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This document is a transcript of a panel discussion
on the development and early stages of implementation cf an
accountability system for vocational educatioh professional personnel
development in Pennsylvania. Representatives of the Bureau of
Vocational and Adult Education, Pennsylvania Department of Education,
and three of the four participating universities described the
project with the following objectives: (1) to develop measurable
process and product objectives for each fundable personnel
development center activity; (2) to design a recordkeeping system
with a procedure compatible for computer application to provide cost
and other pertinent data; (3) to design an instrument for collecting
information from staff regarding taime, travel, and other data
pertinent to each center activity; and (4) to design a procedure for
formative and summative evaluation of a center activity that uses
both internal and externral personnel. Attachments to the transcraipt
include a project abstract, 13 currently identified fundable center
objectives, a sample performance record instrument, a sample cost and
service record instrument, a schedule of yearly events for the
accountability system, and a roster of the project task force
members. (CHML)
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“oderator: Calvin Cotrell
Panel Members: Jackie Cullen, Edwin Herr, Thomas 0’Brien
and Thomas Walker

Moderator: Welcome to this AVEPDA session in which we will
repaort on an Accountability System. I am Cal Cotrell, a
retired university professor and now part—time consultant in
professional personnel development.

During the &6 month period January — June 30 of this year, I
had a very special and delightful exnerience working with a
Task Force of 10 state agency and university personnel in
Pennsylvania. This was the Task Force for the state
financed project to develop an accountability system for the
Centers for Vocational Professional Personnel Development in
Pennsylvania. This project was the smallest one in dollars
I can ever recall being responsible for, but it was most
rewarding to me as the consultant/project director and it
has great potential for the continued improvement and
funding of vocational professional personnel development in
Pennsylvania.

Here today to share the accountability system with you are

the director of vocational and adult education - Jackie
Cullen and representatives of three of the four Centers in
Pennsylvania - Tom 0’Brien, Director of the Center from

Indiana University of Pennsylvania; Ed Herr, Director of the
Center at Pennsylvania State University; and Tom Walker Co-
Director of the Center at Temple University.

Why might this presentation on an accountability system be
valuable to you?

I¥ you are a teacher educator uncertain about future funding
from the state agency or within the university, you may find
a way to be more assured that the services you are rendering
are better understood and appreciated.

If you are a state agency person conrcerned about how y.u are
going to continue to convince your superiors to fund certain
college or wuniversity teacher education programs, you may
obtain some valuable ideas from these presentations.

The accountability system has been designed for
FPennsylvania, but its various concepts and features are
adaptab:e to any state or university professional personne:
development situation. The intent of the system 1is to
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improve vocational education professional personnel
development as well as to improve the accountability system
itself.

One of our AV-PDA past presidents, Rupert Evans, was one of
three outside reviewers for this project. It was Rupert who
suggested that I contact Joyce Beach about this presentation
to share the work of the Pennsylvania Task Force in the
development of an accountability system.

We will be using an approach to this presentation which is,
perhaps, a 1little bit different. I am going to be a
moderator/interviewer, if you please, asking appropriate
leading questions that will be answered by various members
of the panel. First off, Jackie Cullen will be responding
primarily to the rationale and context kinds of questions
that we have about this whole system. Secondly, Tom Walker
will have primary responsibility for presenting the
procedures in the development of the system. Then, we will
have Ed Herr present some of the products or components of
the system and, finally, Tom O’Brien will be primarily
responsible for questions that are relative to the
implementation of the system. So, we have the story all the
way from the beginning to the end. I am sure you are all
concerned about implementation and I can assure vyou that
these folks from Pennsylvania are going to have much work to
do in that area. In reference to the presenters, you
noticed that I mentioned "primary" responsibility for each
of these four areas. That does not mean that other panel
members cannot respond to a question that a particular
member has been asked, if vyou can of¥fer additional
information which may be helpful to those in the audience.
We have the potential for a state agency view, a university
view and then perhaps since we have three distinct
geographic regions of Pennsylvania represented here by the
Center directors, you may get some information relative to
differences among the three regions of Pennsylvania. After
the panel has presented the context and rationzale, the
procedures for develaoping the product, and the
implementation of this accountability system, there will be
some time for you, the audience, to ask some questions of
the panel. Perhaps you will have questions that may pertain
to particular types of programs they may be offering 1in
these Centers. I am sure the panel is ready to begin.
Let’s get underway with the questions. Jackie, will you
give us a brief historical perspective citing the need for
developing this accountability system?

JACKIE CULLEN: Let me go back to how we got to the Center
concapt as an example. The same kinds of guestions that
resulted in the development of this accountability sy/stem
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really are what caused us to implement the Center concept
originally. In 1973, our Secretary of Education at that
time, became very concerned about how we were funding
vaocational education personnel development in Pennsylvania
and whether we were funding basic programs or were we using
Federal funds to fund over and above the normal teacher
education programs. His opinion was that we were funding
the basic irograms. Basically, at that time we were funding
twenty—eight different teacher education institutions. The
funds were going to the institutions, but there was no
accountability system. The funds were being used to support
the basic vocational teacher education program. He saw nc
reason to give special funding to vocational education if it
was running the same type of programs as the rest of teacher
education. His plan was simply to reduce the funding by a
third for three years until it disappeared. Fortunately, we
were able to convince him and later Secretaries of Education
that his plan was not appropriate. A task force was formed
that had Department of Education staff along with teacher
educators and representatives of education professional
associations. Their charge was to do three things: first,
to provide extensive rationale for administering federal and
state funds for vocational education personnel development;
secaond, to design funding strategy that would achieve the
wisest use of funding resources; and third, to achieve a
higher degree of accountability by recipients of basic
funding support. In 1977, the development of the Center
concept was completed. It was implemented in 1978 and you
will be hearing more about the Center concept today. But,
basically it provided for a critical mass concept. Thos=
institutions that offered at least two undergraduate degree
programs in vocational teacher education would be eligible
to apply for funding 1in an initial contract with the
depatrtment to provide services over and above the basic

program. You will be hearing more about those services
later. But, it was basically to provide as many as thirteen
specific services. Four institutions met the criteria and
were funded at that time. Centers wetre established at the

