[bookmark: _GoBack]From: <Roisin.MC-CABE@ec.europa.eu>
Date: Tue, Aug 7, 2018 at 7:57 PM
Subject: RE: Information requested [Fwd: FW: Technical Implementation report project 573877]
To: raul.drachman@mail.huji.ac.il
Cc: EACEA-EPLUS-CBHE-PROJECTS@ec.europa.eu


Dear Raul,
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond to our questions. These clarification are very useful for us.
 
Please see my comments below in green.
 
Many thanks to you and all the team, Raul.
 
Wishing you a successful continuation.
 
Best wishes,
 
Roisin
 
[bookmark: m_-7723439887598368310_bookmark0]Proteach consortium's responses to the questions included in the assessment of the project's Progress Report received on 20.6.18.
Following are our answers to each question (shown in boxes, directly quoted from pages 5-6 of the report assessment file).
- We would like greater clarification on what is the difference between the Greenhouse initiative and the Multi-teacher induction Teams funded by this project? We would also be most grateful if you could provide information on the Hammemot initiative mentioned in your report, which started creating MITs.
In general terms, the following are the main elements that differentiate between the two models:
•       The centrality of schools in the effort: The MIT model assigns great importance to what is done at schools, for the induction of the beginning teachers, seeing the HEI's as symmetric partners (in addition to other stakeholders) supporting this process. Building HEI's capacity to fulfill this role is a fundamental goal of Proteach.
•       Involvement of key stakeholders: In the MIT model more attention is paid to involving persons and institutions holding relevant positions and responsibilities - mentor teachers, subject matter coordinators, vice-principals, school principals, school superintendent, etc., in addition to local and national, educational and other authorities - that become embedded in the MIT work, and not only teachers and guides as it is usually the case in the Greenhouses (Hamamot).
•       A more definite focus on school as an organization, to which the new teacher is expected (and should accordingly be given the tools, and encouraged) to adapt - professionally and socially - and see in it his/her desired workplace. In other words, the (new) teacher's continuation in his/her profession is not only a matter of loving the profession and perseverance but - not less importantly - of interweaving with and assimilating into "the system", a socio-economic setting with different conditions, rules and traditions, and people with difference skills, behaviors and attitudes, which often entail challenges that need to be overcome. "Amplifying the new teacher's voice", put by Proteach at the basis of the MIT vision, is a short (and rather partial) way to describe this complex concept. To be sure, the process necessarily involves the preparation of the school side in this equation - school principals and other school staff - to facilitate and make more effective their contribution to a successful assimilation of new teachers at school. One example of achieving this goal in the MIT model is a request raised to the Ministry of Education by some school principals (which participated in MITs) to allocate resources for paying the schools' coordinators assigned to take care of the trainees and the new teachers in school. The fact that the schools' principals found the need to intervene in this sense in their school shows the shift they underwent, assuming more responsibility toward the new members in their organizations.
More in detail, the difference between the two models can be shown in the way certain things take place
1.     MITs build on the coordinated cooperation of a pedagogical guide from the college and a representative from the school and or the municipality/Ministry of Education, while Greenhouses - Hamamot - are guided almost exclusively by the pedagogical guide from the college
2.     The MIT syllabi are flexible and determined in accordance with the evolving needs of the interns, the new teachers and the school authorities. The Hamamot syllabi are usually determined exclusively by the pedagogical guide from the college.
3.     Participants in the MIT have many chances to meet and interact with the school's staff and municipal authorities (school principals, veteran teachers in charge of specific issues in schools, representatives
from the Ministry of Education and the municipalities) as some of the workshops are done together with them. These opportunities are rare in the Hamamot routine.
4.     In MITs there is a connection with 3rd year students who are participating in the Academy- Classroom partnership (an initiative of the MoE), namely, intensive 2-3 days of practicum while in their 3rd year training program. Connection with mentor workshop in the college. The MIT is regularly supervised/regulated by different professionals in and out of the college.
5.     The interaction between the MITs, the college and its staff is multi-faceted, goes both ways and is evident is many ways, for example:
•       In the establishment of a course for mentors - the school is actively involved in designing the syllabus to address the needs.
•       Change in the existing models of mentors in elementary and pre-schools.
•       Including interns in the steering committees in schools.
6.     The role of the pedagogical guides in the MITs has changed from dealing only with pedagogical issues toward guiding an organizational intervention in school. To this end the pedagogical guides need to bridge between interns and new teachers and the school authorities. This new role is twofold: on the one hand they have to represent the school interests among interns, while on the other hand they also have to represent the interns' interests at the school. The changing role of the pedagogical guide resulted in the need to create and launch a new course of 60 hours to train new guides for the MIT/Hamamot.

