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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center (TEC) was founded in 1979 under
the provisions of the Teacher Education Center Act. The TEC serves the
instructional personnel in the public schools of Dade and Monroe coun-
ties. Teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants can take inservice
courses from the TEC for either personal growth or professional develop-
ment. In addition, the TEC offers a number of ancillary programs and
services like the Educational Travel Program and the Professional
Library. Master plan points earned from taking TEC inservice courses or
participating in certain TEC programs can be used by teachers to enhance
or renew their state certification. Teacher aides and teacher assis-
tants can obtain district certification in a similar manner.

The evaluation of the TEC was primarily conducted in the latter half of
the 1986-87 school year. The evaluation drew data from a number of dif-
ferent sources. These sources included a review of the literature, an
examination of program documents, and informal interviews with the TEC
directo”. The evaluation aiso included a number of structured inter-
views and surveys. Three sets of structured interviews were conducted.
The three instruments developed Tor these interviews appear  in Appen-
dices A, B and C. The target populations of these instruments were
respectively the TEC facilitators, the TEC -Council-members, and individ-
uals who had requested an inservice course from the TEC.

In reference to the surveys, the evaluation included two. The instru-
ments developed for these two surveys appear in Appendices D and E. The
target populations of the surveys were respectively the instructional
personnel in the district, and the directors of other teacher education
centers in the state. Regarding the first survey, the recipients were
10.0% of the instructional personnel in the district. This sample was
randomly selected from personnel records. This sampling procedure in
conjunction with the return rate of 75.6% allowed for the generalization
of the survey results to the entire target population. The recipients
of the second survey were directors of other teacher education centers
in the state. The purpose of this survey was to obtain comparative data
that could be used to obtain a better perspective of the TEC. The tar-
get population of the survey included the directors of centers which
serve only instructional personnel (i.e., no administrators) in rela-
tively larger districts. Only three centers met this selection cri-
teria; they were the centers for the districts of Duval, Broward and
Orange. Responses to the survey were received from the directors of the
latter two centers.

The data obtained from these various sources was used to address the
issues raised in the evaluation questions listed in the Design of the
Evaluation. These issues involve several aspects of the TEC operation
including: (a) the inservice courses, (b) the ancillary programs and
services, (c) the degree of participation, (d) the instructors and
facilitators, (e) the procedure for requesting an inservice course, (f)
the budget priorities, and (g) the quality and impact of the inservice
activities. The evaluation consequently yielded the following conclu-
sions:
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Although the TEC responds to a variety of requests, recommendations
and directives in the selection of the inservice courses it will
offer, the primary determinant in terms of volume is the Inservice
Program Survey.

The degree of participation in TEC inservice courses is impressive;
65.3% of the instructional personnel in the district have taken one
or more inservice courses from the TEC. However, the degree of
participation is disproportionately lower for secondary instruc-
tional personnel than for elementary. The data suggests that this
may be due to the difficulty in meeting the more specialized
needs of secondary instructional personnel.

The selection of TEC instructors is accomplished through a collabo-
rative effort between the TEC and the universities affiliated with
the center.

In making the selection of TEC instructors, consideration is given
to a number of factors including the instructor's credentials,
experience, availability,..recommendations -and evaluations. The
evaluations, which are provided by the course participants, are
particularly important. The TEC uses them to systematically screen
the pool of TEC instructors. This practice appears to be success-
ful, since the instructional personnel expressed general--satisfac-
tion with the TEC instructors.

Since the TEC anticipated the state's directive requiring a minimum
of 10 hours of instruction for an approved inservice course, the
center had eliminated courses which did not comply with the
directive prior to the initiation of this evaluation. Con-
sequently, no current or residual impact of this directive was
noted in either the inservice courses offered or the degree of
participation. .

There is a perception held by a number of TEC Council members and
TEC facilitators that the center 1is nct adequately funded. 1In
addition, the data provided some indications that the budget of the
TEC may be proportionally less than other centers in the state.
However, this evidence was not deemad sufficient to accurately
gauge the adequacy of .the center's budget. To make such a determi-
nation would require a fiscal analysis which was beyond the scope
of this evaluation.

The TEC operates a variety of ancillary programs and services. The
most importaat of these are listed and briefly described in the
Introduction. The degree of participation in ancillary programs/
services is impressive; 54.7% of the instructional personnel i1n the
district have utilized one or more of these programs/services.
Perhaps, the only one which appears to be underutilized is the
Professional Library.

The job of TEC facilitator is a crucial element in the operation of
the TEC. The data collected generally supports sustaining the Jjob
in its present form. This particularly applies to retaining
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teachers-on-special-assignment (TSAs) in the position. Only one
aspect of the job may warrant adjustment. [t was revealed that on
the average the facilitators currently devote approximately 20.0%
of thefr time on the job to clerical tasks. This is clearly an in-
efticient use of a TSA's time,

9. In keeping with state statutes, the TEC Council has input in estab-
lishing the budget priorities of the center. And while determining
the funding of specific activities is the responsibility of the
director, it has been the director's practice to also obtain input
from the Council on this matter. The result has been notable
cooperation between the two parties. Yet despite this cnoperation,
there is considerable discontent among the Council members stemming
from adjustments that have been made to the budget subsequent to
their review. It should be noted that since the Council under the
law functions only in an advisory capacity, there i{s nothing
improper in such adjustments. However, adjustments which are made
without consulting the Council serve only to foster discontent
among the members; and this discoentent can potentially undermine
the operation of the Council.

10. The procedure for requesting that the TEC offer a particular inser-
vice course is generally-regarded as very convenient. -Most -indi-
viduals making such requests experience no problems adhering to- the
procedure. Nevertheless, the procedure was found to be unneces-
sarily cumbersome when the request involved a recurring course.

11. The district's instructional personnel perceived the quality of
both the inservice courses and the ancillary pre: s/services to
be high. Furthermore, they generally felt that they put into prac-
tice the knowledge and skills acquired in TEC inservice courses.

In summary, the evaludtion of the TEC identified some issues that war-
rant attention. These issues, however, are minor when compared to the
extent of the TEC operation. In general, despite the perception of bud-
get constraints, the TEC has been very effective in meeting the inser-
vice needs of the district's instructional personnel. It is noteworthy
that when the instructional personnel were asked to "grade®™ the overall
performance of the TEC, 87.2% gave the center a grade of "B* or higher.
Considering that these grades are provided by the recipients of the cen-
ter's services, they attest to the center's success.
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[NTROOUCT I OM l

The Teacher Education Center Act of 1973 (FS 231.600-231.610) was
designed to encourage the establishment of teacher education centers.
throughout the state. This act broke with tradition by making provi-
sions for teachers to "play a major role . . . in_identifying needed
chan?es [in the educaticnal programs of the schools] and in designing,
developing, implementing, and evaluating solutions to meet the identi-
fied needs* (FS 231.601). The basic intent of the act is reflected in
the composition of the council, which serves in an advisory capacity to
the center. In accordance with the provisions of the act, school
teachers must “constitute a majority” of council members. As such,
school teachers have a direct voice in establishing a center's policies,
procedures and objectives; they are also authorized to make recosmmenda-
tions on the employment of staff and the center's budget (FS 231.606).

Funding for this state program is provided under a formula that earmarks
at least $4.00 per full-time equivalent (FTE) student for the “salaries,
benefits ... [and] other direct operating expenses® of a center
(FS 236.081). In addition- the state provides a separate atlecation
which is used to hire university instructors to_teach the inservice
courses offered by a center._ While this "allocation for university ser-
vices" is also based on FTE, it is unique in that thé allocation is not
released by the state until the service agreements have been signed.
This procedure consequently encourages the collaboration between the
centers and the universities in the delivery of inservice training.

Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center

In 1974 only 10 centers were founded under the provisions of the Teacher
Education Center Act. By 1980, however, every school district in the
state was participating in the program. Currently there are 47 centers
in the state - 42 single district centers and 5 multi-district consor-
tia.

The Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center (TEC)} falls into the latter
category. It was founded in 1979 to serve public school teachers in
both Dade and Monroe counties. The TEC, however, is actually an organi-
zational unit within the Bureau of Human Resource Development of the
Dade County Public Schools. The TEC faciiities, including the adminis-
trative offices and a professional library, are located in the North
Central Area Office. The center has a professional staff of nine, con-
sisting of a director, seven facilitators and a media specialist. Cur-
rently the director and the facilitators are teachers-on-special-assign-
ment (TSAs). The clerical staff consists of eight full-time and one
part-time secretary. The 1986-87 budget of the TEC, including funds
allocated for university services, was $ 1,281,980.00.

The TEC Council currently consists of 20 members, who are appointed for
three year terms. As the law specifies, the majority of the members are
school teachers - ten teachers and one teacher assistant from Dade
County and one teacher from Moaroe County. The remaining Council mem-
bers consist of three administrators from Dade County and one from
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Monroe County, two representatives from affiliated universities, and two
representatives from the community. The Council meets monthly during
the regular school year to review the operation of the TEC. In compli-
ance with the law, the Council develops goals and objectives for the
TEC, reviews the policies and procedures of the operation, and makes
recommendations on both the staff and the budget of the center.

The inservice training activities offered by the TEC are generally drawn
from the Master Plan for Inservice Education. This document, which is
prepared by the Bureau of Human Resource Development, contains a
description of all the inservice training activities (i.e., components)
currently approved by the district. As such, it is the legal basis for
ei:her renewing or enhancing a teaching certificate through master plan
points.

In selecting the specific inservice training activities it will offer,
the TEC must respond to directives from the state, requests from dis-
trict offices, and requests from individual schools. The majority of
the activities offered, however, are determined by the Inservice Program
Survey. This is a survey of all instructional personnel, which.is-con-
ducted each spring. The survey essentially asks the district's
teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants to identify the "generic
areas of study" they wish to pursue through the TEC naext year. The
generic areas are prioritized based on the survey responses, and they
are subsequently converted to specific inservice components from the
Master Plan for Inservice Education. These components are then
anriounced in the TEC 1inservice calendar, which is distributed to all
appropriate work locations. There are two versions of the calendar pub-
lished bimonthly - one for teachers, and one for teacher aides and
teacher assistants.

In addition to the inservice calendar, the TEC also publishes TEC Re-
view. This is a monthly newsletter that is distributed to all instruc-
tional personnel in the district. TEC Review is also distributed teo
appropriate district offices, as well as a number of private and paro-
chial schools which have requested it. The newsletter contains a
variety of articles and regular columns focusing on the services, pro-
grams, and training activities offered by the TEC.

Both the TEC Review and the TEC inservice calendar are important parts
of the communication network of the center. the key component of the
network, however, is the service provided by the TEC representative
(i.e., the TEC rep) at the school level. The TEiC rep is a teacher who
serves as a liaison between the TEC and the school's instructional
staff. The duties of a TEC rep include providing the school's instruc-
tional staff with information, forms, and publications from the TEC.
The TEC rep also serves to kzep the TEC abreast of the current inservice
needs of the school. Occasionally the TEC rep even participates in the
development of a new inservice component. The TEC rep is trziied for
these duties at an annual conference held in the fall. During this day-
long conference, the TEC rep is oriented to the operation of the TEC and
provided with the latest information on teacher inservice training,
including national trends and legislative updates.
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Inservice Training Activities of the TEC

The primary function of the TEC 13 the traiiing of instructional person-
nel. Teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants can take TEC inser-
vice coursss for either personal growth or professional development.
The TEC offers inservice courses in such subjects as classroom manage-
ment, group counseling, and computer literacy. These courses are
offered free of charge in a variety of locations throughout the dis-
trict. The courses are generally taught by instructors from universi-
ties affiliated with the TEC.

In addition to offering inservice courses, the TEC operates a variety of
ancillary programs and services. Some, 1ike the Add-on Certification
Program, function as a package of inservice courses. Others, like the
Educational Travel Program, offer a distinct alternative to fnservice
courses. The operation of these programs/services makes a considerable
demand on the time of the TEC staff. Consequently, the evaluation of
the TEC examined a number of these programs/services, including:

1. Educational Travel Program. This program provides instruc-
tional personnel with the opportunity to earn master plan
points through approved educational travel.

