let me end with a challenge about what comes
next. I’ve heard so many talks about profes-
sional learning communities, and what can we
nationally do to sustain that. So much is
influenced by the state rules and regulations. Is
there some way to get states to require that for
continued teacher accreditation, teachers have
to spend so many hours in a professional
learning community?

Right now, in our state, you have to have a
certain number of hours every two years in
some kind of professional development. That
has typically involved bringing in some expert
for a onetime thing and they’re done. Our state
is trying to make a more cohesive project,
which might involve college courses in content.
That is good, but I think evidence is accumulat-
ing (and maybe we need to get it out there
more clearly) that a learning community with
the ongoing interaction of reflection and
practice is really how to improve student
learning. So what would it take to get state
departments of education to include that as a
requirement?   - Victor Donnary, Mathematics and

Science Partnership of Greater Philadelphia

programs participating in a national grant are
already required to develop professional
development schools, which is a professional
learning community, but they’re not content
driven. They’re driven by partnership and
relationships, but not by content.

What we’re hoping to do is bring in the State
Department of Maryland. We’ve developed a
tool for a STEM academy enabling schools to
really focus on STEM education, teach across
the curriculum, use promising practices,
distributed leadership, all of the things that
are important in professional learning com-
munities in STEM education. We’re hoping to
offer the opportunity for any professional
development school to remain a professional
development school, but with a focus on
STEM education, so they can become content
driven.

And then a similar type of tool could be made
for other schools that are more interested in
the humanities or whatever their content
focus would be. So I think that there are
already professional learning communities out
there that teachers have to be a part of. If
we can somehow combine that with a focus
on STEM , it would be an easier way to get
there.   - Tracy Irish, Director of Research and

Evaluation for STEM Initiatives, UMBC-BCPS STEM

Project
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ASSESSING THE EMERGENCE OF PARTNERSHIP

Overarching NCOSP Goal
Creating sustainable systemic change in
science education across the northwest
Washington region.

Presentation Recap
The idea of trying to measure the growth of
partnership in the NCOSP community over time
emerged during the first year in support of the
longer term goal of examining the impact and
sustainability of the project’s efforts and
products. The hypothesis is that collaborative
efforts of K-12 and Higher Education individuals
and institutions can co-develop the components
of a sustainable regional partnership.

The purpose of measuring partnership is to
examine partnership as a vehicle of reform in
science education and observe how it develops,
how strong it remains, and whether or not it
survives. Does it remain a series of isolated
events or do these events—PD, changes in the
classroom, the courses—become part of the
partnership institutions and beyond?

The process began with an extensive literature
search. The following instruments are used to
provide discrete “snapshots” that can be
compared to others over time, with three
snapshots to date (10/04-10/05; 3/06-1/07; 9/
07-1/08):

• Online suite of partnership surveys (Y2-5) for
K-12 teachers, school administrators, HE
faculty, and the leadership team (Y2-3)

• Summer PD impact survey (Y1-4)

• Interviews (HE faculty, teachers)

• Focus groups (administrators, TOSAs) Jim Minstrell

Components Studied

The components that were looked at were
based on partnership research in several fields,
including organizational systems, school-
university partnership, school-community
partnership, health care-community partner-
ship, and the like. Those components (see
sidebar, page 7 for full description) and results
to date are as follows.

Goals and Rewards

The personal and professional goals of partners
and NCOSP goals have become even more
aligned, partners see benefits and rewards
through participation, and partners agree that
benefits outweigh the major cost, which is
time.
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Components Studied

Goals and Rewards
A successful partnership should have well-
defined, common goals and participants
should feel they are benefitting from their
participation.
Are personal and professional goals aligned
with goals of the partnership? What are the
benefits and rewards that are in place?

Resources and Support
There is no need for partnership if there is
not an exchange of resources and support of
different forms.
What are those resources throughout the
partnership that support people in achieving
their goals? To what extent are the institu-
tions giving and receiving fairly and
equitably?

Communication
Communication helps people to form a
common vision and shared goals and to
sustain relationships after the formal partner-
ship has ended. Communication is also likely
an indicator of collaboration.
To what extent is there strong mutual
communication between partner institutions?

Change
Some partnerships occur to provide an
exchange of goods or services; others occur
to create change. NCOSP is a partnership
created to be a catalyst for systemic reform
in science education.
What are the individual and institutional
changes in all partners’ beliefs and practices
that reflect the goals of systemic reform in
science education?