University of Pitcsburgh, Pennsylvania Gtate University,
Indiana University of Pennsylvania and Temple University.
You can see that they are geographically distributed across
the state. fhen, at that time, along with the Center
funding and the contract each of the Centers signed with the
Department there was a reporting mechanism in place. But,
over time the system has continued to grow and change and
become different at each Center. By 1983 or so each Center
was submitting a very, very thick annual report documenting
what was done. But the data were different from each Center
and we were not able to combine it 1n a report that talked
about what was happening tu teacher education in
Fennsylvania. Once again, the Secretary of Education

questioned "are we getting the bang for the buck for our
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teacher education dollars?" "Is what 1is happening at the
Centers having a positive impact on vocational teachers?"
Also, following that was a time when national reports were
coming out on academic excellence fcllowed by the Commission
on Vocational Education Report. 1984 saw the Perkins Act.
So, all of these things led us to, once again, examine the
Center concept, using an outside group and FDE staff, we
reaffirmed and issued a new position paper in 1985. And, at
that time we also had several studies going o©n examining
teacher education in Pernsylvania. Working with the Centers
throughout this process we came to the realization that we
needed to sit down and start from scratch in developing an

accountability system that would satisfy PDE as well as the
Centers.

MODERATOR: You answered several questions that I hoped to
ask. However, what are we talking about in terms of dollars
that have been going into these four Centers?

JACKIE CULLEN: A little over three million dollars.

MODERATOR: Jackie, what specifically is it that your Bureau
in the PDE hoped to achieve with this accountability system?

JACKIE CULLEN: Several things. First of all the
accountability system would provide data for decision—making
at the state level. Also, the system would allow us to
defend the system using up—to—date data. When we have new

leaders the same questions are asked every three or four
vears. I think, also, it provides a mechanism that would
allow for the Centers to identify areas where they need
improvement.

MODERATOR: What do you see, Jackie as changes in the mode
of operation for funding the Centers that might be made as a
result of the implementation of this new system of
accountability?

JACKIE CULLEN: I believ-e it 1is something that will evolve
over time. For the first time I believe we will have
consistent data across Centers and the Centers will be able
to look at what the other Centers have done. For example
what the costs are, 1in terms of costs per participant. I
believe we will also be able to look at the effectiveness of
activities from the current vyear, to help plan next year®s
activities. Ferhaps it 1s a little early to say exactly
what impact it will have on Center funding. I hope it will
provide us with a defense for asking for increased funding.

MODERATOR: I like vyour statement relative to your hopes
that the accountability system will be a source of helping
you to seek additional funds. What do those of you from the
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three university centers feel might evolve 1in terms of
change of operation of the Centers as a result of this new
accountability system?

TO0M O°BRIEN: I think we will see a closer relationship
between activities that are delivered out of the
universities to tbe field in terms of meeting the criteriaj;
consequently, we will see more commonalities between the
four Centers. When teachers transfer from one area to
another that there will not be a loss of program credits in
meeting their certification and degree requirements. The
new accountability system will continue to help to level out
the programs so there is 1less inconsistency. Such an
arrangement does encourage the sharing of materials and
procedures and programs between the universities.

MODERATOR: You are saying the State doesn’t have all four
Centers operating in unison at the present time?

TOM O’BRIEN: No, we are not operating in unison. Each
university has designed programs. We have shared
information back and forth in terms of what we have designed
and we have designed some common programs over the vyears. I
think the new system will encourage greater consistency.
Such effort will allow us to get a better handle on some
evaluation we want to do and some research in terms of
quality expectations that we have for vocational personnel
preparation in the state.

TOM WALKER: This accountability system is geing to lend
itsel¥ to developing consistency internally with personnel
assignments and duties. At Temple., the Center is a unit
within the college of education and faculty can contract for
part of their assignment. Unless you have each assignment
defined in operational terms it is very difficult tn provide
continuity internally let alone in the field.

MODERATOR: Ed, can you cite any other possible changes in
Center operation? -

<D HERR: I think cne of the things that has happened at
Penn State (or I think will happen) is a somewhat different
approach to the typical annual report process. In the event
that, theoretically, we go through the accountability system
in a comprehensive manner and if we do this well it will
reduce the typical large scale narrative that one writes as
a yearly synopsis eof achievement. In addition. the annual
proposal writing process will be given over much more
directly to specific data about the needs for various
fundable activity. In other words., you will say to the
state you intend to engage in specific fundable activities
and you will Jjustify these kind of commitments by needs
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assescsaent data. The anrnual proposal wili be more number

driven, more criterion related than narrative. By the
same token, +he final technical regert, ncw written in
narrative form, will aico he in a format much more

aczaptablzs to ccanuter brocessing, put on a disk the content
of which is driven by whether we have met the criteria which
w#& prcposed for the Cent=r for that vyear. I  think from a
product standpcint the annual propasal and *he <inal
technical report will likely be much =asiar to interpret.
They will be much more shar2ly defined in tarms c¥ what
happened, what was performed, whc was servad, how m@manv
people wer= served and the costs of 2ach servic= categorv.
Ag=zin, such a focrmat will alicw the state and the Cantzre g
be cl=arer about the data than is likely with the largsr
narrative nroposal we frequently write.
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: How in the world did sizte peopl=a and
Y people ever get together an the collsbeorative
tackle something as terrible as an accountability
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TOM WALKER: In przparation for this panel discussion, Cal
talked to =ach of us over the phone and asked us if we would
be recponsibile for reporting en a particular aspect of the
project. My assignment was "projact procedurs=s, in
thinking about this assignment, I thought about events prior
to getting involved with Cal and the accountability projeck.
As Jackie explained, we have had Centers in Pennsylvania for
several years. The Bureau (PDE) personnel has changad over
the years and so too has Center and university personnel.
The transience of personnel made it very difficult to
achieve an =ven implementation of the Center concant acrass

our Commonwealth. For several vyears we have talked about
how we might improve +he consistency of our personnei
development services provided by Centers. During the

semester prior to getting involved with this project, there
were several discussions at Center directors’ meetings that
talked to the need for "formative 2valuation,” for putting
in place a system that would in fact get at improving
personnel development systems in the State. I believe that
during that semester we began to build some of the bridges
af trust that ars required to implement a decentralized
state-wide program. The Buresau of VYocational Education in
our state department of education is intarested in helping
the universities to put together a system that will collect
the information %o improve Centers.