2. Mini-Grant Program. As the name implies, this program con-
sists of a fund that is available to instructional personnel
for the development of special projects or attendance at pro-
fessional meetings.

3. Conference/Seminar Credit P-ogram. This program provides
instructional personnel wi{ - the opportunity to earn master
plan points through participation in approved conference/semi-
nar inservice activities.

4. TEC Registration Unit. The unit maintains the records of
master plan points earned, and assists instructional personnel
with matters concerning credit conversion, credit documenta-
tion, certification, etc.

5. Review for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination.
This 36-hour inservice course was developed in cooferation
4ith Florida (nternational University to assist teachers in
preparing for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination.

6. Add-on Certification Program. By making available certain
inservice courses, this program provides teachers with the
opprr zunity to obtain certification in additional areas.

acher Aides and Assistants Internal Certification Program.
«is program provides teacher aides and teacher assistants
.1th the opportunity to enhance their income by obtaining
internal certification from the district.

12




8. Prescriptive Inservice. The TEC offers generic competency
inservice courses, which are made available to teachers who
require remediation in specific teaching skills,

G, Professional Library. The library is a wmulti-functional
faciiity which provides instructfonal personnel with both
1ibrary media resources and graphic support services; most of
thﬁe resources and services are available through the school
m [ ]

While this is not an exhaustive list of the programs/sefvices of the
TeC, it does represent the major ancillary undertakings of the canter.
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DESIGN OF THE EVALUATION

The Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center (TEC) serves the instructional
personnel in the public schools of Dade and Monroe counties._The TEC
offers teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants a variety of in-
service courses. The TEC also offers a number of ancillary programs and
services. Teachers can use master plan points earned from participating
in these inservice activities to enhance or renew their state certifi-
cation. In a similar manner, teacher aides and teacher assistants can
obtain district certification.

Evaluation Questions

The evaluation of the TEC examined the center's primary function of
training the district's instructional personnei. The basic objective of
this examination was to gauge the efficacy of the TEC in providing this
service. To this end, the following questions were addressed by the
evaluation:

1. Yow aré ‘the number and types of inservice courses offered by
the TEC determined?

2. How many instructional personnel take and complete inservice
courses?

rd

3. How are TEC instructors selected and evaluated?

4. What effect.do the evaluations by inservice participants have
on the TEC operation?

5. What effect has the increase in the minimum number of hours
per course had on inservize offerings and participation?

6. What is the ratio of the TEC budget, including university
allocated funds, to the number of: (a) staff, ?b) hours of
service, and (c) inservice courses offered? How do these
indices compare to other centers in the state?

7. What other programs are operated by the TEC? What proportions
of staff time and budget dollars are devoted to these pro-
grams? How do these proportions compare to other centers in
the state? -

8. What is the job of a TEC facilitator? Do the duties of the
job require a teacher-on-special-assignment?

N

9. How are the budget priorities of the TEC establishea? What
procedure is used to determine which activities are funded?

14




10. How convenfent {is the current procedure for requestion that
the TEC offer a particular inservice course?

11. What is the quality of the TEC inservice training? What is
the impact of inservice training taken for professional devel-
opment?

These 11 evaluation questions served to vocus the evaluation of the TEC
on specific issues. In order to address these fssues, it was necessary
to draw data from a number of different sources.

Sources of Data

The evaluation of the TEC began with a review of the current literature
on staff development to identify recommended practices. In conjunction
with the review, TEC documents and publications were examined to obtain
information on the operation of the center. Finally, a series of infor-
mal interviews, which continued throughout the duration of the evalu-
ation, were conducted with the director of the TEC. These various acti-
vities provided a general orfentation to both the field of staff devel-
opment and the operation of the TEC. This orientaticn in turn provided
3 basis for the development of the interview and survey instruments that
were used in the evaluation.

The evaluation of the TEC included three sets of structured interviews.
Each set of interviews required a separate instrument. The three target
populations were the TEC facilitators, the TEC Council members and indi-
viduals who had requested an inservice course from the TEC. Regarding
the first set of interviews, all seven TEC facilitators were interviewed
in February of 1987. The interviews focused on such issues as the gen-
eral operation of the TEC and the job of facilitator (evaluation ques-
tion #8). The instrusent used in the interviews appears in Appendix A.
Regarding the second set of interviews, the TEC Council members were
interviewed in February and March of 1987. In this case, only a sample
of 10 was selected for interview. As noted in the Introduction, the 20
members of the Council basically fall into four categories:
(a) teachers, (b) administrators, {c) representatives from affiliated
universities, and (d) representatives from the community. The interview
sample consisted of half of the members in each category with the selec-
tion giving preference to the members with the greatest seniority. The
latter provision was necessary, becausz at the time of the interviews 12
of the 20 members were new to the Council. The observations of these
new members would have been of limited value to the evaluation. The in-
terviews of the Council members focused primarily on the general opera-
tion of the TEC. The instrument used in the interviews appears in
Appendix B. The third and final set of interviews targeted the indivi-
duals who had contacted the TEC to request an inservice course. Twelve
of these individuals were randomly selected frosm requests made to the
TEC between January and April of 1987. Since the size of the target
populaticn was undetermined, the evaluation plan call-d for sequential
sampling. In other words, the sample of 12 individuals could have been
increased, if the results of their interviews had been too inconsistent
to draw conclusions. The results of the interviews, however, revealed

15
6

;




that such an increase wvas umarranted. The {aterviews of these 12 indf-
viduals focused primarily on the fssue of requesting inservice courses
from the TEC (evaluation question £10). The instrument used in the
interviews appears in Appendix C.

The evaluation of the TEC also included two survays - an extensive sur-
vey of the instructional personnel in the district, and a limitad Survey
of directers of centers in other districts. The survey of instructional
personnel was conducted in May of 1987. A random sample of 10.0% of the
teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants in the district were sur-
veyed. To insure objectivity, the survey forms were coded so that the
identity of the selected personnel could be kept confidential.
Additionally, no "middle men" were used in either the distribution or
collection of the survey instruments. The correspondence with the
selected personnel was done directly and individually. The survey of
the instructional personnel focused primarily on the issues of the uti-
lization of the center (evaluation question #2), and the quality of the
TEC inservice training {evaluation question #11). Since the instruc-
tional personnel are the primary recipients of the center's services,
their observations and assessments were a key source of data for the
evaluation. The instrument used in the survey of the instructional
personnel appears in Appendix D. The survey of the directors of other
teacher education centers in the state occurred in June of 1987. The
purpose of this survey was to obtain comparative data that could be used
to gain a better perspective of the TEC. The target population of the
survey included the directors of centers which serve only instructional
personnel (i.e., no administrators) in relatively large districts. The
appropriate centers were salected using information published in An
Evaluation of Teacher Education Centers, a report produced in 1983 for
the Education Standards Commission by Evaluation Systems Design, Inc.
Only three centers met the selection criteria; they were the centers for
the districts of Broward, Duval and Orange. The survey of the directors
of these centers focused primarily on the issue of the ratios of the
budget to staff and services (evaluation question #6). The instrument
used in th2 survey appears in Appendix E.

Finally, regarding both the interview and survey instruments, it should
be noted that all the items in these instruments are derived from the 11
basic evaluation questions listed in the previous section. The number
of the evaluation question from which an item is derived appears in
parentheses next to it. Additiomally, it should be noted that almost
without exception each of the 11 evaluation yuestions is addressed in
more than one instrument. While some of the instruments function as the
primary source of data for individual questions, generally the scope of
these evaluation questions require drawing data from several sources.
The sources of data for each of the evaluation questions are displayed
in a matrix on Table 1. .
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Table 1
Sources of Data for the Evalyation Questions

Sources of Data
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inservice courses
2. Instructional personnel 212 2 |2
participation
3. Instructor selection and 313131¢3 3
evaluation
4. Effects of participants’ 41414 4
evaluations
5. Effects of increase in 51515
hours per course
6. Budget ratio indices 616 6
7. Qther programs 717}117}7 7 7
8. Job of facilitator 818|81}]8 8
9. Budget priorities 91919129
10. Requesting an inservice 10 {10 |10 10
course
11. Impact and quality of 11 11 11 11
inservice training
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RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION

The evaluation of the Dade-Monroe Teoacher Education Center (TEC) drew
data from a number of different sources. As noted in the Design of the
Evaluation, these sources included a review of the literature, an exami-
nation of program documents, and informal interviews with the TEC direc-
tor. The evaluation also included a number of structured interviews and
surveys.

Three sets of structured interviews were conducted. The three instru-
ments developed for these interviews appear in Appendices A, 8 and C.
The target population of the {nstruments were respectively the TEC
facilitators, the TEC Council members, and individuals who had requested
an inservice course from the TEC. The evaluation plan called for the
interview of all the TEC fa "litators. The latter two target popula-
tions, however, were sSampled. The sampling procedures utilized are
described in the Design of the Evaluation. As Table 2 illustrates, all
scheduled interviews were completed with the exception of one TEC Coun-
11 member, who was unavailable during this phase of data collection.

The evaluation included two surveys. The two instrumcnts developed for
these surveys appear in Appendices D and E. The target populations of
the surveys were respectively the instructional personnel in the dis-
trict, and the directors of other teacher education centers in the
state. Regarding the first survey, the recipients were 10.0% of the
instructional personnel in the district. The sample was randomly
selected from personnel records. The sampling procedure allowed for the
generalization of the survey results to the entire target population,
As illustrated in Table 3, the re*urn rate of the survey instruments for
this sample was 75.6%. This rate was more than adequate considering
that the responses to the items in the survey were highly consistent.
The recipients of the second survey were directors of comparable teacher
education centers. As noted in the Design of the Evaluaticn, only three
other centers in the state were deemed comparable to the TEC; they were
the centers for the districts of Broward, Duval and Orange. Responses
to the survey were received from the directors of the centers in Broward
and Orange, yielding a return rate of 66.6%. The return rate, however,
is not a crucial issue in this survey, since there was no intention of
generalizing the results to the tu~get population. The purpose of this
survey was to collect data from comparable-centers in order to obtain a
better perspective of the TEC. _ = - :

The data obtained from these various sources were used to address the

issues raised in the evaluation questions listed in the Design of the
Evaluvation. These issues involve several aspects of the TEC operation.
They include: (a) the inservice courses, (b) the ancillary programs and
services, (c) the degree of participation, (d) the instructors and
facilitators, (e) the procedure for requesting an inservice course, (f)
the budget priorities, and (g) the quality and impact of the inservice
activities. Each of these issues warrants individual scrutiny.
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Table 2

Interviews Completed

Interviews
Target Population Subjects Completed
2 of
n Popuiation n 4
Facilitators o 7 100.0 7 100.0
Council Members 10 50.0 9 90.0
Individuals requesting an 3
inservice course from TEC 12 - 12 100.0

The size of this target population was undetermined.

Inservice Courses Offered by the TEC

The primary function of the TEC is the training of instructional person-
nel. And despite the center's numerous ancillary programs and services,
the principal means of providing this training is the traditional inser-
vice course. Consequently, the selection of the number and types of
inservice courses offered by the TEC is very important. According to
the interview of the facilitators, making this selection requires the
TEC to respond to requests from individual schools, recommendations from
TEC reps, requests from district offices, and directives from the state.
In addition, the TEC attempts to offer new courses that the facilitators
may have "come into contact with ..., things the [instructional person-
nel] may not know to ask for." In terms of total volume, however, the
facilitators generally agree that the primary determinant in the selec-
tion of the number and types of courses offered by the TEC- is the Inser-
vice Program Survey. This is a survey of all iastructional personnel,
which is conducted each spring.

