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In the 2018/19 school year, the School District Collaboration Fund (SDCF) continued to provide 
funding and support to 9 Oregon districts so that teachers can work collaboratively to build or 
revise structures to provide them with on-going, relevant professional learning, as well as 
leadership opportunities meaningful performance evaluations that support their growth, and 
appropriate compensation for their work. SDCF grants typically last for four years: a design year 
and three years of implementation. In 2018/19, there were three districts in their first year and 
six in their third year of implementation (see Table 1). 
 
Table 1. Nine districts participated in the SDCF grant in academic year 2018/19. 

Year 1 Districts Year 3 Districts 
Jefferson County Colton 
Prospect Gresham-Barlow 
Roseburg Jewell 
 Newberg 
 North Clackamas 
 Three Rivers 
 
This winter, as in previous years, teachers and administrators from grantee districts were invited 
to complete a survey soliciting their perspectives on the issues addressed under the grant. In 
January 2019, 1532 educators completed the survey, 1452 teachers and 80 school or district 
administrators.  
The questions on this year’s survey were identical to those on last year’s survey. This should 
provide an excellent opportunity to observe how districts have developed and change over time, 
as well as facilitate comparisons across districts. And yet, it’s very difficult to make those 
comparisons, for several reasons. 
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Why It’s Hard to Interpret Survey Results Across Districts 
There are three primary reasons that it’s difficult to make longitudinal and cross-district 
comparisons for the SDCF survey results: 

x The absence of baseline data for six districts 
x Substantial differences in levels of survey response rates by district and across years 
x The ceiling effect and regression to the mean make it harder to move some items than 

others 

 
Missing Baseline Data 
Until 2017, educators in grantee districts took an online survey administered by Portland State 
University (PSU). In 2017, that survey was revised, shortening the overall survey, retaining a 
few of the same questions, rewriting others and introducing new ones. This decision was made, 
knowing it would limit comparability of items over time, because some of the questions did not 
address the actual work of the grant and because respondents objected to the length of the 
survey. 
Because of the changes, there is little survey data from the design year or first year of 
implementation from the six districts in their third year of implementation. Furthermore, even 
though there are some questions that remained the same (or similar) over time, Chalkboard did 
not receive individual-level or even district-level results from anything before 2017/18. Without 
these data, it is impossible to know whether there has been a long-term trend in the data for 
these districts. At best, we can observe if there were changes between the second and third 
year of implementation. 
For the three districts in their first year of implementation, it is possible to see whether early 
implementation produced some changes compared to the baseline (design) year.  

Recommendations 

x Obtain original datasets from evaluators, so that comparisons over time are 
possible even if consultant evaluators change. 

x Maintain copies of district-level survey reports. 
x Engage evaluators early enough to collect baseline data. 

 
Differences in Levels of Participation 
Another reason it is difficult to compare results from the 2017/18 survey to the survey from the 
2018/19 school year is that the number of responses per district varied considerably from one 
year to the next, as Table 2 indicates. 
The number of teachers responding to the survey dropped in four of the six Year 3 districts: 
Colton, Jewell, Newberg, and North Clackamas; for all but Colton, the decreases were large. In 
contrast, Year 3 districts Gresham Barlow and Three Rivers saw increases in teacher 
responses. All of the Year 1 districts also had more teachers responding to the survey in 2019, 
compared to 2018. 
Among school and district administrators, we see the same variation in patterns. Among Year 3 
districts, the number of administrators responding went up in two districts (again Gresham-
Barlow and Three Rivers), went down in three districts, and stayed the same in one district. The 
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number of administrators responding in Year 1 districts went down in Jefferson County but up in 
Prospect and Roseburg. 
 