MOCRATOR: Tom, will you please tell us how the task force
was structured?

T0M WALKER: There were five reprasentatives from the four
Centers and five representatives from +the Bureau of
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T0M  WALKER: It firally came to the noint where +the tas}

+orce decided +that the Burezu should contract with a perscn

or zerszons from ontsids Pennsylvania to nrovide the services

that were necessary. Recause of cur nRistorv, we f2it we

shoculd I1zok for scmecne who was wversed in oerscnre!l
-t

devzlscment issues, samecne wha underziacd *he Cen-szr moZal,
2nd scmecne who was familizr with Pernsvlvania. We s11 hada
an opportunity to idermtify individuals who we falt might it
the criteria. Ezch LCzntar submitted namss  to +he surasu.,
Then, the Bureau reviewed our reccmmendations and contacted

and interviewed individuals and finally offerad the contrack
tc Ldl- At that poirt, s I understand it, Cal askad £or
background information. So, we loaded an JPS truck and sert

him scveral vears worth of reports and evaluations.
MODERATOR: Yes, I roecall that I got more infarmation than I
really wanted!

TOM WALKER: I% must have been. But, anyway, Cal was going
to move through a process of taking z look at ali of the
background information, trying to glean from it the many
characteristics of the system. Cal wultimately identified
thirtesn possible functions that Centers were to parfori
What you need to know is that. historically, we had
something 1like 16 or 17 poscsible functiocns to perform.
Centers, basea upon nesds data, were able to contract for
various cocamponents of the system. For example, Tample may
nave had 1% or 14 functions, Inc:iana may have had 16 or 12--
whatsver a Center cotld justify with needs data would
translate into some activity <Ffor a particular Ffunction.
Ovar the yezrs, some of those functicns were collapsad ar
altered. As I <caid earlier, Cal’s analysis ultimately
identifiad 13 functions that zeemed to be getting the most
attention in our state.

MODEFATGR: These 1T functions werz converted +tc possiblie
objectives for the Centers. As vyou deal with those

objectives, would you plezse sharz with us anm outline of how
the Task Force functioned?

TOM WAl ¥ER: As I recall, the firzt neeting of the Task
Ferce involved putting seme prettiy broad parameters around
the vroject iteelf and defining hcw the evaluation should
proc=ed. We truly wanted it to be collaborative. we truly
want=2d 1t Lo be outcaome orientad. We also wanted it to he
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sensitive to the issues. We were concerned about making
sure the Bureau, and the universities, had equal stakes
invested in the total process. We were very sensitive about
defining all of that. I might add that Cal came to the
first meeting having done some background research on

evaluation models. After he heard us talk about what we
wanted and heard us describ?® the kind of affective
components we wanted in the sgystem, he suggested a

Stufflebeam model: An evaluation model that would consider
context, while considering input, process, and outcome.
Once we had defined the evaluation aspect we actually worked
on one of the Center activities with the hope of outlining a
prototype. We worked a fundable activity into a performance
objective and began to mave it through a process that
analyzed it from the standpoint of performance indicators,
suggested evidence, and an associated rating scalsz. We
took one activity that we thought all of the Centers had a
great deal of experience with and one that operated fairly
consistently across the entire state. At the same time we
had to be sensitive to the Bur=zau because the Butreau kept us
focused on what they were going to need from the system.
They not only were going to need to know how each of these
activities would manifest itself at a "Center" institution,
but what development process, performance indicators,
evidence and cost/service record data were agreed upon at an
institution. And this is the Service Recotd.

MODERATOR: Do you want to share with us anything about how
these 1initial performance objectives and cost/setrvice
records were developed?

TOM WALKER: This was a process of give and take —— each
Center taosk force member took a turn at identifying the
characteristics that best described the system at his or har
institution. We agreed on come ceommon performance material.
It took wus all day that first meeting just to move one
activity through the analysis process. Because it was a
Give and take situation and, once again, because there were
new people from the universities and Bureau at the meeting,
there was a lot of educating goina on.

MODERATOR: In addition to the development that followed for
each of the objectives, there had to be some system
operating in terms of getting reviews. Would you briefly
describe that for us, Tom?

TO0M WALKER: After we had the model in place Cal returned to

his home. We had negotiated that by our next meeting we
would like to see six activities developed to the same point
as the prototype activity. So, Cal went back to Florida and
started the process of doing a content analysis of the
reports and evaluations we had sent him. He gleaned from
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the reports enough information for 111 categories. Then, he
started a dialogue with =zach of th: Task Force members by

mail. There were several passes of information to gain
agreement on the wording for some of the objectives and the
particular cost/service data that were needed. It was

getting to the point where we were ready for our next
meeting. We met again in Harrisburg as a group and did some
fine tuning. Cal, again went back to Florida and did seven
more activities/functions. The same process continued until
we completed all of the objectives.

MODERATOR: I think we are ready to move into the product of
the system. Ed Herr is going to carry the ball with this

part. In terms of the product, how would vyou describe the
basic structure of the system, Ed?