The facilitators, nevertheless, expressed some reservations about the
use of this survey. Some expressed a general concern that this method
of assessing needs is too "course directed” and not sufficiently “pro-
active.” In the words of one facilitator, "the focus is too much on the
present, ... [and the TEC needs] to plan for the future.” This reserva-
tion is mirrored in the current literature on staff development. Jones
and Hayes (1980) have warned that "planners of staff development ... may
wrongTy assume that statements of needs made by teachers are their needs
rather than symptoms of needs that must be diagnosed wore completely.”
The facilitators were also concerned about specific aspects of the sur-
vey procedure. They offered several suggestions for improving the sur-
vey including: (a) conducting it earlier in the year when interest is
greater, (b) having the survey instrument professionally developed, (c)
sampling rather than surveying all- instructional personnel, and (d)
finding ways to increase the return rate. Several of these suggestions

19

e o o 10



Table 3

Survey Return Rates

Target Population ~ Subjects Return Rates
% of
n Population n 3
Instructional Personnel 1648 10.0 1246~ ~ 75.6
Directors from Comparable
Centers 3 100.0 2 66.6

Note: The percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.

were prorpted by the consistently low return rate of the survey. The
rate based on the entire target pqpu]ation has been approximately 30.0% _

to 35.0%. Cn e e e B

The low return rate, however, may be a reflection of the target
population's tacit approval of the inservices courses offered by the
TEC. Certainly the survey of instructional personnel conducted for the
evaluation disclosed no dissatisfaction regarding this matter. For
example, the evaluation survey revealed that of the respondents who had
never taken an inservice course from the TEC, only 3.9% indicated that
the reason for this was that their "professional/career needs were not
met by the inservice courses offered."” Thus, despite the possible
shortcomings of the Inservice Program Survey, it appears that the vast
majority of the instructional perscnnel are satisfied with the inservice
courses offered by the TEC. -

Beyond the method of selection, there are a number of factors that can
potentially influeace the inservice courses offered by the TEC. For
example, it is obvious that the budget of the center and the availabil-
ity of instructors influence the courses offered. Another such factor,
which was a focal point in the evaluation, was the state’s directive
requiring a minimum of 10 hours of instruction for an approved inservice
gourse. This directive, which was issued in 1985, was prompted by the
state’s contention that courses consisting of less than 10 hours have
little impact. The current literature on staff development supports
this contention. Sparks (1983) noted that "most research ... has indi-
cated that inservice programs consisting of a single session are Targely
ineffective."” In order for teachers “to demonstrate new skills and
strategies,” it is not enough to just present them with theory.
Teachers must be "provided opportunities for any combination of model-
ing, practice or feedback" (Joyce & Showers, 1980).

The SpecifiE‘focué of the evaluation was the impact of the 10 hour
-requirement on the inservice courses offered and the participation.
Discussions with the TEC director revealed that the center had antici-
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pated the state's directive and was in the process of eliminating
courses which did not comply when the directive was issued. Therefore,
the impact on the courses offered was for the most part a moot issue.
Furthermore, in respect to participation, the director perceived no
impact. Indeed, participation in inservice courses offered by the TEC
has been steadily increasing. - :

The perception of the director was also held by the TEC Council members.
Seven of the nine members interviewed indicated that the 10 hour re-
quirement had had no discernible impact on the courses offered or the
participation. The TEC facilitators concurred; six of the seven facili-
tators perceived no impact. Yet despite this general perception, some
individuals interviewed expressed reservations about the 10 hour
requirement. One Council member lamented that this requirement pre-
cluded vocational teachers from receiving master plan points from cer-
tain courses developed by industry. Two facilitators expressed concern
about the hardship the 10 hour requirement would impose on instructional
personnel.

The survey of instructional personnel, however, did not reflect this

latter concern. For example, of the respondents who had never taken an

inservice course from the TEC, only 3.9% indicated that the reason for
this was that their "personal needs (e.g., convenience, accessibility)
are not met by the inservice -courses—offered by the TEC." Furthermore,
when the instructional personne] were asked to rate certain statements
about their most recent inservice course using a four-point scale rang-
ing from agree (4) to disagree (1), they gave a mean rating of 3.5 to
the statement: “The time frame of the course (i.e., the number and
length of sessions) facilitated learning." Indeed, the survey respon-
dents expressed general satisfaction with all aspects of the delivery of
their most recent inservice course. Not only did they find the time
frame acceptable, but they felt that advance information on the course
was "readily available,” and the setting of the class was both "appro-
priate and comfortable.” Statements regarding advance information and
the class setting received mean ratings of 3.7 and 3.5 respectively.
Consequently, neither the survey nor the interviews produced any evi-
dence that the state's 10 hour minimum requirement on inservice courses
had had much of an impact on the TEC course offerings or the degree of
participation.

Ancillary Programs and Services of the(TEC

As detailed in the Introduction, the TEC operates a variety of ancillary
programs and services. These programs/services provide a number of al-
ternatives to instructional personnel who seek- inservice training. The
evaluation of the TEC focused on the following nine programs/services:

Educational Travel Program

Mini-Grant Program

Conference/Seminar Credit Progra

TEC Registration Unit Uk

Review for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination
Add-on Certification- Program

Teacher Aides and Assistants Internal Certification Program
Prescriptive Inservice

Professional Library
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While this is not an exhaustive 1ist of the programs/services of the
TEC, it does represent the major ancilliry undertakings of the center.
Brief descriptions of these programs/services eppear in the Introduc-
tion. . S

The specific focus of -the-evaluation -was—the demand made by ancillary
programs/services on the resources of the TEC. The evaluation plan
called for gauging this demand in part hy the propovtion of the center's
budget devoted to them. However, it was subsequently determined that
this criterion would not accurately reflect the demand on resources,
since a number of these.programs/services have no budget per se. The
demand on resources made by them for the most part is restricted to a
portion of the facilitators' services. Therefore, it was decided to
gauge the demand by the proportion of the facilitators' time devoted to
the ancillary programs/services.

The interview of the facilitators revealed that all of them devote a
portion of their time on the job to ancillary programs/services. The
proportion of this time ranges from negligible to a high of 40.0%, which
was reported by the—facilitator-who -coordinates the TEC Registration
Unit. The proportion-varies..depending or the particular programs/ser-
vices coordinated by the facilitator. The facilitators also roted that
the proportion varies depending on the activities involved at different
times in ‘the school year,- and- on--the-popularity of .a. program/service in
any given year. However, on.an average the facilitators reported devot-
ing approximately 20.0% of thefr time on the job to ancillary programs/
services.

This appears to be a considerable portion of time to devote to ancillary
activities. If summed across facilitators, it would mean that the
equivalent of 1.4 of the 7 facilitators devote their time exclusively to
these activities. Moreover this does not take into consideration the
media specialist, who works exclusively for the Professional Library.
Nevertheless, according to the TEC Council members, this time is well
spent. Six of the nine Council members interviewed felt that "the
impact of these [programs/ services] justifies the resources allocated
to them.®™ Some of the members, on the other hand, expressed concern
about individual programs/ services. One program/service that con-
sistently arose in the comments was the Professional l.ibrary, which
makes heavy demands on the resources of the TEC. Opinions about the
Professional Library -ranged--widely.- --One—Council member observed that

"the library has been a dream of the Council.® Another-member commented_

bluntly that the library "had absolutely no impact.” Despite such dif-
ferences in opin‘an, there was_general._agreement among the Council mem-
bers that the library "is not used to the degree it should be." The
survey of the instructional personnel confirmed this perception.. Only
10.0% of the responcents reported ever having used the Professional
Library. ‘

Despite this lack of use, most of the Council members are not ready to
forsake the Professional Library or any other ancillary program/service.
Seven of the nine Council members interviewed- felt that the ailocation
of resources to these programs/services should either remain as is or be




increased. The feeling of most of the members was expressed in the com-
ment that "by having more options you increase the 1ikelihood of provid-
ing an appropriate delivery of service.® This view is supported by the
literature in the field. From their research, Zigami, Betz and Jensen
(1977) have concluded that “there are many approaches to staff develop-
ment® that merit consideration. And, the ideal scenario according to
Hall and Loucks (1978) is "to individualize and personalize staff devel-
opment"” as much as possible.

Finally, in an effort to gain a better perspective of the proportion of
time devoted to ancillary programs/services, the situation at the TEC
was compared with other teacher education centers in the state. This
effort, however, proved to be futile. The survey of the directors of
comparable centers revealed that the cente# in Orange County offers no
ancillary programs/services, and the center in Broward County devotes
all of its resources to such programs/services. The latter situation
results from the method of funding. In Broward County a portion of
teacher education center funds is allocated directly to the schools to
finance individual inservice training activities. As a result, the
funds allocated to the center are devoted exclusively to programs/ser-
vices that correspond to the ancillary programs/services of the TEC.
Thus, it would appear that although the Broward and Orange centers are
comparahle to the TEC in some respects, they are operationally unique
with regards to ancillary programs/services. The comparison, therefore,
did not provide a better perspective of the TEC.

Participation in TEC Inservice Activities

Having examined both the inservice courses and the ancillary programs/
services offered by the TEC, the next issue that warrants attention is
the participation in these activities. The degree of participation was
primarily gauged by means of the survey of instructional personnel. In
reference to inservice courses, the survey revealed that 65.3% of the
respondents had taken one or more inservice courses froy the TEC. Tabile
4 illustrates the degree of participation of the respondents categorized
respectively by job and by school level. An examination of che data by
job reveals that the teachers exhibit the highest degree of participa-
tion with 69.1%. The lowest degree of participation is exhibited by the
teacher aides and teacher assistants with 24.7%. This low percentage,
however, is attributable to the fact that TEC inservice courses have
only recently been made available to teacher aides and teacher assis-
tants. An examination of the data by the school level of the respon-
dents reveals that the highest participation is not exhibited by one of
the designated school levels. The highest degree of participation with
73.3% is exhibited by the "other® category, which includes, for example,
teachers-on-special-assignment (TSAs) assigned to district offices. In
addition, it should be noted that the regular day-school levels (i.e.,
elementary, junior high, and senior high) exhibit an inverse correlation
between the level and the participation. In other words, participation
drops as the school level rises.

Beyond the degree of participation,'the evaluation also addressed the
reasons for non-participation in inservice courses. The survey of
fnstructional personnel revealed that 34.7% of the respondents had never
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Table 4

Participation in TEC Inservice Courses

Participation
Instructional Personnel n Yes No
By Jeb: Teacher 1010 698 (69.1) 312 (30.8)

Teachsr Afde/Assistant 93 23 (24.7) 70 (75.2

Other 141 91 (64.5) 50 (35.4
By School Level: Elementary 680 479 (70.4) 201 (29.5)
Junior High 224 133 (59.3) 91 (40.6)
Senior High 236 127 (53.8) 109 (46.1)
CunnuBity/Adult 42 28 (66.6) 14 (33.3
Other 60 44 (73.3) 16 (26.6

Note: The numbers in parentheses represent the percentages by row.- The
percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.

AThis category includes teachers-on-special-assignment (TSAs),
counselors, media specialists, etc.

bThis category includes, for example, TSAs assigned to district
offices.

taken an inservice course from the TEC. Inquiry into the reasons for
their lack of sarticipation produced the data on Table 5. Table 5, Tike
Tahle 4, categorizes the respondents respectively by job and by school
level. An examination of the data by job reveals that, not surpris-
ingly, the most common reason given by the teacher aides and teacher
assistants was lack of familiarity with the TEC. A total of 49.9% of
them indicated that they were either “unfamiliar with the TEC" (reason
#1) or “"unfamiliar with the courses offered” (reason #2). This reflects
the previously mentioned fact that TEC inservice courses have only
recently been made available to teacher aides and teacher assistants.
The most common reason given by the respondents in the remaining job
categories was that "to date, [they had had] no reason to take a course®
(reason #5). This was also the most common reason across school levels.
It is interesting to note that this reason implies that the respondents
have not ruled out the possibhility of taking a course from the TEC in
the future. The second most common reason across both jobs and school
levels was reason #1, "unfamiliar with the TEC.® Lack of familiarity
with the TEC was generally reported by instructional personnel who are
relatively new to the district. For example, cross tabulations of the
survey items revealed that of the respondents with three years or less
in the district who have never taken a course from the TEC, 41.7% indi-
cated that the reason was that they were either “unfamiliar with the
TEC* (reason #1) or "unfamiliar with the courses offered* (reason #2).
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Reasons for Kot Participating in TEC Inservice Courses
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Note: Each respondent provided a single

theses represent the percentages by column.

reason. The numbers in paren-

truncated at the first decimal place.