 
Table 2. Number of responses by district, teachers and administrators, SDCF survey, 2019 and 2018. 
 Teachers Administrators 
 2019 Teachers 2018 Teachers 2019 Admin 2018 Admin 
Year 1 Districts     
Jefferson County 167 117 12 15 
Prospect 16 13 2 1 
Roseburg 158 102 16 5 
Year 3 Districts     
Colton 30 35 0 4 
Gresham-Barlow 434 376 19 12 
Jewell 7 13 2 2 
Newberg 37 176 7 20 
North Clackamas 475 715 9 29 
Three Rivers 128 118 13 1 
     
 

(Note: it was not possible to compare response rates from one year to the next, because 
districts were for the most part unable to report on the total number of teachers employed in 
their districts.)  
Why does it matter that the number of responses changed so much? It matters because we 
cannot know whether there was a difference between responding and non-responding teachers. 
For example, North Clackamas saw the number of teachers responding in 2019 decline by 240. 
It might be that the teachers who chose not to respond this year were those most frustrated by 
grant-related activities, and their refusal to respond was indicative of negative attitudes. If they 
had responded, results might have looked more negative. Alternatively, it might be that those 
who did not respond were overall content with the way professional learning and evaluation 
worked in their district and so they felt it wasn’t important to answer another survey. If that were 
the case, then had they responded, overall results for the district might have looked more 
positive.  
Thus the most reliable within-district comparisons we can make from one year to another are in 
districts where the number of responses did not change very much, such as Prospect, Colton, 
and Three Rivers. The least reliable are those districts where response numbers dropped 
significantly, since we cannot know why. 

Recommendations 

x Spend time each year explaining the importance of obtaining as many responses 
as possible and helping schools and districts maximize the number of responses. 

x Be cautious in making comparisons across years when the number of responses 
changes dramatically. 

 

The Ceiling Effect and Regression to the Mean 
There are two statistical issues that also complicate the interpretation of results.  
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A ceiling effect occurs when participants survey respondents already provide very 
positive results one year, for example if 92 percent of teachers report that their 
professional learning opportunities are excellent. It may be difficult to see much 
improvement a year later, because at most only 8 percent of teachers can give a higher 
score than they did the first time.  
Regression to the mean can occur when, due to sampling error, results randomly come 
up higher or lower than their true value. For example, perhaps the smaller number of 
Gresham-Barlow teachers who responded to the survey in 2018 were not fully 
representative of all teachers in the district. They might have been the most positive, or 
the most negative teachers, and their responses might have made results overall seem 
more positive or more negative than they actually were. In 2019, the larger number of 
teachers responding might have provided a more accurate response, with results closer 
to the true population mean. 

These simply mean that we should be cautious about 1) interpreting little change from initially 
high ratings as a failure to improve and 2) putting too much weight on changes from quite high 
or low ratings to ratings more in the mid-range. That does not mean that it’s necessary to 
discount all findings of this sort. Rather it is important to analyze findings by comparing them to 
results on similar items. If there is improvement on most of the professional learning items, for 
example, that is more convincing than if there is improvement on only one or two items. 

Recommendations 

x Exercise caution in the interpretation of findings that start very high or very low 
the first year data were collected. 

x Interpret findings within a broader context of multiple items on the survey, rather 
than over-emphasizing individual items. 

Probably the safest way to use 2019 survey data for individual districts is to assume the results 
provide a reasonable sense of teacher perceptions in the three Year 1 districts, as well as in 
Colton, Gresham-Barlow, and Three Rivers. In North Clackamas and Jewell, results should be 
interpreted with caution, and in Newberg, results are probably not reliable.  
 

What We Can Say in Spite of the Challenges 
Another way to look at the survey data—while keeping the limitations in mind—is to look for 
general trends across districts and over time. When looking broadly in this way, it may be 
possible to discern some general patterns, even if variations within districts mute these patterns 
to some degree. 
 