ED HERE: Basically, it reflects an accountability system.
It has criterion referenced performance objectives, which
have been develcped or will be developed from the fundable
activities of the Centers themselves. And the conceptual
structure can be described as a context input
process/product model. The 1input is represanted by the
funding of Center activities. The fundable activities
define both process and product. The processes of the
Centers are described by the performance objectives for each
of the fundable activities. I suggest that on the one hand
one product of the accountability system is the redefined
and streamlined proposal for the funding and performance of
each {enter and another product is the annual technical
report of the performance. The other set of products really
has to do with the attainment of criteria set forth 1in the
performance record and the data reported in the cost/service
record for each Center. If you will, the performance record
and the cost/service records summarize the products of the
fundable activities, which are then raflected in the annual
report. They are the performance cannection from the annual
proposal to the annual report. And, they give, as Tom has
just suggested, on the one hand criteria to document the
performance of the Center and performance indicators that
one can use to study one’s fundable activity through a
series of stages, steps and requiremenrts to make sure that
one has met the criteria for a given fundable activity.
Related to the performance record of the fundable activities
is the cost/service record which gives the cost per function
per person served or per fundable activity.

MODERATOR: You are going to refer to some illustrations in
a moment. How about having the audience refer to page three
of the handout. There is actually a better listing than we
have on transparencies.




ED HERR: What we have on page 3 of the handout (Appendix)
is a more sgecific listing of the fundable activities of
Centers. Number 11 is "provide assistance for vocational
educators serving handicapped learners." Thet can be done
in a variety of ways. For example, one might be concetrned
about the needs of disadvantaged learners, developing
strategy by which they can work effectively. Disadvantaged
learners as a Center goal might be addressed in a CRTE

format, workshop format, whatever the case might be. It
depends on what you want to do. Number twelve 1in the
handout -- "Provide assistance for vocational educators
serving handicapped learnets." Again, the same dimension.

Number one on the 1list "frovide center management for
vocational professional development", which really suggests
that each Center has a variety of components, a variety of
fundable activities, and a variety staff, outreach staff,
primarily at the universities but also 1located at other
places. Thus, the management system, its record keeping and
documentation, becomes very important to keep the Center, in
ail its dimensions roving in the appropriate direction. We
have so many different parts in a Center and many different
people contrihute their performance. Number two, or page 7=
of the handout, is concerned with maintaining an
occupational competency assessment program. Number 10 on
the list is "Assist schools 1in using the Occupational Dpata
finalysis System (0ODAS) to develop and revise curiricula."
Each of these <fundable activities become converted into
performance objectives and each of them has a variety of
stages of performance indicators by which they have been or
might be met. Turn to page 4 nof your handout, please. What
you see there is an example of just one of the objectives -
"Provide outreach services (Vocational Intern/Instructor
certification program) for personnel off-campus through
Field Based-Coapetency Based Teacher Education (FB-CBTE)"
which 1is really 3 on page 3. In the listing of objectives
this would be a performance record sample for item 3 of your
fundable objectives on page 3. Sao, if you turn to Page 4
and S, what vyou really see is the conversion of that
objective, that particular fundable activity, into the
performance indicators, which represent, if you will, the
chronological stages, the tasks which are required to
achieve that broad aobjective. The second column represents
suggested evidence of the performance indicators and, of
course, the rating scale. The evidence can vary somewhat,
depending upon the Center’s own staffing and how it 1is
engaged in the process. That 1is why the form lists only
suqgested evidence. The performance indicators tend to be
more standardized. The evidence as indicated may vary
somewhat, depending on the indigenous characteristics at a
particular center. Then, on page & of the handout, you see
the Cost/%Service FRecord. In the Cost/Service Record, what
you are really trying to do is toc determine how much it
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costs to deliver each fundable activity at a particular
Center and across the state; the cost/service record permits
the state bureau to compute an average of how much money is
being put into each fundable activity out of the three
million dollars Jackie mentioned earlier. €or example, how
much of that money is going to provide adequate services to
personnel off campus in field based-competency based teacher
education? How much 1is going for occupational competency
assessment? How much for ODAS, etc.? These data, then, can
be computed both in terms of the Center and in terms of the
average for the state. 5o, what vyou have here is both a |
cost dimension per objective and a service dimension. One |
can determine how many people actually have been served in i
the activity, what kind of competencies they are completing, |
the number of competercies they are completing and the
number of competencies that have been completed. 0Obviously,
the actual service would depend upon what the fundable
activity would be. In some cases you are talking about
workshops, not courses. In other cases vyou are talking
about the schools served rather than individual clients.
Or. the number of certificates being issued or recommended
to the Pennsylvania Department of Education. So, again, the
Service Record has to be defined in terms of what is
required by the performance indicator and the <fundable
activity. The service dimension could vary somewhat. But,
as you can see, vyou have an awful 1lot of comparative
possibilities —— those within a Center or across Centers,
but certainly in aggregate yout can give some very detailed
information to policy malers and state legislators and to
others, about what the Centers are doing in specific
prrsonnel development terms. Obviously, 1t is quite
possible that the current 13 fundable center activities or
objectives will be modified as the personnel development
needs of the state require additional fundable activities to
be added or, in fact, it may well be that we will get to the
point that certain existing fundable activities will not be
neejed and, therefore, there is built into the system, at
least concegptually, the oppotrtunity to modify these
ubjectives so that the Centers can ‘meet the state needs in a
vary systematic way. In that sense the cost/service record
becomes a product which influences what is written in the
final technical vreport. The assumption 1is that this
material, this information, can be put on floppy disk, can
be transmitted to the state in those forms to allow the
state to much more economically and rapidly assimilate this
informati1on into their total data and planning bases.

MODERATOR: I believe, Ed, you i1ndicated the Task Force came
up with around 19 different items for the cost record and 53
or 34 different items in the service racord. Would you care
to lead off on any comments relative to what some o+ the
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fears and anxieties miyght be of this system”? It supposedly
has b-en accepted by all four of the universities

and by the Bureau of Adult and Vacational Education, but I
am sure there might be some concerns.