3This category includes teachers-on- special-assignment (TSAs),
counselors, media specialists,”etc.”" "~~~ -

bTh1s category includes, for example, TSAs assigned to district

offices.

The percentages are

“This category represents miscellaneous reasons provided by the

respondents.
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Table 6

Renewal/Enhancement of Teacher Certificates throush the TEC

Participation
Teachers by School Level n Yes No

Elementary 455 241 (52.9) 214 47 0)
Junior High 126 40 (31.7) 8.2)
Senior High 120 48 (40.0) 72 (60 0)
Commuglty/Adu1t 29 12 (41.3) 17 (58.6)
Other 42 20 (47.6) 22 (52.3)

The numbers in parentheses represent the percentages by row. The
percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.

This category includes, for example, teachers-or-special assign-
ment assigned to district off1ces.

The survey also provided several other revelations about the inservice
courses taken by instructional personnel. In terms of time, the survey
revealed that the respondents had taken their last inservice course from
the TEC relatively recently. A total of 56.1% of them indicated that at
the time of the survey in May of 1987, they were either in the process
of taking a course or had taken it "less than a year ago." In terms of
motivation, the respondents were overwhelmingly motivated by
professioral considerations. "Professional growth" was reported by
91.1% of the reSpondents as the "primary reason for taking [their] most
recent inservice course." “Personal growth" was reported by only 8.9%
of the respondents. This outcome is in keeping with the literature in
the field. Guskey (1986) noted that, while teachers may have other rea-
sons for participating in staff development, most participate because
“they want to become better teachers.”™ In conjunction with professional
growth, the teachers were questioned about renewing or adding a teaching
area to their certificate through TEC courses. Of the teachers who had
taken inservice courses from the TEC, 46.7% indicated they had applied
these courses toward certification. Table 6 illustrates the proportion
of teachers by schcol level who have utilized the-TEC-for-either renew= -
ing or enhancing their certification.- .An..examination of the table
reveals that the highest proportion is exhibited by elementary teachers
with 52.9%. In contrast, the lowest proportion is exhibited by the
Jjunior high teachers with 31.7%.

In addition to the participation in inservice courses, the TEC evalu-
ation also examined the participation in the center's ancillary programs
and services. The survey of instructional personnel revealed that 54.7%
of the respondents had utilized one or more of the ancillary programs/
services of the TEC. Table 7 illustrates the degree of participation of
the respondents categorized respectively by job and by school level. An
examination of the table reveals that the degree of participation in
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Table 7
Participation in TEC Ancillary Programs and Services
L. —
Participation
Instructional Personnel n Yes Ho
8y Job: Teacher 1007 575 (57.1) 432 (42.9
Teachgr Aide/Assistant 92 22 (23.9 76 (76.0
Other 140 81 (57.8 59 (42.1
By School Level: Elementary 679 386 (56.8) =33 (43.1
Junior High 223 114 (51.1) 109 (48.8) .
Senior High 234 106 (45.3) 128 (54.7)
Commupi ty/Advlt 41 28 {68.2) 13 {31.7)
Othe: 60 43 (71.6) 17 (28.3)

Note: The numbers._in-parentheses- represent-the-percentages by row. The
percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.

3his category includes teachers-on-special-assignment (T7SAs),
counselors, media specialists, etc.

bThis category includes, for example, TSAs assigned to district
offices.

these programs/services is very similar to the degree of participation
in inservice courses. A comparison of the data in Table 7 with the data
in Table 4 shows that with one exception, the categories exhibiting the
highest and lowest degree of participation by job and by school level
are the same. ’

Likewise, Table 7 exhibits the inverse correlation between participation
and the regular day-school levels. As with Table 4, participation drops
as the school level rises. Fimally, Table 7 also exhibits a compara-
tively low degree of participation by teacher aides and teacher assis-
tants. Only 23.9% of these individuals report having utilized the
ancillary programs/services of the TEC. Like the situation with inser-
vice courses, this low percentage is attributable to the fact that only
recently have efforts been made to interest teacher aides and assistants
in such programs/services.

The teacher aides and teacher assistants, however, have clearly shown an
interest. This is apparent by the participation in the Teacher Aides
and Assistants Internal Certification Program, which is the only major
ancillary program/service developed expressly for teacher aides and
teacher assistants. As Table 8 illustrates, the proportion of partici-
pation in this program is 21.5%, which is second only to the proportion
of participation in the Conference/Seminar Credit Program. The data in
Table 8 is based on the survey of instructional personnel; and it should
be noted that each proportion of participaticn is computed based on the
number of survey respondents eligible for the program/service.
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Table 8
Participation in Specific TEC Ancillary Programs and Services

Participation

Programs/Services Participants n 1
Educational Travel Program Ip 64 5.1
Mini-Grant Program IP 33 2.6
Conference/Seminar Cregit Program IP 303 24.3
TEC Registration Unit Ip 128 10.2
Review for the Florida Teacher

Certification Examination T 86 7.4
Add-on Certification Program T 234 20.2
Teacher Aides and Assistants

Internal Certification Program A 20 21.5
Prescriptive Inservice T 100 8.6
Professional Library Ip 125 10.1

Note: Percentages are computed based on the number of survey respon-
dents in the appropriate category of Eligible Participants: IP =
instructional—personrel,. 1246 respondents; T = teachers, 1153
respondents; A = teacher aides/assistants, 93 respondents. The
percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.

The survey of instructional personnel also addressed the reasons for
non-participation in ancillary programs/services of the TEC. The survey
revealed that 45.3% of the respondents had never utilized any of these
programs/services. Inquiry into *he reasons for their lack of partici-
pation produced the data in Table 9. Table 9, like Table 7, categorizes
the respondents respectively by job and by school Tevel. An examination
of the data reveals that the most common reasons for not utilizing the
ancillary programs/services are very similar to the reasons for not tak-
ing inservice courses. Teacher aides and teacher assistants indicated
they were "unfamiliar with the TEC* (reason #1), and the respondents in
the remaining job categories indicated that “"to date [they had had] no
reason to utilize a program/service® {reason #5). The latter was also
the most common reason reported across scheol levels. Consequently, the
reasons for non-participation, as well as the degree of participation,
in ancillary programs/services are very similar to those associated with
inservice courses. -

In summary, the data reveals that there is considerable participation in
TEC inservice activities. Almost two-thirds of the instructional per-
sonnel in the district have taken one or more inservice courses from the
TEC. More than half of the instructional personnel have utilized one or
more of the ancillary programs/services. Moreover, of the individuals
who have not participated in these inservice activities, approximately
two-fifths have not ruled out the possibility of participating in the
future. On the other hand, there are indications that the inservice
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%This cafegocy includes. _teachers-on-special-assignment (TSAs),
counselors, media specialists, etc.

bThis category includes, for example, TSAs assigred to district
offices.

“This category represents miscellaneous reasons provided by the
respondents,
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activities of the TEC do not uniformly meet the needs of all types of
instructional personnel. For example, the proportion of participation
in inservice activities declines from the elementary level to the junior
high level, and again from the junior high level to the senior high
level. The data suggests that this decline {n participation may be due
to the difficulty in meeting the more specfalized needs of instructional
personnel at the secondary level. While this may be cause for concern,
it should bde acknowledged that this situation does not appear to be
unique to the TEC. The 1983 study of the teacher educaticn centers in
the state conducted by Evaluation Systems Design, Inc., found that a
comparatively lower rate of participation by teachers in “specialized
areas” was a common phenomenon across centers.

TEC Instructors and Facilitators

The TEC employs a professional staff of nine consisting of a director,
seven facilitators, and one media specialist. Supporting the profes-
sional staff, there is a clerical staff consisting of nine secretaries -
eight full-time and one part-time. In addition, the TEC employs, as
needed, numerous instructors to deliver the inservice courses offered by

- the center. These instructors are, for the most part, on the staff of

universities affiliated with the TEC. The issues .addressed by the
evaluation of the TEC involved two of the above jobs, the instructor and
the facilitator. :

As the provider of the inservice training, the instructor is obviously a
key element in the TEC operation. As such, the evaluation of the TEC
focused on the selection, evaluation and quality of the instructors.
Regarding the selection of instructors, all the facilitators generally
agreed that it was accomplished through a “collaborative effort™ between
the TEC and the affiliated universities. In making the selection,
consideration is given to a number of factors including the instructor's

credentials, experience, availability, recommendations, and_evaluations.

The instructor's evaluations, according to the facilitators, are an
important factor in the selection process. The evaluations are provided
by the participants in the inservice course. The evaluation instrument
is a ten-item questionnaire, which addresses such issues as: (a) the
attainment of the course objectives, (b) the relevance of the materials,
and (c) the quality of the course content. The results of the evalu-
ations are tabulated ‘at the conclusion of each course, and they are
subsequently forwarded to the instructor. Copies of the results are
also kept on file at the TEC for future reference. According to the
director of the TEC, if an instructor exhibits "a pattern of low evalu-
ations,® the situation is investigated. This usually involves having a
facilitator monitor the course. If it is determined that the instructor

is indeed deficient, the TEC then takes steps to avoid employing the .

individual in the future. In contrast, the TEC director noted that an
instructor with a pattern of high evaluations is "used repeatedly by
[the center] - that is the nature of the process.”




The success of this process can ultimately be gauged by the quality of
the instructors selected. The TEC Council members who were interviewed
generally felt that the instructors were very good. More importantly,
the instructors received high marks from the instructional personnel
surveyed. The instructional personnel were asked to rate the following
statement about their most recent TEC instructor on a four-point scale
ranging from agree (4) to disagree (1): "The iastructor of the course
was both knowledgeable and effective.® The mean rating was 3.7, with
78.7% of the respondents rating the statement a 4. Thus, the partici-
pants in the inservice courses of the TEC are clearly satisfied with the
instructors selected.

While it may be obvious that the instructor is a key element in the TEC
operation, the same cannot be said about the facilitator. The imper-
tance of this job to the operation of the TEC is not readily perceived
outside the center. As a result, questions are occasionally raised
about the nature of the job. Consequently, the evaluation of the TEC
focused or several aspects of the job of facilitator including: -(a) the
duties of the job, (b) the possibility of revising the job under some
other organizational system, and (c) the need for TSAs as facilitators.

For the most part, the facilitators found it difficult to describe the
duties of a "typical facilitator.” One said simply that a facilitator
"facilitates teacher training.® Several others used the word “ceordina-
tor® to describe the job. The utilization of such circular definitions
and vague terms may be prompted by the considerable diversity of the
job. An examination of the duties of the facilitotors revealed that on
a typical day they perform a variety of tasks that range from clerical
to administrative. These tasks included for example: making a presen-
tation to area directors, writing a status report on an ancillary pro-
gram,- checking the logistics of a series of courses, revising a program
form, processing program forms, completing the billing on a coenference,
conducting a meeting with school-level personnel, trouble-shooting a
course conflict, closing out a course, etc. The diversity of the job
was perhaps best described by a TEC Council member who observed that a
facilitator "wears many hats, ... [the job] ranges “rom clerical to pro-
gram design.”

The diversity of the job, coupled with the fact that facilitators are
generally only observed outside the center when they open o~ close out a
course, may have contributed to the speculation about the nature of the
job. However, the TEC Council members, who are in a umique position to
observe the cperation. of the center,.generally agree that the job of
facilitator is "one of the most important arms of the TEC.® Further-
more, the Council members interviewed generally agree that the facilita-
tors "do an excellent job... [and] they work long hours.® Regarding
this latter observations-the-interview of the facilitators revealed that
the typical facilitator works an excess.of 40 hours per week, and at
least occasionally works nights and weekends.