What teachers said about teacher compensation over time 
The same survey asked teachers about their experience with teacher compensation. Were they 
compensated for taking on new roles and responsibilities? To what degree did teachers feel that 
their district’s compensation system rewarded excellence? 
A comparison of results from 2018 and 2019 reveals only a little change from one year to the 
next. It also suggests that about a third of teachers remain unconvinced that their district’s 
evaluation systems support their professional growth. 

x In 2019, 24 percent of teachers agreed that teacher compensation was based on more 
than only seniority and educational attainment. This was an increase over 2018 (20%). 
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x Nearly half of teachers (48%) reported that there were financial incentives for teachers to 
take on new roles and responsibilities in 2019. This was a substantial increase over the 
35 percent who reported the same in 2018. 

x There was a 5 percent increase in 2019, compared to 2018 in the percentage of 
teachers agreeing that the system in their districts rewarded teachers for excellence—
but still, only 20 percent of teachers held this view. 

 

What teachers said about their professional learning over time 
A comparison of items about professional learning over time shows small to medium increases 
in teachers’ satisfaction with their professional learning opportunities. 

x Most teachers (80%) reported this year that they and their colleagues participated in 
targeted and relevant professional development, compared to 76% last year. 

x Overall, more than half of teachers (57%) reported that in 2018/19, they could choose 
among different professional learning opportunities. This compared to just 37 percent the 
year before.  

x Nearly two-thirds (62%) of teachers reported that they had been observed by colleagues 
while teaching within the past year. The previous year, 50 percent of teachers said they 
had been observed while teaching.  

x Although most teachers (82%) already reported last year that they had “many 
opportunities to learn collaboratively about teaching and learning,” even more teachers 
(87%) agreed that was true this year.  

x Most teachers (89%) reported having participated in PLCs with the past year, about the 
same as the year before (90%).  

 

What teachers said about teacher evaluation over time 
The same survey asked teachers about the teacher evaluation processes in their districts: How 
well did they understand the rubrics principals used to evaluate their teaching performance? To 
what degree did they feel that the evaluation experience helped them learn and grow 
professionally?   
A comparison of results from 2018 and 2019 reveals only a little change from one year to the 
next. It also suggests that about a third of teachers remained unconvinced that their district’s 
evaluation systems support their professional growth. 

x Most teachers (86%) reported in 2019 that they understood the rubrics used to evaluate 
their performance. This was unchanged from 2018. 

x Almost two thirds of teachers (65%) reported in 2019 that the observation and feedback 
processes in their districts helped them improve their teaching practice. This was a small 
increase from the 63% who agreed the year before. 

x Almost two thirds of teachers (65%) agreed that their district’s evaluation system 
supported the professional growth of teachers, a small increase over the 62% who 
agreed in 2018. 
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What teachers said about teacher leadership and teacher voice over time 
Comparing items about teacher leadership and teacher voice from 2018 and 2019 shows 
consistent small to medium improvement in teachers’ perceptions. Teachers felt they had good 
relationships with district administrators and many opportunities to demonstrate leadership, but 
nearly half continued to feel that their district could do a better job incorporating teacher voice 
into important decisions that affected them. 

x Most teachers (84%) in 2019 agreed that teachers have many opportunities for 
leadership and decision-making. This was an increase from 78% in 2018. 

x Almost three-quarters of teachers (72%) said in 2019 that their schools were committed 
to shared decision-making, an increase from 68% the year before. 

x Almost three-quarters of teachers (73%) reported in 2019 that there was a positive 
relationship between teachers and district administrators in their districts. This was a 
small increase from 70% in 2018. 

x A little over half (52%) of teachers agreed in 2019 with the statement “Our district does a 
good job incorporating teacher voice into decisions affecting teachers,” up from 48% the 
year before.  

It is crucial to remember that these are overall trends, and sometimes trends within specific 
districts moved in the opposite direction. Grant teams in every district received a copy of their 
district’s results for both years and could make their own comparisons. Teams from several 
medium- and larger-sized districts reported using the annual survey results for their own self-
assessment and planning purposes. 
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