ED HERR: I think there are. I do not know that the
concerns are rampant. But, nevertheless, there arz always
concerns. I think that, as Cal has said, putting this
system together requires a lot of trust. You have to assume
that those in the state and your colleagues in other Centers
are playing it quite straight that you are all in this
together, that we are a cecllective enterprise trying to

support each other. If you do not start with that
assumption you have a very real problem of honest
presentation of data. But, the feoars, I suspect, are haw

will this comparative data, by function, by Center be used.
It is assumed that there are all kinds of ways to aggregate
this data and compare it. So. ultimately, one has to say
that it may well be cheaper to do a particular activity at a
particular Center than another Center. What does that mean
to the Urnter which is more expensive? What does that mean
in tetms of state judgement about these rata? That is a
very tricky question. Will the context of the gewgraphy of
the Centers really be appropriately included in the
judgement about funding. explaining why some Centers may be
more e:xpensive than other Centers. To give you an example.
the Centers really operate in three major service districts.
The Center which I represent at Puenn 3tate Unirersity is by
truism and maxim, I guess, equally inaccessible from
everywhere, which is to say we have a very large Center, a
very large university, in the middle of a whole 1lot of
trees, lots of deer and bear, etc. And, so our area as
compared to Tom’s arex is less densely populated and more
geographically dispersed. But., tke point is that Temple is
located in basically an urban area. Obviously there are
rural areas and semi-rural areas in their service area, too.
But, there are more and larger concentrations of people and,
therefors, the Temple Center delivery system is somewhat
differently configured than are those of Fenn State where,
as I said, we have a lot of deer and bear as well as very
few people for 1long stretches of our service area. So. we
have to figure out how to deal with some of these issues.
They may be farther apart than we think they are. We don't
know. But, these data on costs of services, I think, will
be helpful. Obviously, there are concerns siich as, will
cost/service differences heighten the competition for funds
among the Centers? If that happens in a very dramatic way
trust relations will be a little bit harder to maintain. In
terms of some of the performance indicators that we have
relative to competencies: how many competencies do certain
p=ople require when being served in field based progtrams ot
workshops™ Again, what are the competencies one might

1")
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expect? How do you put numbers on some of those kinds of
things”?

MODERATOR: I believe one of the problems there, Ed, is that
whnile each university has filed for and received program
approval by the state agency they may not end up with all of
thee same competencies for a given program. This problem
calls for the state to establish a set of minimum standai ds
or number of specified competencies for each progtram to
receive approval.

ED HERR: I think there are a number of fea-s and anxieties
vet to be played out 1in terms of expectations about such
competencies. I don™t have them personally, but they are
rather apparent in this kind of accountability.

MODERATOR: Any of the other regions wish to respond to the
same question regarding fears and anxieties? Maybe Jackie
might have some fears or anxieties relative to the State
Director’s position.

JACKIE CULLEN: I guess I would react to that statement
differently for different kinds of universities. One is a
Land Grant university, one is part of the state system of
higher education and two are state related. Because of the
nature of the different kinds of universities, there are
different costs, and different administrative structures.
There are different costs of servicing or delivering any one
activity based upon the institution. I have concerns as to
how to use the cost data. Obviously, when you are dealing
with +{our different institutions vyou have institutional

policies you need to take into consideration. An additional
concern is the amount of time involved in data reporting.
we oust not allow it to grow cumbersome and time consuming

for the Centers.

MODERATOR: I am happy to learn vyou have thrown away the
scales for weighing those proposals and reports, Jackie.

TOM WALKER: I think the group, at our last meeting,
expressed some concern about the perpetual description that
Ed referred to and, as I recall, we agreed that the system
would not be fully developed until we brought it to that
particular point. I believe thsat was part of our charge as
we moved into the next planning cycle. We tried to create
the discussion around the context so that we could use
context as part of the accountability system.

MODERATOR: As a matter of fact, one of the recommendations
coming out in the final report had to do with getting at
context. Now, I believe we are ready to get a little mor~




detail on implementation. Tom, would you share that with
us”?

TO0M O°BRTEN: On page 7 of the handout (Appendiy) you may
observe time sequence that we go through as Centers in
working up our materials to be sent to the Bureau for
consideration for funding. It starts with July 1 being our
Christmas. We receive money on that date for that yeatr.
So, we get a Christmas in July in Pennsylvania. The review
meetings and process tha'. you see beyond that, indicate
there 1is a 1little more detail in terms of what goes on
during the year related to Centers and our interaction with
the Bureau and with other Centers as we plan activities
across the state. You’ll notice there are a number of
meetings with state agency personnel as we either go into
their offices or they are out to visit with us at the
univeirsities and to spend time with the Centers and also
with university administration, if you would, where the
Centers are housed. As you look at the list of Center
objectives (fundable activities) pPlease notice most of them
are non-traditional types of activities that are delivered
through the Center, delivered in the field based delivery
system, which means they are off-campus in a 1lot of
situations. Some of them are unique services that have a
tendency to parallel other services the univetrsity may
provide in terms of placement, student record keeping,

accountability. So. there is a continuous process going on
in keeping university people knowledgeable of what a Center
is doing and why we are doing certain activities. As you

loot at this there is a chance, for example, for us to go
into a midyear review in January, which again is part of our
evaluatior process, in terms of formative evaluation, we are
looling at what is going on in the first half of the year
and how we might adjust that or what additional data we
would need to collect in order to verify that we are
providing services for which we have been funded. So, this
is a continuing process. What you don“t see up here is a
requirement that we use advisory committees for strategic
planning during the year to veri¥y all of the activities

that are going on within a Center. There is a very
elaborate process that brings the field into our opet-ation
ot to the Center operation to review and make

recommendations as to how activities will be formulated, how
funds will be spent, and where these activities will take
place, for example, in a given region. That also gives the
Bureau an opportunity to 1look at, 1in essence, a client
feedback system that goes bacl. to the teachers, the
administrators, the school district and ask what kind of
services have we provided. It is a double check kind of
mechanism or safety check, if you please, in the system. It
is not represerted on this chart.
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MODERATOR: Each one of the performance records does call
for needs assesseent, as I recall. What 1is the kind of
activity that would go on for needs assessment.