Yet it has been noted that some of the tasks contributing to this for-

midable workload are clerical. One TEC Council member, who was particu-
larly concerned about the role of facilitator observed:
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Originally, the TEC facilitators were supposed to be part-
time fnstructors. They're now doing a lot of paperwork
that could be done by secretarfes. I feel they should be
utilized more on the instructional end of the job.

Concern about this issue was also expressed by the facilitators them-
selves. Thefr interview revealed that all of them routinely did tasks
they felt could be readily done by a secretary. When asked about the
proportion of their workload they considered to be clerical, the
responses ranged from a low-of 10.0% to a high of 40.05. The computa-
tion of the mean revealed that the typical facilitator devotes approxi-
mately 20.0% of the time on the job to clerical tasks.

The issue of facilitators performing Clerical tasks was also raised when
both the Council members and the facilitators were asked to speculate on
whether "the duties of the TEC facilitator [could] be more efficiently
performed under some other organizational system.® The only common
response by both the Council members and facilitators was to suggest an
increase in the clerical staff of the TEC. For the most part, both the
Council members and facilitators expressed confidence in the existing
system. They were particularly adamant about-retaining the TSAs in the- -
position of facilitators. Without exception every facilitator and Coun-
ci1 member interviewed stated that a background in teaching was neces-
sary to perform the job of facilitator. In the words of one Council
member, a teaching background gives the facilitator "a feel for
teachers...; without the background, it would be difficult for them to
perform the job.® A second Council member added that "it should be a
requirement of the job..., [since] you need that frame of reference.”
In brief, the evidence indicates that while some adjustment in the
duties of the facilitators may be in order, a major revision of the job
is not warranted.

Requesting an Inservice Course from the TEC

while the Inservice Program Survey is numerically the primary determi-
nant in the selection of courses offered by the TEC, it is not the only
determinant. As previously mentioned, the TEC also responds to, among
other things, requests from individual schools and district offices.
The evaluation of the TEC focused on the procedure for making such
reques ts.

.According to the director of the TEC, the procedure for requesting an
inservice course simply involves submitting the appropriate form to the
center. To provide a sufficient lead time, the TEC requests that -this --
form be submitted at l~ast 30 days prior to the first session of the
course. Hevertheless, the director added that the center did not always
adhere to this procedure, since it attempted-to accosmodate individual-
situations. The interview of 12 individuals, who had submitted requests
for inservice courses to the TEC between January and April of 1987,
revealed this to be the case. When asked about their initial step in
requesting a course, seven mentioned submitting the form. Five, how-
ever, indicated that their initial step was to call the TEC. Further-
more, when asked about the lead time of their most recent request, seven
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admitted that 1t had been submitted less than 30 days prior to the first
session of the course. Not surprisingly, almost all these individuals
found, in the words of one, that °"the TEC was nice enough, even though
[the request] was late.”

One of the individuals interviewed, on the other hand, was of the opin-
fon that it was inappropriate to require the 30-day lead time for
"recurring courses.” This individual commented:

We've had conflicts [with the TEC over] recurring courses.
[When] we take care of everything, there shouldn't be a
30-day lag. There should be two procedures. The 30-day
lag is needed only if the TEC sets up the course.

The interview of the facilitators indicated that to 3 degree they con-
cur. While four of the seven were satisfied with the existing proce-
dure, three felt that it should be ®streamlined.® One facilitator men-
tioned specifically the above situation: . :

We have the same procedure for handling_every [requect].
It should be streamlined ... for courses that have been
done repeatedly.

The possible need for streamlining notwithstanding, the 12 individuals
interviewed expressed general approval of the existing procedure. Host
had experienced no problems in adhering to the procedure. And, when
asked to judge its convenience, 11 of the 12 indicated that they found
the procedure to be "very convenient.®

Budget Priorities of the TEC

Funding for the teacher education centers in the state is provided under
a formula that earmarks at least $4.00 per full-time equivalent (FTE)
student for the operating expenses of a center. In addition, the state
provides a separate allocation which is used to hire university instruc-
tors te teach the inservice courses offered by a center. This alloca-
tion for “university services” is also based on FTE, however, it is
unique in that the allocation is not released by the state until a ser-
vice agreement has been signed between a center and a university. Any
additional funds which are required by a center must be provided by the
local district.

The TEC receives oniy $3.00 of the $4.00 allocated by the state. The
fourth dollar is incorporated into the budget of the Beginning Teacher
Program; which, although organizationally distinct from the TEL, pro-
vides inservice training to teachers. In the 1985-86 school year, this
source of funds yielded $729,834.00 for the operating expenses of the
TEC. In addition, the state provided $409,320.00 for university ser-
vices. The budget was not enhanced locally, so the total budget of the
TEC in the 1985-86 school year was $1,139,154.C0. The 1985-86 budget is
being used as an example, because 1985-86 was the last complete fiscal
year at the time comparative data was collected in the spring of 1987.




The evaluation of the TEC examined the process of establishing the bud-
get priorities of the center. Since State Statute 231.606 specifies
that the "duties and responsibilities® of the TEC Council include making
*recommendations on -an appropriate budget,* the interview of the Council
members addressed this process. It revealed that, in keeping with the
intent of the law, eight of the nine members interviewed felt they had
at least some input in establishing budget priorities. Furthermore,
when asked about the procedure used to determine which activities are
funded under a priority item, most Council members generally felt that,
in the words of one member:

This is the responsibility of the director ... but [the

director] runs it past the Council ... [,and] most of the

time we see eye-to-eye.

Yet, despite the apparent cooperation between the TEC director and the
Council in establishing the budget priorities of the center, there is
considerable discontent among. the Council members regarding-the budget.

The interview of the Council members revealed that the discontent stems
in part from the perception that the TEC is underfunded. Although the
Council members were not specifically queried about this issue, ques-
tions concerning the budget prompted remarks like the following:

The TEC is expected to increase service, like providing
" inservice courses to tedacher aides and assistants, with
the same budget.

If the TEC has a responsibility, it should be funded.
Professionalization places a burden on the TEC, but it
isn't being funded.

The other departments in the bureau receive enhancements.
The TEC doesn't, but our costs keep increasing.

The Council members’' discontent with the budget also stems from adjust-
ments that are made to it subsequent to their review. As with the pre-
vious issue, the Council members were not specifically queried about
such adjustments; however, a number of comments regarding this issue
were advanced by them including the following: - ’

We're presented with the--budget for {review], but by the -
time it is cast in stone many changes have occurred; and
we don't know the sources of them.

This year $18,500 was taken for [another program], but
they never consulted the Council ... we had to eat it.

The salaries ..., materials, etc. are discussed with [the

director], but [budget items] change very -strangely over
the year.
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It must be emphasized that there is nothing improper in such budget i
adjustments. Under the law, the TEC Council can only make recomsenda-

tions. As such, the Council's recommendations can be either accepted

or rejected. Therefore, the immediate concern is not ‘tiat such budget

adjustments occur, or even whether the TEC is underfunded. While these

two issues may warrant attention, the immediate concern is the discon-

tent fostered by the situation, and the potential of this discontent to

undermine the operation of the Council.

The degree of discontent associated with these budget issues was
revealed by the Council members as well as the factlitators in their
respective interviews. When the faciiitators were 2sked to make sugges-
tions for improving the present system for establishing budget priori-
ties, the most common suggestion, which was offered by five of the seven
facilitators, was to enhance the budget. The facilitators were particu-
larly concerned with sufficient funds for hiring substitutes in order to
release teachers to participate in inservice activities. One facilita-
tor offered the following specific suggéstions and-rationale for enhanc-
ing the budget: '

You should hold [the staff’s] salaries harmless. We don't
get this benefit that the schools do. Also I think there
should be a separate allecation for the Professional
Library ... [since] the library serves the entire dis-
trict. Basically there needs to be a realistic expecta-
tion of what the TEC should do, and then provide suffi-
cient funding.

The suggestion most often made by the Council members also concerned the
provision of “sufficient funding”; four of the nine members interviewed
mentioned this. In addition, four of the nine members interviewed
suggested that the Council, in the words of one, *be informed when funds
are removed from the budget.” ,

Such comments about the budget, in conjunction with the evaluation’s
attempt to gauge the efficacy of the TEC, prompted a review of the cen-
ter's budget. As previously mentioned, in the 1985-86 school year the
total budget of the TEC, including funds for university services, con-
sisted of $1,139,154.00. With this budget the center underarote such
major items as the salaries of the staff, the ancillary programs/ser-
vices, and the inservice training activities. Regarding the latter,
there were 711 separate inservice training activities underwritten,
which generated 246,370 service hours for 15,379 participants. -In-an--= - —
effort to ascertain how- this compared to other certers, the evaluation
included a survey of the directors of comparable teacher education cen-
ters in the sta.e.

As described in the Design of the Evaluation, only three centers met the
selection criteria of serving only instructional personnel in a rela-
tively large district. The three were the centers for the districts of
Broward, Duval and Orange. The survey of the directors, however, was
unproductive for a variety of reasons. Broward County, as previously
discussed, allocates a portion of teacher education center funds




directly to the schools to finance individual {aservice training activi-
ties. This arrangesment was deemed too distinct from the centralized
operation of the TEC to allow for a meaningful comparison., Also a com-
parison with the center in Orange County was precluded by {ts current
practice of providing inservice training for administrators. And, there
was no response received from the center in Duval County.

Consequently, it was not possible to produce a meaningful comparison of
budget, staff, courses offered, etc. between the Tcc and the centers
which were deemed comparable. However, the effort was not entirely
fruitless. As previously stated, the intent of the effort was simply to
gain a better perspective of the TEC,.and-in this respect some interast-
ing observations were made. For example, although a district is free to
enhance the budget of {ts center,-neither of the responding centers
received enhancements in the 1985-86 schoe!l year. The TEC apparently is
not unique in this respect. However, this does not mean that the cen-
ters were operating on proportionally the same budget. Broward County,
for example, allocates $2.30 per FTE to its center, which ccmpares
favorably with the $3.00 per FTE allocated to the TEC. However, Broward
County also allocates $2.00 per FTE directly to the schools for inser-

vice training activities, which brings the total amount allocated for

this purpose up to $4.30. Viewed from this perspective, the TEC does
not compare favorably.

Quality and Impact of TEC Inservice Activities

The final jissue that was examined by the evaluation of the TEC was the
perceived quality and impact of the TEC inservice activities. In refer-
ence to the latter, the TEC Council members were asked about the "gen-
eral impact on job performance of TEC inservice training taken for pro-
fessional development.® Seven of the nine Council members felt that
such training had at least some impact on job performance. The Council
members not only commented on their observations of instructional
personnel but also on their own experiences in taking inservice courses;
one remarked:

When you take an inservice course, it does change you. It
moves you out of the groove. It makes you stop and ques-
tion and reexamine. It's a healthy experience.

The survey of instructional personnel revealed that they concur with the
Council members. The instructional personnel were asked to rate the
following statement about their most recent inservice course using a
four-point scale ranging from agree (4) to disagree (1): "I have put
into practice some of the knowledge/skills acquired in the course.” The
megn rating was 3.5, with 69.7% of the respondents rating thc statement
a4,

Nevertheless, it should be acknowledged that this does not represent
conclusive evidence that TEC inservice training has an impact on the
participants' job performance. The experimental design and controls
required to draw such a conclusion were beyond the scope of this evalu-
~ation. In surveying the instructional personnel, it should be under-
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stood that they may not be entirely objective concerning this matter.
The fnstructional personnel who have devoted time and ene to inser-
vice trafning may be reluctant to view the effort as futile. On the
other hand, there is no evidence that their perception of the training's
impact is not accurate. Indeed, the fact that the instructional person-
nel have such a perception may in itself produce an impact on job per-
formance, since they will likely strive to perform in keeping with the
perception.

The perception of the impact of TEC inservice training on Jjob perfor-
mance was bolstered by the perception that the quality of the training
is high. The interview of the TEC Council members revealed a general
agreement on the high quality of TEC inservice trairing. One Council
member commented:

I've had the opportunity to travel and visit other [cen-
ters] ... all over the country. And if there is a better
setup than the Dade TEC, I've yet to see it. We by far
are delivering a better service than any other.

