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In responding to this section,
applicants would be encouraged to
provide information about:

1. Recruitment policies for faculty and
candidates.

2. Selection procedures for faculty
and candidates.

3. Program structure (e.g., course and
field experiences, support for preservice
and novice teachers, mechanisms for
monitoring participants’ progress).

4. Resources that support the
program.

5. Methods for collaboration between
the program and K-12 schools.

6. Graduation or completion criteria
and rates.

7. Job placement and retention rates of
graduates.

B. Program’s Criteria for Effectiveness

In this section, applicants would
describe the principles, standards, or
other criteria that the applicant uses to
judge the effectiveness of its teacher
preparation program.

(Note: Applications would not be
evaluated against a given set of principles for
all programs, but are expected to include
relevant criteria for guiding program
improvement and modifications).

In responding to this section,
applicants should consider the
following questions:

1. What are the criteria the program
uses to evaluate its effectiveness?

2. How does the program ensure that
program components such as courses
and instructional practices are
consistent with the evaluation criteria
under Question 1?

C. Evidence of Effectiveness

In this section, applicants would
provide three separate types of evidence
that demonstrates the effectiveness of
their teacher preparation program:
formative, summative, and confirming
evidence.

“Formative evidence” refers to the
use of data to make adjustments to the
program throughout its various stages.
These data are collected as participants
(i.e., preservice teachers) move through
the program.

“Summative evidence” demonstrates
that the program is effective in helping
graduates acquire the necessary
knowledge and skills to improve
student learning. Summative evidence
is collected as preservice teachers
complete the program.

“Confirming evidence” links teacher
preparation and K—-12 student learning
by demonstrating that program
graduates are effective in helping all K-
12 students improve their learning.
Confirming evidence is collected on
graduates who are employed by schools
or districts.

Applicants would supply a brief
description for each evidence item
submitted. This description must
include information about the nature of
the data, the methods used to collect the
data, and a summary of the data
analysis.

In responding to this section,
applicants must consider the following
questions:

1. What evidence is there that the
program, as envisioned in section A,
gathers data about the effectiveness of
the various stages of the program and
uses that data to make improvements to
the program? (Formative evidence)

2. What evidence is there that the
program is effective in helping
graduates acquire the knowledge and
skills needed to improve student
learning for all K-12 students?
(Summative evidence)

(Note: Summative evidence in this section
should address graduates’ content
knowledge, pedagogical knowledge and
skills, and skills to examine beliefs about
learners and teaching as a profession.)

3. What evidence is there that the
program’s graduates are effective in
helping all K—12 students improve their
learning in reading and mathematics at
the elementary level or mathematics at
the middle or high school level?
(Confirming evidence)

D. Implications for the Field

A major goal of the National Awards
Program for Effective Teacher
Preparation is to make information
about successful programs available
across the country to other programs
that may be considering ways to
improve their effectiveness. In this
section, applicants would discuss the
challenges they have faced and
overcome in administering their teacher
preparation program, as well as the
resulting lessons they have learned.

In responding to this section,
applicants should consider the
following:

1. What is at least one significant
challenge that the program encountered
within the last five years and how was
it overcome?

(Note: Since demonstrating the link
between teacher preparation and K-12
student learning is a primary focus of the
awards program, applicants should consider
describing challenges related to this issue.)

2. What lessons that would benefit
others have been learned about
designing, implementing, or evaluating
a program that prepares graduates who
are effective in helping improve student
learning for all K—12 students?

3. What program materials (e.g.,
videos, Web sites, course outlines,

manuals, strategies, processes) are
available that could benefit others?

4. How have or could you help others
adapt the aspects of your program that
contribute most to graduates’
effectiveness with K-12 students?

Selection Criteria

Reviewers would evaluate the
information provided in each
application based on three criteria:
rigor, sufficiency, and consistency.
These criteria, and the performance
levels applicable to each, are identified
in the rubric shown in Figure 1.
Reviewers would use this rubric as the
review instrument to judge the quality
of each application.

The Evidence of Effectiveness
provided by an applicant under section
C, the most critical portion of the
application, would be evaluated on the
basis of its rigor and sufficiency. The
level of “rigor” applied to the evidence
submitted would be determined by the
extent to which the qualitative or
quantitative data presented is found to
be valid and reliable. The level of
“sufficiency” applied to the evidence
submitted would be determined by the
adequacy and the extent of the data
provided.

The application as a whole will be
evaluated on the basis of its consistency.
The level of “consistency” of the
application would be based on the
extent to which there is a logical link
between various aspects of the program
as described in Sections A, B and D of
the application and the evidence of
effectiveness provided under Section C.
For example, if an applicant indicates in
sections A, B, or D of its application that
field experiences are important to the
preparation of teachers, then the
application should describe the variety
of field experiences that are spread over
the duration of the program and also
include, for purposes of “consistency,”
documentation of the effectiveness of
these experiences.