T0M O°BRIEN: In order to do an activity, we must perform a
needs assessment to indicate if there is a critical mass of
individuals or schools who want a particular service. We
aiso must do some type of a priority of that, we have "x"
number of dollars to spend in a particular activity against
the 13 objectives. One activity may be emphasized in a
given y=zar more than in & previous year or future years. We
then need to establish objectives to meet each of those as
common and, as Ed indicated, look at how we are going to
evaluate ourselves, how the field is going to evaluate them.
Then, bas'cally, come down to do the cost analysis that is
related to that.

MODERATOR: How are you gocing to go about collecting
Cost/Service record data? There has been some t+umor that
you might have to hire sixteen additional people.

TO0M O’BRIEN: The university accounting systems do not give
us the kind of detzil that need to be verified. If you look
at the cheets that Ed mentioned in the packet in terms of
cost data, each Center, in essence, is required to set up
its own accounting system. We, at IUP, have set up a system
in- house that is operated within our office that does two
things. It gives us this cost data and also protects us
within the wuniversity from 1losing funds through their
accounting systems, which aren’t very accurate. We find
lots of times that our soft mcney grants get charged
inappropriately for expenditures that we have not incurred
and we are cecnstantly fighting with them to keep their
fingers out of our money. For protection, we use an in-—
house purchasing and accountiny system that is computerized.
We find that data entry and tracking takes a lot of time and
we are now moving into bar code technology to put down the
costs so it is very realistic to use within that system. It
alsc works in terms of cervice's to the students, for
example,if you take a 1look at rage 4 of the handout,
performance indicators numbers 3 and 4 on this particular
activity rz2quire record keeping for performance assessment,
etc. For this purpose, ..z hzve a record keeping system
ccmputerized that indicates every contact with a teacher.
This one calls for new teachers to get a contact once every
two weeks. Again, this information is being converted to a
bar coding entry system. We currently do it with the field
people filling out a forr, bringing it in so it can be
entered into the computer system. Two people are now in the
process of changing that over to a bar code entry system
check—-off and it makes it very simple for a work study
student to computerize the data. We do not have to use a

15

16



secretary, which keeps cutting our costs. One of the major
issues of the Center is to continually look at processes to
determine how we can cut costs to be more efficient.

MODERATOR : In terms of using the performance records and
cost/service records, I assume that you are concerned not
only about <formative evaluation of the Center and its
function, but also about the faormative evaluation of the
accountability system.

TOM O BRIEN: That 1is correct. The system 1is a very

important factor. There is consistency in terms of datz
that is entered, how it is collected is consistent, we use
instruments that we have used over a period of time. In

other words, we are sure we are collecting *he same types of
data each time out. We do make a lot of comparisons of data
internally. As Ed painted out, this kind of system has a
number of functions if you compare between Centers, that is
the purpose. But, one of the largest uses is from the
management standpoint internally within the Center is to
compare what has happened to us this year over the previous
vear and what kind of modifications we need to make in order
to operate more effectively and efficiently.

MODERATOFR: So, vou use an internal evaluation process?

TOM O°BRIEN: That is correct.

MODERRATOFR: You have indicated by what media you intend to

be communicating with the state agency. Floppy disk,
primarily. Is that correct?

TOM O BRIEN: At the present time, one of the bureau staff
memters is developing 2 program on "d" base that will be
uczd to enter our data so that we have a common format for
entering data from the Centers which will make our lives
easier. We can enter that on floppy disk and send the
floppy distk with hard copy backup as compared to a lot of
other data collection we did in the past and also that can
be used for comparison hetween Centers or within Centers on
activities.

MODERFATOR s Wwhat, in your last meeting, was the tentative
agreement about this comparison among the Centers in terms
of the cost/service record data”

TOM O BFIEN: I believe there will be some coct comparisons
done. However, these will be done through examining state
averages, etc., as opposed to examining each individual
Center's d ta. We have agreed not to share individual
Center reports with cther Centers. Again, I think Jackie's
concern, from the Rureau standpoint is important. That is,
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the need to look at data across Centers in terms of what
context and policies each of us live witn in our system.
What I would anticipate will come out of that is that we
will probably move away from the cost analysis at that level
and look for at an outcome level in terms of our impact on
professional development and in particular classroom
teaching/learning activities that go on. I think as we grow
in this process, and as we move forward in it, we will start
looking at our impact into the educational systei. more as an
indicator of how well we are working with personnel. We
then can start 1looking at outcome measurements more
objectively.

MODERATOR: As I understand the agreement, vyou will not
necessarily be sharing data from one institution to another.
It will be up to the state office to compile, analyze and
then give you averages, and so on. It will not be a direct
eichange saying Temple did this, Indiana did this, Penn
State did thus and so. But, you will probably each know who
did what regardless how you go about handling it. You have
said that vyou are going to use the floppy disks and
printouts from your computer to the extent that you can
reduce the amount of volume of your proposals as well as the
final report.

TOM O’BRIEN: That is correct. I think each Center has
taken a hard 1look at reducing the sice of proposals and
requests. I would anticipate over a period of time that we
will probably get into some standardi-ation of the proposal
process. In our particular case, we are using Ventura
Fublishing to print that document out each time. We have
been on WordStar for a number of years. This proaram makes
it easy to generate the document by simply takina the needs
data that we cecllect each year and go back through the
document and enter the newekst needs data along with last
year’s so that we have a fairly decent historical track of
what has happened in particular areas of the Center.

MODERATOR = What is the schedule <Ffor implementation? When
are you going to have the first output of the system?

TOM_O°BRIEN: Implementation 1s during this academic year.
We will be examining the kinds of dsta that will be
collected via the data base system that is being developed
and we will be writing our proposals for t'is coming yeat,
which will be the funding of July 1?89 against this system.
And, that will be the year (July 1, 19892 to June 30, 1990)
for which we will also collect data in compliance with the
new accountability system.