The survey of instructional personnel revealed that they again concur
with the Council members. The instructional personnel were asked to
separately assess “the quality of-TEC ancillary-programs and services,
and TEC inservice courses. Regarding the latter, they were asked to
rate a series of 11 statements about their most recent inservice course
from the TEC. The ratings were provided using a four-point scale rang-
ing from agree (4) to disagree (1). The results of the ratings appear
in Table 10. The 11 statements address various aspects of the course,
including the objectives (aspects #2 and #8), the conient, and the acti-
vities ?aspect #3). Some aspects, like the instructor’s abilities
(aspect #7) and the impact of the course (aspect f11), have been pre-
viously discussed in this report. An examination of Table 10 reveals
that comparably high ratings were provided by the teachers and the
teacher afdes and teacher assistants. The mean ratings provided by the
teachers range from 3.5 to 3.8; and the mean ratings provided by the
teacher aides and teacher assistants range slightly higher from 3.5 to
3.9. Clearly both groups of instructional personnel have a high regard
for all aspects of their most recent inservice course from the TEC.

In reference to the TEC ancillary programs/services, the instructional
personnel, who had availed themselves of them. were asked to rate them.
Using a four-point scale ranging from excellent (4) to poor (1), the
instructional personnel were asked to rate the management of the pro-
grams/services. In so doing, they were asked to consider such things as
the helpfulness of the staff, the promptness of the service, and the
appropriateness of the forms. The instructional personnel were also
asked to rate the benefit of the programs/services to them personally.
The results of these ratings appear in Table 11. An examination of this
table reveals that the mean ratings of the management of the various
ancillary programs/services ranges from 3.0 to 3.5; and the mean ratings
of the benefit ranges from 3.1 to 3.5. As with the inservice courses,
the instructional personnel appear to have a high regard for the TEC
ancillary programs/services.




Tadble 10
Mean Ratings of Various Aspects of TEC Courses

‘ C Teacher
Aspects of Courses Teachers Aides/Assistants
n  Rating n  Rating

1. Information on the course 758 3.7 22 3.6
(e.g., time, location, etc.)
was readily available at my
school.

2. The instiructor presented 772 3.7 23 3.8
specific objectives at the
beginning of the course.

3. The content and activities 771 3.7 22 3.8
of the course were relevant
to the stated objectives.

4. The instructor's assessment 674 3.7 20 3.9
of my performance in the
course was accurate.

5. The time frame of the course 767 3.5 22 3.5
(i.e., the number and length
of sessions) facilitated
learning.

6. The classroom setting of the 772 3.5 22 3.7
course was appropriate and
comfortable.

7. The instructor of the course 773 3.7 22 3.8
was both knowledgeable and
effective,

8. In general, the course accom- 769 3.6 22 3.8
plished the stated objectives.

9. I was given an opportunity to 734 3.8 20 3.7
evaluate the course at its con-
clusion.

10. In general, I found the course 773 3.6 22 3.9
to be a worthwhile experience.

11. I have put into practice some 743 3.5 - 21 3.8
of the knowledge/skills acquired
in the course.

Note: The ratings are based on the following scale: 4 = Agree, 3 =
Slightly Agree, 2 = Slightly Disagree, 1 = Disagree, 0 = Not
Applicable. The mean ratings are truncated at the first decimal
place.




Finally, the instructional personnel were asked to "grade” the overall
performance of the TEC. The results, which appear in Table 12, are con-
sistent with the ratings of the inservice courses and the ancillary pro-
grams/services. The TEC received a grade of "A" from 43.6% of the
respondents, and a grade of *B" or higher from 87.2% of the respondents.
Considering that these grades are provided by the recipients of the cen-
ter's services, they attest to the center's success in meeting the
inservice needs of the district's instructionil personnel.




Tab'e 11
Mean Ratings of the Management and Benefit of TEC Anciilary Programs and

Services
_Ratings
Programs/Services n Management n Benefit
Educational! Travel Program 60 3.4 59 3.4
Mini-Grant Program 32 3.0 30 3.2
Conference/Seminar Credit Program 281 3.4 279 3.4
TEC Registration Unit 119 3.5 116 3.5
Review for the Florida Tezcher 76 3.3 72 3.5
Certification Examination
Add-on Certification Program 217 3.4 217 3.4
Teacher Aides and Assistants 20 3.5 20 3.5
Internal Certification Program
Prescriptive Inservice 90 3.3 88 3.1
Professional Library = 109 3.5 109 3.5

Note: The ratings are based on the following scale: 4 = Excellent, 3 =
Good, 2 = Fair, 1 = Poor. The mean ratings are truncated at the
first decimal place.

\j

Table 12
Distribution of the "Grades” on the Overall Performance of the TEC

Teacher
Grades Teachers Aides/Assistants
n z n 4
A, Excellent 343 43.2 13 54,1
B, Gnrod 349 44.0 8 33.3
C, Average “ 80 10.0 3 12.5
D, Below Average 18 2.2 0 0
F, Failure 3 0.3 0 0

Note: The percentages are truncated at the first decimal place.
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CONCLUSIONS

The Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center (TEC) was founded in 1979 to
serve the instructional personnel in the public schools of Dade and
Monroe counties. Teachers, teacher aides and teacher assistants can
take inservice courses from the TEC for either personal growth or
professional development. In addition, the TEC offers a number of
ancillary programs and services like tie Educational Travel Program and
the Professional Library. The evaluation of the TEC basically examined

the efficacy of the center--in providing these—services -to the-

instructional personnel in the district. The specific focus of the
evaluation was presented in the Design of the Evaluation as a series of
questions, which can now be addressed:

1. Ho._are the number and types of inservice courses offered by the

TEC determined?

In selecting the number and. types of inservice courses it will
offar, the TEC must respond to such things as requests from
individual schools, recommendations from TEC reps, requests from
district offices, and directives from the state. However, in terms
of total volume, the primary determinant in the selection of
courses offered by the TEC is the Inservice Program Survey. This
is a survey of all instructional personnel, which is conducted each
spring. -

Some TEC facilitators, however, expressed reservations regarding
the use of this wmethod of determining inservice offerings. Their
reservations stem from such things as the survey's consistently low
return rate, and the methed's lack of a proactive orientation.
Nevertheless, despite such perceived shortcomings, the evaluation
found that the district's instructional personnel are generally
satisfied with the inservice courses offered by the TEC.

2. How many instructional personnel take and complete inservice

courses?

Based on the survey of instructional personnel conducted for the
evaluation, it can be concluded that 65.3% of the district's
instructional personnel have taken one or mcre inservice courses
from the TEC. Furthermore,of the 34.7% of instructional.personnel
who have never taken an inservice course from the TEC approximately
two-fifths have not ruled out the possibility of taking one in the
future. The survey also produced data that supported several other
conclusions concerning the instructional personnel who have taken
TEC inservice courses. For example, these individuals took their
most recent inservice course relatively recently. At the time of
the survey in May of 1987, 56.1% of them were either taking the
course or had taken it within the year. . In terms of motivation,
these individuals were overwhelmingly motivated by professional
considerations. Professional growth was reported by 91.1% of them
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as the reason for taking their most rocent course. Fimally, 48.7%
indicated they had appn'ed TEC {inservice courses toward certifica-
tion.

Despite the considerable degree of participation, the evaluation
found evidence that the TEC inservice courses do not uniforsly meet
the needs of all types of fmnstructional personnel. Participation
in inservice courses is disproportionately lower for secondary
instructional personnel than for elementary instructional person-
nel. The data suggests that this situation may be due to the dif-
ficulty in meeting the more specialized needs of instructional
personnel at the secondary level. While this may be cause Tor con-
cern, it should be acknowledged that this- situation seems to- be
c mmon across other teacher education centers in the state.

How are TEC instructors selected and evaluated?

The selection of TEC instructors is accomplished through a collabo-
rative effort between the TEC and the universities affiliated with
the center. In making the selecticn, consideration is given to a
number of facturs inciuding the instructor's credentials, experi-
ence, availability, recommendations - and- evaluations. — The evalu-
ations are particularly important. They are provided by the parti-
cipants in the course. The participants rate the course on a ten-
item questionnairve, which addresses such issues as: (a) the
attainment of course objectives, (b) the relevance of the mate-
rials, and (c) the quality of the coerse content. At the comple-
tion of the course, the TEC staff .ollects and reviews all the
evaluations.

What effect do the evaluations by inservice participants have on
the TEC operation?

After the TEC staff has collected and reviewed the participants’
evaluations of an inservice course, the results are forwarded to
the instructor. Copies of the results are also kept on file at the
TEC for use in monitoring the performance of the instructor. If
over a period of time the instructor exhibits a pattern of low
evaluations, the situation is investigated. If it is determined
that the instructor is indeed deficient, the TEC then takes steps
to avoid employing the individual in the future. In contrast, an
instructor who exhibits a pattern of -high evaluations will be
employed repeatedly by the TEC. In this manner the participants’
evaluations are used to systematically screen the pool of instruc-
tors. This process appears to be successful, since the survey of
instructional personnel revealed that they are clearly satisfied
with the TEC instructors.

What effect has the increase in the minimum number of hours per
course had on inservice offerings and participation?

The state's 1985 directive requiring a minimum of 10 hours of in-
struction for an approved inservice course was anticipated by the
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TEC. Thus, when the directive was issued, the center was already
in the process of eliminating. courses which did not comply. The
evaluation of the TEC consequently found no current or residual
impact of the directive on either the inservice course offerings or
the degree of participation.

6. What is the ratio of the TEC budget, including university allocated
funds, to the number of: (a) staff, (b) hours of service, and {c)
inservice courses oftered? How do these compare to other centers
in the state?

The last complete fiscal year at the time cComparative gata was Col-
lected for the evaluation was 1985-86. In that year the TEC had a
budget of $1,139,154.00. It consisted of $729,834.00 allocated for
operat1ng expenses and $409,320.00 allocated for university ser-
vices (i.e., hiring instructors from affiliated universities).
With this budget the center underwrote such major items as the
salaries of a full-time staff of 18,. the-ancillary programs/ser-
vices, and the inservice training activities. Regarding the lat-
ter, there were 711 separate inservice training activities under-
written, which generated 246,370 service_hours for the partici-
pants. The evaluation of the TEC intended to compare the ratios of
these figures to comparable teacher education centers in the state.
This effort, however, was for the most part unproductive. Centers
that appeared comparable ir terms of the population served and the
size of the district proved to be quite distinct in termms of the
operational issues examined. Consequently, 2 meaningful comparison
of budget ratios was not possible. Yet the data did provide some
indicatior that the TEC may be comparably underfunded, and this
does brin, to mind the comments made by a number of TEC Council
members and TEC facilitators regarding the budget constraints of
the center. Such evidence, however, was not deemed sufficient to
render a complete picture of the center's fiscal status.. For one
thing, it does not consider the possibility that the budget priori-
ties of the TEC Council and the director may have contributed to
the perceived budget constraints. This may or may not be the case;
it is mentioned only to illustrate the complexity of accurately
qauging the adequacy of the TEC budget. To do so would require a
tiscai analysis which was beyond the scope of {he evaluation.

7. What other programs are operated by the TEC? What proportions of
staff time and budget dollars are devoted to_these programs? How
do these proportions compare to other centers in the state?