The rubric in Figure 1 identifies a
range of performance levels, from 1 to
4, that reviewers will use to judge the
quality of an application with regard to
the three criteria—rigor, sufficiency and
consistency. Reviewers will assign a
level of the rubric, 1 to 4, for each
criterion based on their judgment of
how well the information provided in
the application matches the descriptions
in the rubric of the relevant performance
levels. Prior to reviewing applications,
reviewers will receive extensive training
in using the rubric to ensure inter-rater
reliability.
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FIGURE 1. RUBRIC FOR EVALUATING EVIDENCE OF EFFECTIVENESS

Performance
levels

Selection criteria

Rigor

Sufficiency

Consistency

The evidence is highly credible. The

data are valid and indicators are free
of bias. Reliability is supported by
multi-year data from several sources.

The evidence is credible. Validity has

been addressed for most of the data.
There may be some questions of bias.
Reliability is supported by two or more
years of data from at least one data
source.

The evidence has limited credibility. The

rigor is compromised by issues of bias
or validity/reliability. There are no
multi-year data from any source.

The evidence has little or no credibility.

The rigor is significantly compromised
by issues of bias. The data lack valid-
ity/reliability. There is no multi-year
data. OR There is not enough infor-

There are extensive data that support

claims of effectiveness. The evidence
includes data from multiple sources
with multiple indicators.

There are adequate data to support the

claims of effectiveness. There are
multiple sources of evidence and mul-
tiple indicators for at least one source.

There are limited data to support the

claims of effectiveness. The data are
collected from only one or two
sources. There are no multiple indica-
tors for the data source(s).

There are not enough data to support

claims of effectiveness. There is only
a single source of data.

There are minor

Components of the program are con-

sistent with the vision of the program.
Program components are monitored
to determine if they are being insti-
tuted as designed. There is a
planned, logical link between the pro-
gram components and the outcomes.
The evidence supports the link be-
tween program components and pro-
gram success. The consistencies sup-
port the credibility of the evidence.
inconsistencies be-
tween the vision of the program and
program components. Some compo-
nents of program may not be mon-
itored or there may be some incon-
sistencies between the evidence pro-
vided and the identified successful
components of the program. The in-
consistencies do not weaken the
credibility of the evidence.

There are several inconsistencies be-

tween the vision of the program and
program components. There are sig-
nificant inconsistencies between the
evidence provided and the identified
successful components of the pro-
gram. The inconsistencies raise ques-
tions about the credibility of the evi-
dence.

There are numerous inconsistencies be-

tween the vision of the program and
its components. The evidence pro-
vided is not linked to the components
of the program that have been identi-

mation provided to determine rigor.

fied as contributing to the program’s
success. The inconsistencies raise
significant questions about the credi-
bility of the evidence.

Proposed Selection Procedures

Award recipients would be selected
through a five-stage process.

Stage 1. During the first stage,
applications would be initially screened
by Department staff to determine
whether the submitting party meets the
eligibility requirements and whether the
application contains all necessary
information (including the three types
of evidence required under section C)
and meets the formatting requirements.

Stage 2. The second stage of review,
to determine up to 10 semi-finalists,
would be conducted by non-
Departmental teams representing a
broad range of teacher educators,
practitioners (e.g., mathematicians,
mathematics educators, K-12 teachers,
reading specialists), and policymakers
(e.g., superintendents, school board
members, principals) who would
evaluate the quality of the applications
against the selection criteria and
applicable performance levels.

Stage 3. In the third stage, non-
Department expert teams (team
members would differ from the
reviewers involved in Stages 2) would
conduct site visits to verify information
presented in the semi-finalists’
applications and, to the extent available,
to collect additional information. These
teams would draft site-visit reports of
their findings.

Stage 4. During the fourth stage, a
non-Departmental national awards
panel (panel members will differ from
the reviewers involved Stages 2 and 3)
would review the semi-finalist
applications and site visit reports. Panel
members will then present final
recommendations to the Department on
which teacher preparation programs
merit national recognition.

Stage 5. In the fifth and final stage,
the Department will review data
collected throughout the review process
and select for national recognition up to
5 applications of the highest quality.

The Secretary intends to publicly honor
and recognize these awardees at a
national ceremony in Washington, D.C.

Goals 2000: Educate America Act

The Goals 2000: Educate America Act
(Goals 2000) focuses the Nation’s
education reform efforts on the eight
National Education Goals and provides
a framework for meeting them. Goals
2000 promotes new partnerships to
strengthen schools and expands the
Department’s capacities for helping
communities to exchange ideas and
obtain information needed to achieve
the goals.

These proposed eligibility and
selection criteria would address the
National Education Goal that the
Nation’s teaching force will have the
content knowledge and teaching skills
needed to instruct all American
students for the next century.
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Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995

This notice and the proposed
application packet contains information
collection requirements. Under the
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44
U.S.C. 3507(d)), the Department of
Education has submitted a copy of this
notice and the application package to
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) for its review.

Collection of Information: National
Awards Program for Effective Teacher
Preparation.

Entities that prepare elementary
teachers, or middle or high school
mathematics teachers, for initial
certification are eligible to apply for
national recognition of the quality of
their teacher preparation program.
Information in the application would
include:

(1) A description of the applicant’s
teacher preparation program in terms of
its mission, goals, and components.