MODERATOR : The process would begin with the proposal in
March and by July 1 you would have your Christmas in July
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for the following 1989-1990 school year. So, it would be
the Fall of 1990 before you would have data to ke analyzed
at the state level.

TOM O°BRIEN: That would be the end of the first cycle.

MODEFRATOR: For the benefit of our audience, what
anticipated advantages do you panel members see in this
accountability system? You have mentioned various ones.
Flease comment on some of these that you have cited during
your presentations to summarize the high points. First one.
dealing with communication. I recall that the five members
from the state agency really wondered why you needed all of
this performance record stuff? What happened?

TOM O”BRIEN: There was a discussion. I think they were
looking to boil the data down to a smaller amount than we
were. But, from a management standpoint of operating a
Center within a university that does deliver non—
traditional kinds of activities, we have, as you might
guess, some major communication problems in-house at times
describing what it is that we do and why and why we have
certain kinds of leeway in some of the operatiaons that we
do, etc. So, I think the people managing the Centers built
a cas2 saying the data we need to collect do one of two
things. One, is the accountability that we have performed
it. Two, that it is a formative evaluation process ongoing,
that we can make continuous changes in our system. We want
to make sure that we are collecting enough data that we can
do thet.

MODEFATOR: Why is it that you mention trust as being one of
the advantages of this system?

TOM O BRIEN: I think trust became critical as the Centers
evolved from the standpoint that we had different players
core in and out of the system, at the state level, at the
university level. This system gives us a common base in
which to discuss items or activities that are going on. So,
that we at least have a common place to come off from a
particular activity and there is a meeting of the minds.

MODESATOR: Any further comment relative to evaluation. the
self-evaluation or external evaluation you see as an
advantage to the system.

TOM 9°BRIEN: I think one of the other advantages that we
tend to overlook is the fact that we model out of the Center
what it is that we would like to have happen in the school
system in terms of evaluation, in terms of self-evaluation,
the potential outcome, etc. I think another spinoff effect
of Centers is managing personnel development as we do, is
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we model fgor the scheels, for administratars a

the kind of behavige, Ffor t= in itia
m s we weuld like to see in the schocls. Co.
iteria *hat we el gursslves  +o. We =re
' @ for zerformance. We svaluate ourselves, we
continually conducting self-svaluation. But, I think
T ie another spinc¥< +hat may nct have bkeen ar
i tcome at the beginning, that kas ncw becaome an
o+ the Center orocess.

he orevicus  two

ITOM WRLYER. We have probkablv cut across &

ends. Comauricaticns, trust and now wi illingness tc supoort

Frior te the whole procass, if you were to nick us our =tate
plan for vocztional educaticn the descripticn for nersonnel
development cesnters consumed a few lines. & positivs
outcame of this particular project was that we now €ind *hat
the state glan has Canters very well definaed, My fesling
was that as political parties changed in Harrishurg, as
legislative teams came in and cut, it was very easy +2 pick
up the state plan and take a lcok at it and say, "well what
is this three million dollars doing, what is a Center?" The

plan did not describe the Centers very well, Each time
there was a new Governor and a new team, it seemed we had to
defend the Center concept. I am not so sure this wan’t

stiil be the case in the future, but I believe we do have a
better base for describing what we do and for explaining the
expense for what we do. And. hcpefully, we will have the
service data to back it up.

-

MODERATOR: Anyone else care to comment? I believe

that mzintaining support is a very impertant advantage that

the Task Force realized. The panel memkers have talked
about simplifying reporting. Jackie has mentioned that she
will have better ammunition in defense of personnel

development when she goes to the powers +that be, including
the legislature, for funds. Panel members have commented on
the results of the accecurntability system being used For
program imopreovement purposes. They have ccmmented, toc, on
managament. How internally it will help them in terms of
having clearly defined respcnsibilities for the cocrdinators
e¥ the varicus Ffunctions or objectives. As they change
personnel, it will he easier tc keep track of and be sure
that services called for are being perfcrmed in accordance

#ith the plan. Qbvicusly, all of this is done for nrogram
improvement. The panel members have indicatad that they are
going to o2e dedicated in trving to improve the

accountability systam, too. as time rolls alang.
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Now, perhaps some of you would have quest:ions that you would
lite to ast the panel members.

Do
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ABSTRACT

This project was originated in response to a mutual need for better
communication between the Pennsylvania Department of Education, Bureau of
Vocational and Adult Education (BVAE) and four universities in Pennsylvania
operating vocational education professional personnel development Centers.
The purpose of the project was to design an accountability system for the
professional personnel development Centers through a cooperative effort with
Center directors and state staff. The objectives of the project were:

1) Develop measurable process and product objectives for each fundable Center
activity; 2) Design a recordkeeping system with a procedure compatible for
computer application to provide cost and other pertinent data; 3) Design an
instrument for collecting information from staff regarding time, travel,

etc , pertinent to each Center activity; and 4) Design a procedure for for-
mative and summative evaluation of Center activity which uses both internal
and external personnel.

The procedures for the project included the following: A Task Force
was organized in January 1988 to coordinate the collaborative effort and
advise the project director. ODuring the initial meeting of the Task Force
consisting of 10 membeis (five from each, the BVAE and the universities) the
broad specifications for a system design were develcped. A computer search
was initiated for relevant accountability systems or models. The basic
design for this accountability system was derived from task force delibera-
tions. A sample for one function of Centers was outlined during the first
Task Force meeting. The consultant/project director completed a content
analysis of proposals and technical reports of the Centers to develop the
performance record consisting of assessment criteria and reievant cost/
service items for each Center objective as a fundable activity. As materials
were developed, they were mailed to the Task Force members for review indi-
vidually prior to formal meetings. Recommended revisions were discussed and
agreed upon in meetings of the total Task Force. During a meeting in March,
the origiral draft of the accountability system materials was approved by the
Task Force; also, a schedule was established for conferring with the per-
sonnel at each of the Centers to review the system and obtain additional
input. The meetings at each Center were completed in April and the suggested
improvements were developed and mailed to the Task Force for review and
approval. The system's design was evaluated by three outside reviewers as
well as other appropriate members of the BVAE.-

The Task Force approved the materials and schedule of yearly activities
for the implementation of the system on June 16, 1988. Recommendations
relative to implementation of the accountability system were developed.
Cost/Service data will be produced during 1989-90. State-wide statistics
will be examined for the first time in November 1990.
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10.