The TEC operates a variety of ancillary programs and services
including: .
°Educational Travel Program
°Mini-Grant Program
°Conference/Seminar Credit Program
°TEC Registration Unit
°Review for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination
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°Add-on Certification Program

°Teacher Aides and Assistants Internal Certification Program
*Prescriptive Inservice

°Professional Library

It was not possible to determine what proporticn of budget dollars
is devoted to such programs/services,-since-a number -of-them have
ne budget per se. The demand an TEC dollars made by ancillary pro-
grams/seryices is for the most part restricted to the facilitators'
services. Viewed from this perspective, the TEC facilitators
devote approximately 20.0% of their tine on the Job to ancﬂlary
programs/services. While this appears to be a substantial amount
of time, the TEC Council members generally felt it was time well
spent. Furthermore, the survey of instructional personnel revealed
considerable participation in these programs/services; 54.7% of the
instructional personnel in the district have utilized one or more
ancillary programs/services. Indeed, the only program/service
which appears to be underutilized is _the Professional--Library.
This is ironic, since the library is the ancillary program/service
which makes perhaps the greatest demand on TEC resources. Finally,
the effort to compare the proportion of time devoted by the TEC to
ancillary programs/services with other teacher education centers in
the state proved futile. As discussed in response to auestion #6,
the operational uniqueness. of each center in the sample precluded 2
meaningful comparison.

What is the job of a TEC facilitator? Do the duties of the job
require a teacher-on-special-assignment?

The 7TEC facilitators are a select group of teachers-on-special-
assignment (TSAs) who work long hours in a desanding job. The
specific duties of the job are both diverse and numercus. An
examination of these duties revealed that on a typical day the
facilitators perform tasks that range from clerical to administra-
tive. This diversity, coupled with the fact that facilitators are
generally only observed outside of the center when they open or
close out an inservice course, may have led to speculation about
the nature of the job. The evaluation, however, found the job of
facilitator to be a crucial element in the operation of the TEC.
The data collected generally supports sustaining the. job in its
present form. This particularly applies to retaining TSAs in the
position. A background-in-teaching is generally regarded as essen-
tial to successfully performing the job. Indeed only one aspect of
the job may warrant adjustment. The evaluation found that on the
average the facilitators devote approximately 20.0% of their time
on the job to clerical tasks This is clearly an inefficient use
of a TSA's time., ~— ~ = == -0 o - C e e s .

How are the budget priorities of the TEC established? What proce-
dure is used to determine which activities are funded?

State statute 231.606 specifies that "the duties and responsibili-
ties" of the TEC Council include making “"recommendations on an
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10.

11.

approprizte budgec.® The evaluation of the TEC found that, in
keeping with the intent of the law, the Council members generaily
felt that they had some fnput in establishing budget priorities.
Determinfng the funding of specific activities, however, is the
responsibility of the director of the TEC. FHevertheless, it has
been the practice of the director to also seek input from the Coun-
cil regarding- the.- funding of specific activities. This has
resulted in notable cooperation detween the Council and the direc-
tor in establishing budget priorities.

Yet despite this cooperation, there is considerable discontent
among Council members stewming from adjustments that have been made

to the budget subsequent to their review. Since the Council under
the law functions only im an advisory capacity, there is nothing

improper in such adjustments to” the budget. Nevertheless, -budget--

adjustments which are made without consulting the Council serve
only to foster discontent among the members; and this discontent
can potentially. to undermine the operation of the Council.

How convenient is the current procedure for requesting that the TEC
offer a particular inservice course?

The procedure for requesting that the TEC offer a particular inser-
vice course simply involves submitting the appropriate form to the
center. To provide sufficient lead time, the TEC staff requests
that this form be submitted at least 30 days prior to the first
session of the course. The evaluation of the TEC found that indi-
viduals who have made such requests generally found the procedure
to be very convenient. Kost had experienced no.problems in adher-
ing to it. Nevertheless, the procedure is essentially the same for
all requests. And, there were indications that the procedure is
uninecessarily cumbersome when the request involves a recurring
course. Since the reguest for a recurring course makes less of a
demand on the TEC than a non-recurring course, the procedure in
this situation could be streamlined.

What is the quality of the TEC inservice training? What is the
impact of inservice training taken for professional development?

The evaluation ov the TEC examined the perceived quality of the
center's inservice activities. It revealed that the district's
instructional personnel perceived the quality of both ancillary
programs/services and inservices courses to be high. Furthermore,
they generally felt that they put into practice the knowledge and
skills acquired in TEC inservice courses. Given these perceptions,
it is not surprising that the instructional personnel generally
held the entire TEC operation in high regard. Indeed, when they
were asked to “grade® the overall performiace of the TEC, 87.2%
gave the center a grade of "B” or higher. Considering that these
grades are provided by the recipients of the center's services,
they attest to the success of the TEC in meeting the inservice
needs of the district’'s instructional personnel.
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In summary, the evaluation of the TEC identified some fssves that war-
rant attentfon. These {ssues include, for example, the disproportion-
ately lower participation rate of secondary instructional personnel, the
proportion of time facilitators devote to clerical tasks, and the
unnecessary cumbersomeness of the procedure -for requesting 2 recurring
course. These, however, are minor issues when compared to the extent of
the TEC operation. Moreover, ore of the benefits of a program evalu-
ation s the identification of just such issues, so they can be
addressed and the program ultimately improved. This is not to imply
that much improvement is needed in the TEC operation. The TEC practices
and procedures examined by the evaluation were found to be generally
effective, The job of facilitator was found to be crucial to the opera-
tion. The rates of participation in both inservice courses and ancil-
lary programs/services were impressive. And overall the performance of
the TEC was rated very high by the recipients of its services. Conse-
quently, despite the perception of budget constraints, the TEC has been
very effective in meeting *he inservice needs of the district's
instructional personnel.




RECGMMENDATIONS

The preceding report is a draft, currently being reviewed by TEC staff. As part of
the review process, recommendations will be jointly developed by Office of Educational
Accountability and TEC staff. Since the review process is still underway, these
recommendations are not currently available.
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APPENDIX A

Interview of TEC Facilitator




Dade County Pudlic Schools Hame:
Date:

Interview of TEC Facilitator

Note: (Questions about inservice courses refer only to courses under the
complete control of the TEC, and not to courses developed by other
organizational units which utilize the TEC documentation system.

1(1). Is the survey of instructioral personnel the primary means of deter-
mining the type and quantity of inservice courses offered by the TEC?

2(1). In your opinion, does the survey accurately roflect the needs and de-
sires of the district's instructional personnsl?

G O v

3{1). Is the priority of inservice ccurses offerad by the TEC ever based on
scrething other than the results of the survey?

' 4(1). How could the system for establishing the priority of inservice courses
be improved?

5(3). Who selects the TEC instructors? What set of criteria is used?

) Auth: MIS; Exp. Osts: Feb. 25, 1907
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6(3).

7(4).

8(3,4).

9(3,4).

10(5).

Interview of TEC Facilitator

¥ho evaluates the TEC instructors? what set of criterfa 1s used?

In making an “employability decision” about a TEC instructor, what
weigat is given to the evaluations of the instructor by individuals
in his/her course?

In your opinfon, what-is the quality of TEC instructors in general?

How could the quality of TEC instructors be improved?

Regarding the increase in the minimum number of hours per inservice
course, what has been the impact on enrollment? On courses offered?

Describe the majo: tasks you performed on the job yesterday. How much
time was devoted to each task?

5 1 Auth: MIS; Exp. Dats: Fed. 28, 1587




12(8).

13(8).

14(7).

15(8).

16(8).

17(8).

Interview of TEC Facilitator

¥as yesterday a typical day on the job? I[f not, how was it different?

How would you describe the duties of a TEC facilitator?

Aside from tasks connected with providing training for the district's
instructional personnel, what other TEC programs do you oversee?
What proportion of your job time is devoted to these programs?

s —— e 8 - i = e m—— PR

What proportion of your job consists of clerical tasks?

How does your background in teaching help you to perform the job of a
TEC facilitator?

what additional preparation would benefit you in performing this job?

Auth: MIS; Exp, Oate: Fed. 28, 1967




18(8).

19(8).

20(8).

21(8).

22(9).

23(9).

Intarview of TEC Facilitator

How would you rate the general performance of the TEC facflitators
yr-ler the present organizational system?

Could the duties of the TEC facilitators be more efficiently per-
formed under some other organizational system, e.3., 2 core of ad-
ministrators with an expanded clerical staff?

How many hours are you on the job during a typical week? Do you work
nights and/or weekends? How frequently?

What do you hope ié ycur next career move? How can the job of TEC
facilitator prepare you?

How are the budget priorities for the TEC established?

What procedure is used to determine which activities are funded under
a priority item?

cd
b 3 Auth: MIS; Exp. Darte: Feb. 28, 1987




Interview of TEC Facilitaxor

24(9). To fmprove the efficacy of the TEC, how would you alter the budget
priorities? The activities funded? The system for establishing
both?

25(10). What is the procedure for making a formal reauest that the TEC offer
a particular inservice course?

26(10). Have there been problems honoring such requests? To what do you at-
tribute these problems?

27(10). During any given month, how many such requests are received by the
YEC? What proportion are honored?

28(10). What set of criteria is used to determine which requests are honored?

29(10). Does the procedure for making and h..dring such requests need to be
improved? How?

E MC 5 4 Auth: MIS; Exp. Oate: Fety, 28, 1987




Interview of TEC Facilitator

30. Additional Cosments:

Auth: MiS; Exp. Oate: Fen. 28, 1287




APPENDIX B

Interview of TEC Council Member
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Oade County Public Schools Rame:

Note:

1(4).

2(4).

3(3.4).

4(3,4).

5(5).

Date:

Interview of TEC Council Kember

Questions about inservice courses refer oaly to courses under the
complete control of the TEC, and not to ccurses developed by other
organizaticnal units which utilize the TEC documentation system.

In your opinion, how responsive in general is the TEC to the needs
and desires of the instructional personnel it serves?

In making an “employability decision® about & TEC iastructor, what
weight is given to the evaluations of the instructor by individuals
in his/her class?

In your opinion, what is the quality of TEC imstructors in general?

How could the quality of TEC instructors be improved?

—

Regarding the increase in the minimum numier of hours per inservice
course, what has been the impact on enroliment? On courses offered?

Auth: M1S; Eap. Oms: Fed. 28, 1982
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6(S).

7(7).

8(7).

9(8).

10(8).

11(8).

laterview 67 TEC Council Memder

that other cutcomes have resulted from this increase in minfmum hours?

In reference to the programs operated by the TEC that do not provide
direct training to {instructional personnel (e.g., Professional
Library, Mini Grant Prograr), do you feel that the impact of these
programs justifies the resources allocated to them?

Given your response to the previcus question, what adjustment \1f any)
in he allocation of TEC resources do you feel is warranted?- - - --

How would you describe the duties of a TEC facilitator?

How does a background in teaching help a TEC facilitator to perform
his/her job?

What additional preparation would benefit a TEC facilitator in per-
forming his/her job?

Ayth: MG Exp. Deta: Feb. 28, 1987




12(8).

13(8).

14(9).

15(9).

16(9).

17(9).

Interview of TEC founcil Member

How would you rate the general performance of the TEC facilitators un-
der the present organizational system?

Could the duties of the TEC facilitators be more efficiently performed
under some other organizational system, e.g., a core of administrators
with an expanded clerical staff?

How are the budget priorities for the TEC established?

Wha" procedure is used to determine which activities are funded under
a priority item?

How much imput do you, as a TEC Council member, hiave in establishing
budget priorities and determining which activities are funded?

To improve the efficacy of the TEC. how would you aiter the budget
priorities? The activities funded? /he system for establishing both?

r9 Auth: B1S; Exp. Dste: Feb. 23, 1987




Interview of TEC Council Member

18(11). In your opinion, what is the quality of TEC inservice training in
general?

19(11). Does the quality of TFC inservice training need to be improved? How?

20(11). In sour cpinion, what is the general impact on job performance of TEC
inservice training taken for professional development?

21{11). Do you feel that the impact on job performance Jjustifies the
resources allocated for such training?

22. Additional Comments:

Q
EMC . 4 6 O Auth: MIS; Exp. Oate: Feb. 28, 1987
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Oade County Public Schools Hame:
Date:

Interview: Procedure for Requesting TEC Service

1(10). What is the procedure for making a formal request that the TEC offer a
particular inservice course?

2(10). How many such requests have you made during the last six months? Dur-
ing the last year?

3(10). Regarding your most receat request, approximately how many days prior
to the date that the inservice occurred was the request submitted to
the TEC?