Resources and Support

The topmost appreciated resources received
from the partnership include money for re-
leased time to participate and learn; collegial
support; and PD for their teachers. Changes in
the top most resources given back to the
partnership include: going from attending
events to sharing new ideas and teaching
techniques and collegial support; going from
content expertise and leadership to personal or
collegial support; and going from supporting
teacher participation to fully participating in
events and allocating other funding for school
science. The resources given by other partner
institutions appear to be increasing.

Communication

Respondents were asked about all communica-
tion, not just NCOSP related communication.
Respondents reported that the average fre-
quency and direction of communication has
remained consistent, with the most common
flow from or through HE to partners, and little
or no mutual communication between non-like
partners.

There is some evidence of improved quality of
communication between and among partner
institutions. Complaints and reported confusion
dropped off in Year 2, and greater comfort was
reported in communicating with different partners.

Collaboration

This component was looked at more closely in
the last round of PS surveys. The large majority
of respondents in all groups reported establish-

ing significant NCOSP collaborations. Most
collaborations are well established (at least
three years) and active as of fall 2007. Teachers
cited more group collaborations; administrators
more individual collaborations. Most reported
that collaborations are with like partners.

Change

Where is change occurring? Is it in individual
classrooms or in entire schools? Is it within the
K-12 system only or is it happening in -16? Are
these changes aligned with the reform goals of
the project? What is the nature of the per-
ceived changes? Are they beliefs only or are
they visible in teacher practice, institutional
policies, school curricula, and the like?

Findings include increasing reports from teach-
ers and HE faculty of powerful individual
changes in beliefs, knowledge and practices
around science learning and instruction
grounded in HPL. As the typical first level of
change, these have been reported since the
start—first mostly among the teachers, then the
HE faculty and administrators, and the reports
of this have swelled and become more detailed
over time.

HE faculty report changes influencing their
instruction in other (not just NCOSP-GUR)
courses. K-12 administrators report better
understanding of high quality science education
instruction and curriculum and increased
participation in science.

One teacher’s observations underscore the
difficulty in measuring the impact of these
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projects that essentially support motivated
teachers in improving their practice (see quote
in sidebar at left). When it works well, these
individuals tend to become “uncontrollable” as
they open themselves up to all sorts of addi-
tional opportunities and experiences.

To assess institutional change, administrators
and teachers were asked what positive changes
had occurred in their schools over the last five
years with regard to science learning and
teaching, and later, the extent to which those
changes were attributable to NCOSP participa-
tion, efforts, etc. Teachers and administrators
were mostly consistent in their assessments.

K-12 science changes strongly attributed to
NCOSP included: increased teacher knowledge
and skills; coherent and common vision of high
quality science instruction; staff collaboration
in science; instructional leadership/clear
direction; and increased student achievement
in science.

K-12 science changes moderately attributed to
NCOSP included: staff collaboration in general;
curriculum alignment with state standards;
curriculum alignment (horizontal and vertical);
and curriculum adoption.

At the IHE level, the three-course sequence
consisting of physical, earth and life science has
been running at all five IHEs for the last two
years. The course represents significant change
in a couple of ways. First, common acceptance
of the courses facilitates the pre-service
teacher trajectory through various community

Changes: Researched-based Practice
“...If I had to point to a specific experience
from NCOSP, it would probably be the
familiarity gained with the key findings from
How People Learn. I find that these three
principles highly guide my work as a teacher
and it has primarily been through NCOSP
LCFs and Summer Academies where we
explored these key findings, put ourselves in
the shoes of the learner and considered the
implications of these on our practice.”  - Middle
School Teacher

colleges and the university. Second, the course
is unlike the traditional higher education
courses in that it focuses on inquiry and inte-
gration of science content and explicit science
pedagogy in the same course. This represents a
potential institutional change, depending on
the fate of the course beyond retaining a
number in the catalogue. The full sequence is
likely to remain in the course catalogue in four
of the five IHEs. Student enrollment in the
course remains constant at most locations and
is reportedly increasing in at least two.