1.
12.
13.

Currently Identified
Fundable Center Objectives*

Provide certer management for vocational professional personnel deveiopment

Develop and maintain a comprehensive Occupational Competency Assessment
(OCA) Program

Provide outreach services (Vocational Intern/instructor certification
program) for personnel off-campus (a) Undergraduate Courses (b) FB-CBTE®

Provide outreach services (vocational education curriculum specialist,

supervisor and director certification program) for personnel off-campus
(a) Graduate Courses (b) FB-CBLT

Provide workshops and seminars for personnel from all vocational content areas

Provide pre-induction, professional education for clients recruited from busi-
ness and industry with little or no pedagogical education or experience

Provide an Occupational Experience Program
Provide placement services for vocational professional personnel

Provide a recruitment system for vocational teachers and leadership
personnel

Assist schools in using the Occupational Data Analysis System (ODAS) to
develop and revise curricula

Provide assistance for vocational educators serving disadvantaged learners
Provide assistance for vocational educators serving handicapped learners

Provide supprrt for a research arm in vocational education

* Order of listing does not necessarily indicate priority.

23




SAMPLE 4

+PERFORMANCE RECORD

Objective: Provide outreach services (Vocational Intern/Instructor
certification program) for personnel of f-cempus through
Field Based-Competency Based Teacher Education {FB-CBTE)

Performance Indicators Suggested Evidence Rating Scale
1. Clients' needs were 1.1 Results of surveys to
assessed support need cited/recorded NA Yes No
2. Prospective clients were 2.1 A 25% sample of prospective
informed of FB-CBTE clients was contacted to
program and requirements determine if they received
timely information NA Yes No
3. New teachers were 3.1 Documented, teachers'
observed once each week records and staff travel NA Yes No

4. Experienced teachers were 4.1 Documented, teachers'

observed once each two records and staff travel NA Yes No
weeks
5. Individualized helping 5.1 Documented, teachers'
conferences were provided records NA Yes No
6. Opportunities were pro- 6.1 Documented, teachers'
vided for collegial records NA Yes No
interaction
7. Offerings were modular- 7.1 Documented, teachers'
ized and self-paced record of progress NA Yes No
8. Clients makiny less than 8.1 Documented/signed-off
average progress were on teachers' records NA Yes No
counseled
9. Staff (resource person) 9.1 Record of .meetings
participated in regular documented NA Yes No
training weekly
10. Staff engaged in 10.1 Documented record of
meetings regularly meetings NA Yes No

11. Modules were appropriate 11.1 Documented record of
for specific needs of yearly review of modules NA Yes No
clients served )
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Objective:

Provide outreach services (Vocational Intern/Instructor

certification program) for personnel off-campus through
Field Based-Competency Based Teacher Education (FB-CBTE)( contd.)

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Performance Indicators Suggested Evidence Rating Scale
Clients evaluated the 12.1 Documented record of
total delivery system yearly evaluation of
regularly staff, curriculum and
delivery methods NA Yes No
Vocational Instructional II 13.1 Documented recerd of
certificated resource per- “local superviser" review-
sons were involved in ing competency attainment NA Yes No
helping clients served
Competency evaluation 14.1 Documented teacher records HNA Yes No
panel functioned in each
school
Senior teacher educator 15.1 Documented, teachers'
supervised work of all records and teacher
field and resident educator report NA Yes No
resource persons includ-
ing service in competency
evaluation panel
Competencies and an 16.1 Documented teachers' records NA Yes No
attainment scale were
used for each certifi-
cation level
A pracess was in place 17.1 Documented by written . -
for evaluating compe- palicy NA Yes No
tencies of clients
transferring amrng
Centers
25



SAMPLE

COST/SERVICE RECORD

Oojective: Provide outreach services (Vocational Intern/Instructor
certification program) for personnel off-campus through
Field Based-Competency Based Teacher Education (FB-CBTE)

Cost
Total cost
Cost per competercy completed (TPO)
Service

Number of teachers served
Number of competencies completed (TPO)
Average number of competencies (TPO) completed per client
Number of certificates issued/recommended to PDE:
Voc. 1
Voc. 1l
Instr. 1

Instr. II

Number of certificate endorsements for Co-operative Education
recommended to PDE




July 1

June
or July

Sept. 30

Nov. 1 (1)(2) State agency combination review of cost/service record

Mid-Nov.
Dec.

Jan.

Jan.

Jan.

March

Mid-April

May

Notes: 1

SCHEDULE OF YEARLY EVENTS FOR THE ACCOUNTABILITY SYSTEM

State agency funding of the Centers

(1) State agency (end of the year) review meeting with Center
directors and Bureau program personnel

The Centers' fiscal and technical reports are due for
previous year
state-wide statistical summary and preliminary planning
meeting with Center directors

(1) State agency site visits to each of the Centers

(2) State agency planning meeting with Center directors

State agency mailing of guidelines for funding for next
fiscal year

(1) State agency mid-year review meeting with Center directors

Center self-evaluation (mid-year) with assessment criteria
from the performance record for objectives

Centers' proposals for funding and recertification as Center
due for next fiscal year

(1) State agency site visits to each Center

Center self-evaluation (end of year) with assessment criteria
from the performance record for objectives

The central thrust of state agency site visits and review meetings
will be checking progress and developing solutions to problems to
assist each Center to accomplish the objectives set forth in its
prcposal for funding.

The main purpose of the planning meetings will be to discuss
state-wide needs for professional personnel development and to
determine the priorily of the various objectives for the Centers'
functions during the next fiscal year. Regional and state-wide
needs assessment data for the next year should be available for use
in these meetings.
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