(2) The evaluation criteria used by the
applicant’s program.

(3) Available evidence to support the
effectiveness of the applicant’s program
in preparing teachers to improve
student learning at the K-12 level.

(4) Implications or lessons that the
applicant’s program can provide the
field of teacher preparation.
Applications also would be limited in
page number and have to meet basic
formatting requirements. The
Department would use this information
to select the highest-quality applicants
through a review of responses provided
in the application and site visits that
can confirm the accuracy of information
contained in the application.

All information is to be collected once
only from each applicant. Annual
reporting and record keeping burden for
this collection of information is
estimated to average 50 hours for each
response for 50 respondents, including
the time for reviewing instructions,
searching existing data sources,
gathering and maintaining the data
needed, and completing and reviewing
the collection of information. For the 10
applicants selected for site reviews,
there will be an additional annual
reporting and record keeping burden
that is estimated to average 20 hours for
each response. Thus, the total annual
reporting and record keeping burden for
this collection is estimated to be 2,700
hours.

If you want to comment on the
information collection requirements,
please send your comments to the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs,
OMB, room 10235, New Executive
Office Building, Washington, DC 20503;
Attention: Desk Officer for U.S.

Department of Education. You may also
send a copy of these comments to the
Department representative named in the
ADDRESSES section of this preamble.

We consider your comments on this
proposed collection of information in—

* Deciding whether the proposed
collection is necessary for the proper
performance of our functions, including
whether the information will have
practical use;

* Evaluating the accuracy of our
estimate of the burden of the proposed
collection, including the validity of our
methodology and assumptions;

+ Enhancing the quality, usefulness,
and clarity of the information we
collect; and

* Minimizing the burden on those
who must respond. This includes
exploring the use of appropriate
automated, electronic, mechanical, or
other technological collection
techniques or other forms of information
technology; e.g., permitting electronic
submission of responses.

OMB is required to make a decision
concerning the collection of information
contained in this notice of proposed
eligibility and selection criteria between
30 and 60 days after publication of this
document in the Federal Register.
Therefore, to ensure that OMB gives
your comments full consideration, it is
important that OMB receives the
comments within 30 days of
publication. This does not affect the
deadline for your comments to us on the
notice of proposed eligibility and
selection criteria.

Intergovernmental Review

This program is subject to Executive
Order 12372 and the regulations in 34
CFR Part 79. One of the objectives of the
Executive order is to foster an
intergovernmental partnership and a
strengthened federalism. The Executive
order relies on processes developed by
State and local governments for
coordination and review of proposed
Federal financial assistance.

This document is intended to provide
early notification of our specific plans
and actions for this program.

Program Authority: 20 U.S.C. 8001
Electronic Access to This Document

You may review this document, as
well as all other Department of
Education documents published in the
Federal Register, in text or Adobe
Portable Document Format (PDF) on the
Internet at either of the following sites:
http://ocfo.ed.gov/fedreg.htm
http://www.ed.gov/news.html

To use the PDF you must have the
Adobe Acrobat Reader Program with

Search, which is available free at either
of the previous sites. If you have
questions about using the PDF, call the
U.S. Government Printing Office (GPO),
toll free, at 1-888—293—6498; or in the
Washington, D.C. area, at (202) 512—
1530.

Note: The official version of this document
is the document published in the Federal
Register. Free Internet access to the official
edition of the Federal Register and the Code
of Federal Regulations is available on GPO
Access at: http://www.access.gpo.gov/nara/
index.html

Dated: January 18, 2000.
C. Kent McGuire,

Assistant Secretary for Educational Research
and Improvement.

[FR Doc. 00-1515 Filed 1-20-00; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4000-01-U

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Web-based Education Commission;
Hearing and Meeting

AGENCY: Office of Postsecondary
Education, Education.

ACTION: Notice of Hearing and Meeting.

SUMMARY: This notice announces the
next hearing and meeting of the Web-
based Education Commission. Notice of
this meeting is required under Section
10(a)(2) of the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. This document is
intended to notify the general public of
their opportunity to attend this hearing
and meeting.

DATE: The hearing and meeting will be
held on February 2, 2000, from 1-5 p.m.
and February 3, 2000, from 9-12 p.m.

LOCATION: The hearing and meeting will
be held in room 106 of the Dirksen
Senate Office Building, Washington, DC
20510.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
David S. Byer, Executive Director, Web-
based Education Commission, U.S.
Department of Education, 1990 K Street,
NW, Washington, DC 20006-8533.
Telephone: (202) 502-7561. Fax: (202)
502—7873. Email: david _Xbyer@ed.gov.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The Web-
based Education Commission is
authorized by Title VIII, Part J of the
Higher Education Act Amendments of
1998, as amended by the Fiscal 2000
Appropriations Act for the Departments
of Labor, Health, and Human Services,
and Education, and Related Agencies.
The Commission is required to conduct
a thorough study to assess the critical
pedagogical and policy issues affecting
the creation and use of web-based and
other technology-mediated content and
learning strategies to transform and