Looking Ahead to Sustainability

At the very least there will be a legacy of the
vision that will exist in the people who have
participated and the artifacts that have been
produced (e.g., pre-service science courses and
associated curricular materials, tools for
planning, instruction, assessment, and collabo-
ration). Sustainability of what presently exists is
not possible. However, after the present
funding the tools, skills and knowledge will still
exist. What will also remain is a school of
thought, a way of thinking about learning and
teaching. These can be fostered and grown in a
next phase of partnership.

Has the partnership created communications
and interactions and effected practices and
policies so the benefits of partnership can exist
even without the current funding and organiza-
tional structure? It remains to be seen how the
partnership will reshape itself and continue to
evolve.

Sustainability and
K-16 Faculty Collaboration

“This collaboration between the higher ed
institutions really changed the relationships
and collegiality of the faculty interested in
teaching and learning. It is a model that could
really help spread this collaboration around
across other regions of the country. I would be
very interested in trying to promote such
collaborations. I also think in many places the
K-16 connections have been strengthened,
but not enough. There is still an ivory tower
type of awe about higher ed from those in K-
12, which is a hurdle for true professional
collaboration. I would like to continue working
with faculty in individual schools, but there
seems to be too much work and too little
support time for me to do that, and for the
teachers in the schools to access higher ed
faculty. ”  - Higher Ed. Faculty Member
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Data or Indicators for Student Achievement

• When you talked about the data you got from
your survey about institutional change, you
mentioned that one of the primary contribu-
tions of the partnership was K-12 student
achievement in science. Is there an assess-
ment test or data that supports that, or is it
that the teachers think that there is K-12
student achievement? - Participant

• Early on it was the teachers saying, “I can
really tell, my students are changing. They’re
doing better, they’re really thinking about
ideas.” I don’t know if you saw other
breakout presentations from our group, but
we have a Washington Science Learning Test
(WSLT), and though skeptics said we’d never
see change on that, we are getting some
changes there. With some institutions, some
schools, it is substantial changes, like 20% per
year, which is a real stellar example—a 20%
per year increase in performance of fifth
graders. That’s the best one.

There are some other indications showing
that the more that students have had teacher
leaders teaching them, the higher those
students perform. So there are some of these
kinds of indicators that are a little prelimi-
nary but very promising, I think, and actually
surprising.   - Jim Minstrell

It is probably not love that makes
the world go round, but rather

those mutually supportive
alliances through which partners
recognize their dependence on

each other for the achievement of
shared and private goals.

“

”
- Fred Allen (American comedian, 1894-1956)

Concluding quote from Minstrell’s presentation:

Changes in Teacher Practice

• Along those same lines, with the teachers
self-report on implementing practice, do you
have anything besides the survey to indicate
changes in actual practice?   - Participant

• Yes, one thing that is being done is that there
are classroom observations being videotaped
and analyzed. One of the tools that has been
created more recently is a classroom observa-
tion protocol that is not for administrators to
evaluate teachers (a point that we stress) but
rather for teachers to identify what they want
to work on and have the classroom observer,
whether fellow teacher or administrator, look
and see where they are and what is needed in
terms of improvement in that area. In addi-
tion, all of us are spending a lot of time
informally out in those classrooms getting
some sense of what is going on.  - Jim Minstrell

Online Survey Tool

• Could you talk a little more about your online
instrument, how you administered it, and how
consistent it was? I wasn’t sure how parallel
some of the questions were over time.
- Participant

• We used Survey Monkey, which has been very
helpful for creating surveys and administering
them. We give a small honorarium or gift
certificate as incentive to participate. In
terms of your question about how parallel it is
over time, from year to year we’ve gone with
the same four major components of the
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survey, but there has been some evolution of
some of the items. We’ve kept a fair number
of items the same across the years, but as I
mentioned, we haven’t really focussed
enough on collaboration and we haven’t
focussed enough on the focus and quality in
the communication. We’ve focused on fre-
quency, but not on the focus and quality.
- Jim Minstrell

• What kind of participation rate do you get in
your survey?  - Participant

• It varies some, from about 50% to 75%. On the
teacher survey we’re looking not only at the
Teacher Leaders but at the other teachers.
One of the concerns there was, what about
regional? And representation there seems to
be very good, roughly proportional with
respect to schools. There has been a bit of a
bump with higher ed. There have been
institutions that wouldn’t send in responses,
but we have cajoled them and that has
improved.   - Jim Minstrell