4(10). In your opinion, how convenient is the current TEC procedure for mak-
ing a request for an inservice course?

5(10). Have you experienced any problems in adhering to this procedure? To
what do you attribute these problems?

o 62
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Interview: Procedure for Requesting TEC Service

6(10). Does the procedure for requesting an inservice ccurse need to be im-
proved? Yes

If "Yes®, how?

7(11). In your opinion, what is the quality of TEC inservice training in gen-
eral? \

8(11). Does the quality of TEC inservice training nead to be improved?

Yes No
If "Yes™, how?
9, Additional comments:
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CODE:

1234

TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER EVALUATION
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SURVEY

1086-87

DADE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS .
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Dade County Public Schools
0o not
TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER EVALUATION write ia
INSTRUCTI[ONAL PERSONNEL SURYEY this are
1986-1987
INSTRUCTIONS:
® This {s a survey of your perception of the Teacher Education Center
(TEC).
° The survey is coded to facilitate follow-up inquiries. Your iden-
tity, however, will be kept confidential.
° If you have had little or no contact with the TEC, please respond to
items #1 to 45 only.
° Read and follow all instructions carefully.
1. Check your current position, s
teacher teacher aide teacher assistant
1 3
other:
2. Check the school level of your current position. 5
elementary junior high/middle senior high
—
cormunity/aduit other:
3. How many total years have you been actively employed by the Cade County B
Public Schools?
less than 1 year 1 to 3 years 4 to 7 years
1 3
8 to 12 years 13 to 18 years 19 to 25 years
g 5 6
26 years or mcre
——
4a. Have you 2ver taken an inservice course offered by the TZC? (2} :
Yes o
1 2
b. If you respcnded "no,* which of the statements listed be'ow and on the :
next page best describes your reason for not taking TtC inservice
courses?
[ am not familiar with the EC.
1
[ do not kncw what inservice courses are offerzd by the TEC,
1 6 6 Auth: MIS, Exp. Catwn: May 31, 1587 ‘J




0ade County Public Schools

TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER EVALLATION
[NSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SURYEY

1986-1987

My professional/career needs are not met by the inservice courses
offered by the TEC.

My personal needs (e.g., convenience, accessibility) are not met
by the inservice courses offered by the TEC.

To date, | have had no reason to take an inservice course offered

5 by the TEC.

Other:

5a. Have you ever utilized any of the TEC programs/services listed 1n 1tem
#21 of this survey? Yes No
1 2

b. If you responded "no," which of the following statements best describes
your reason for not utilizing the TEC programs/services listed?

[ am not familiar with the TEC.
I do not know what specific programs/services are available
2 through the TEC.

My professional/career needs are not met by the programs/services
3 available through the TEC.

My personal needs (e.g., convenience, accessibility) are not met
by the programs/services available through the TEC.

To date, | have had no reason to utilize the programs/services
5 available through the TEC.

QOther:

INSTRUCTIONS:

> if you respended “no" to both items #4 ana #5, STOP. “he rema‘ning
items are not appliicable to you. Return the survey in the enciosed re-
turn envelope.

If you responded "no" to item #4 and "yes" to item 5, Go to item #21,
[tems ¢ 6 to #20 are not applicable to you.

If you responded "jes" to item 44 and either "ses” or "no" to item 45,

nroceed to item 6.

Q
EMC 2 6 7 Auth: MIS, Exp. Osts: May ), 1987
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Dade County Public Schools

8a.

TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER EYALUATION
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSOMNEL SURYEY

1986-1987

Have you ever renewed or added a teaching area to your certificate
through inservice courses offered by the TEC?

Yes No Not applicable, [ am a teacher aide/assistant.

T 2 3

When did you take your most recent inservice course from the TEC?

[ am currently taking it.
[ took it less than a year ago.
I took it less than three years ago.

I took it more than three years ago.

When was the majority of _lass time scheduled for your most recent in-
service course from the TEC?
During my off hours During my duty hours
1 2

. When do you prefer to take an i<service csurse?

During my off hours _ During my duty hours

. What ~as the primary reason “:r %taxing your TOST recent “nservice Zourse

from the TEC?

Personal growth Professional growth
1

. If you responded "professional growth," shicn of the foi’cw'ng statements

best describes the circumstances?

The course was part of a 2'anned inservice activity which was made
1 available to me.

[t was necessary to take <he course to meet certificaticon recuire-
7 3

2 ments.

I was required to take the course to correct a teacning deficiency.
y

[ decided on ay own to ta<e the course for professional resasons.

Qther:

6 8 Auth, VIS, Ex5, Date: May 3%, 1987




Dade Zounty Pubiic Schools S0 not
write in
TEACHER IZUCATICN CENTER SALATIO “his 3rea,
INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SURYEY
1986-.587
(NSTIUCTIONS:
> Use the following scale to respond to items #10 to #20 regarding vour
n0sT recent inservica course from t-e TEC,
> arite the appropriate number from the scale in the space provided to
the left of each item.
Stightly Siightly Not
Agree Agree Disagree Jisagree Applicable
4 3 2 : ¢
0. Information on the course (2.3., t--e, locition, e:c.) was rezlilys f (i 2
avaiiable at my school. |
1. The instructor presented specific objectives at th2 beginning of {11, 1%
the course.
i2, The content and activities of the <ourse were relevan® to the (v 2z
stated bHjectives.
13. The instructor's assessment of my rperformance in the course was (3,12} 22
accurate, )
21, The time frame of the ccurse (i.e., :~e numter ard lencth of ses- o, s

sions) facilitated learning.

!
15. The classrocm setting of the course ~3s appropriate and ccmforta- i (1,12)

2z
ble.
. a -z i cetoa
16, The instructor of tne course was btotn xnowledgeable and effective. (3,117 24
i7. In general, the course accomniished -2 stzted objectives, Poyocs
:2. 1 was given an oppertunity to eval.ziz the course it jts conciu- @ 74 £
sion, |
13, In general, ! fcurd the course to Se : worthwhile axperience. ' ., 2
20. I heve put into practice same of <ne knewledge/s“iils acguirea in (x1) 2z

the course,

69
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Dade County Public Schools

TEACHER EDUCATIOR CENTER EYALUATION
[NSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SURYEY

1986-1987

INSTRUCTIQXS:

® If you responded "no* to item #5, go to item #24. Items #21 to #23 are
not appiicable to you.

? If you responded "yes" to item #5, proceed to item #21. ]

S

2l. Check the TEC programs/services on the following list which you have
utilized.

Educational Travel Program

1
Mini-Grant Program
Conference/Seminars Program
3
TEC Registration Unit
Review for the Florida Teacher Certification Examination
5
Add-con Certification Program
6
Teacher Aides and Assistants Interna! Certificaticn Progrim
——
Prescriptive Inservice
8
Professional Library
9

70 Auth MIS Swa Zate Way 31, 1687
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Dade County Public Schools

TEACHER EDUCATIOM CENTER EVALUATION
[MSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL SURYEY

1986- 1987

Qo

INSTRUCTIONS:

[tems €22 and 423 deal only with the TEC programs/services you checked
in item 4#21.

Use the following scale to respond to items #22 and #23.
Write the appropriate number from the scale next to the number of the
utilized service.
Excellent Good Fair Poor
4 3 2 1

23.

for the TEC programs/services you checked in item 421, rate the manage-
ment of the programs/services based on your experience. Censider such
things as the helpfulness of staff, promptness of service, appropriate-
ness of forms, etc.

1 2 3 4 5

—_— ——— e e ——— —

6 7 8 9

—— T r—— ee——— e———

For the TEC programs/services you checked in item #21, rate the benefit
of the progrzms/seryices to you personally.

1 2 3 4 5

—_—— T e —— e————— eeeeeeme—

W0

6 N 8

—_—— er—— e————— | ee———

How would you “grade" the overall performance of the TEC in providing
inservice training and reiated programs/services to the instructional
perscnnel of this district?

A Exczlient

(94

8 Goed
4

C Averige
3

D Belcw verage
2

F Fai'ure

e} Auth MIS. S, Cat May 31, 1887
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Dade County Public Schools

TEACHER EDUCATION CENTER EVALUATION
INSTRUCTICRAL PERSONNZL SURVEY

1986-1987

25. [If you wish to offer a comment or clarification on any aspect of this
survey, piease do so.

INSTRUCTIONS:

Thank you for your cooperation. Please return the com-
pleted survey to:

M2il Code: 39999, Room 506
Dr. Joseph Gomez
Office of Educational Accountability

Use the enclosed return envelope.

72
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Survey of Teacher Education Center (TEC) Directors
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1.

3.

Dace County Public Schools Oistrict:

Survey of Teacher Education Center (VEC) Directors

Check 311 the job groups for whom your TEC routinely offered inservice
courses during the 1985-86 school year.

administrators teachers teacher aides/assistants

Indicate the number of incumbents in your district in each of the following
job groups during the 1985-86 school year.

teachers:

teacher aides/assistants:

Provide the designated information for the clerical staff at your TEC during
the 1985-86 school year.

Number of
Job Title Incumbents General Duties

Provide the designated information for the professional staff at your TEC
during the 1985-86 school year. Be sure to include your job.

Number of
Job Title Incumbents General Duties

wite
in th
ares. |

(2)

(6)

(6)

(6,38




Dade County Pudlic Schools Page 2

Sa.

6a.

Survey of Teacher Education Ceater {TEC} Diractors

How many inservice activities, ircluding activities that did not generate
Master Plan Points (MPP), were conducted b your TEC during the 1985-8%
schoo! year?

Number of Humber of Total H.onber
MPP Activities Non-MPP Activities of Activities

How many participants were enrolled in these activities?

Number of Partici- Number of Participants Total Number
pants in MPP Activities in Non-MPP Activities of Participants

How many service hours were awarded through these activities? (Note: serv-
ice hours X participants).

Service Hours of Service Hours of Total Number
HPP Activities Non-MPP Activities of Service Hours

Indicate the amount of funds by category that comprised the total budget of
your TEC during the 1985-86 school year.

State Funds Funds Allocated District Total Budget
Based on FTE For University Hours Funds for 1985-86
S + $ + 8 = $

How much r€ the $6 per FTE unit allocated by the state for staff development
did your Ttl receive during the 1985-86 school year? ¢

(€)

(6)

(6)

(6)
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Survey of Teachar Education Center (TEC) Directors

7a. Aside from providing 1nservice courses, were there other programs/servicaes
that your TEC operated during the 1985-86 school year? Yes o

b. If you responded "yes® to #7a, identify the programs/services.

c. If you responded "yes™ to #7a, approximately what percentage of your staff's
time was devoted to the operation of these programs/services? 4

8. Hould you like to receive a copy of the final report on the evaluation of

the Dade-Monroe Teacher Education Center? Yes No

Thank you for your cooperation. Please
return the completed survey to:

Dr. Joseph J. Gomez
Dade County Public Schools
1450 N.E. Second Avenue, Room 506
Miami, Florida 33132

Use the enclosed return envelope.

176

fo not
write
in thi
areas.

(7)

(7)

(7)




The School Board of Dade County, Florida adheres to a policy of
nondiscrimination in edusational programs/activities an emr
gx;d strives affirmatively to provi equa! opportunity forall as requlred

Title VI of the Civil Righits Act of 1984~ prohibits discrimination
on the basis of race, cofor, religion, or nauunal origin,

Title VI of the Civil nghts Act of 1954, as amended - prehibits
discrimination in employment on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, or national erigin.

Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 - prohibits
discrimination on the basis of sex,

Age Discrimination Act of 1967, as amended dpmhlbns dis-
crimination on the basis of age between 40

Section 504 of the Rehbilitation Act of 1973 - prehibits dis-
crimination against the handicapped.

Florida F.ducational Equity Act - prohibits discrimination on the
basis of race, sex, national origin, marital status or haidicap
agmsta student or emplnyee

rights in accordance with P.L.

Veterans are ge
93508 (Federal) and Secuon 5.07, Florida Statutes, which also
supulates categprical preferences for employment.
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