Information about the Hamamot:
The Hamamot - Incubators - is an initiative started in 2011- based on the PDS (Professional Development in Schools) approach as a joint work of P3 and the Ministry of Education. To date there are 56 functioning Hamamot carried out by 9 colleges and one university. The core idea of the Hamamot is to support beginning teachers' work in their first two years of work in schools and not through the "usual 60-hour course" in the college. In this Model, academic teaching staffs come to schools and work together with beginning teachers and their school-assigned mentors. The "incubators" foster both mentoring and peer support, and showcase dilemmas and ideas, ranging from the individual classroom and students' problems and challenges, to parents and the wider school community. In this model the pedagogical guide from the academy plays a central and inclusive role as the one that guides the whole process and contacts with the teachers' students the schools' crew, the municipality and the Ministry of Education.
Thanks for these clarifications on the Hammemot initiative and the Greenhouse initiative and how they differ from Pro-Teach.

- The field monitoring feedback given on 9 March 2018 concerning the request to change the indicator on school drop-outs was that ' The project is invited to revise this indicator if necessary in discussion with the EACEA Project Officer'. The report states that the project consortium will decide what this indicator will be at final report stage! Project indicators are set before the project begins. It is not possible to decide them at final report stage as indicators cannot be adapted to fit results. They are used to measure results and so much be decided before the project begins. By 30 July, please provide a suggestion for this indicator to be discussed with the Project Officer in EACEA. It will not be possible to change this indicator for the rest of the project.
There may be some misunderstanding here and we would like to clarify the matter: We have not asked the Project Officer (or commented with the representatives of the Erasmus+ Office in Israel in opportunity of their Field Monitoring regarding the need) to revise our LFM in general or the specific point on assessing changes in dropout rates in particular. Although some of the targets included in the LFM do pose challenges, the consortium has discussed these issues and has not found it necessary to elevate such request of revision, as it has deemed the targets achievable given the way the project has progressed.
There is however a subtle issue: We may not have enough time, during the project's life, to measure the dropout reduction from solid ground data (i.e., actually counting teachers that abandoned the profession), as these data might not exist or be ready to use, or may be, but only partially, because "dropping-out" may not be necessarily manifested in the first year of a teacher's carrier. It is a long- enough project's horizon what we may be lacking, not the confidence of achieving our goals. So we do not propose "to change the indicator" but to use alternative means to approximate an estimation of the dropout rates which would not involve (only) counting actual drop-outs and rely only on these numbers. We are already advancing in this sense, and certainly we have not proposed to leave to the "final report stage" a decision on the particulars of the estimation plan. What we meant was that the results would be presented by project's end.
The plan we are considering builds on three elements: (1) Use data that the Ministry of Education gathers and processes on a regular basis. These data, however, show a considerable delay in reaching their elaborated form - e.g., we know that the number of beginning teachers that left the education system after one year and have not undergone the internship process (for the most part, via Greenhouses/Hamamot) is almost three times higher than the number of BTs who left the system and passed the internship process (23% vs. 8%). The whole processing time has been long, but some rough data may be available earlier and these are in principle usable in our project. (2) Building on own efforts, try to obtain a more immediate measurement of dropout rates directly from our experience in MITs and ongoing related courses. If we understood it correctly, this means implementing to the extent possible one of the recommendations received in the assessment report (p. 4): "... track the drop-out rate of beginning teachers on teacher training courses starting with students completing the new courses this year and provide it for each year in your final report." Again, expected findings will cover time windows of one year (1st-year-as-teacher), or slightly more in very best cases. Finally, (3) Broaden the scope of our current project evaluation work to contemplate the dropout issue. In fact, the questionnaires extended to the new teachers and interviews carried out with them already touch aspects that hint on dropout (or other dis/satisfaction) measurements, and those tools can be further focused to ensure a better capture of these aspects.
The third approach above considers a proxy, an alternative estimation that does not build on pure counting to yield a valid answer to the question in case. To some extent we will be "measuring" feelings and intentions of teachers rather than "seeing" what they actually do (or did), which with a longer horizon could be done better. We believe that this will not necessarily entail a loss; indeed, "feelings and intentions" can potentially shed more light on ways to further reduce drop-outs in the future. In any case, as the three approaches are not exclusive and could profitably complement each other, we foresee using all of them in proportions to be determined.
We can agree to this approach of combining the three methods but would certainly need some figures on teacher drop-outs in your final report (for the period since actual work with trainee teachers began on the project) and how the figures were calculated as without these, it is impossible to evaluate the project's impact.

-The mentors questionnaires and training units for mentors seem to have been delayed. Why is this the case?
Mentors' role in the MITs calls for a profound change in their traditional role in Israel, namely, giving individual guidance to the interns and new teachers together with evaluating their teaching. Being part of the MIT community opens new perspectives in their work as representatives of the schools' community and strengthening the new teachers' voices. The consortium developed a questionnaire for defining the new role of the mentors within the MIT. This questionnaire was assessed by the consortium during its international seminar in last November and as a consequence it was revised by the evaluation
team. A new questionnaire was written and assessed in January-March and was distributed and filled by the mentors during May-June. Results are currently being analyzed.
Thanks for clarifying that the delays are due to a revision by the evaluation team.

- We note that many stakeholders are involved in the activities of the MITs, which is positive. However, only those from partner institutions can be funded from the project grant. Please confirm that this is the case.
Yes, this is the case. All partners have been made aware of the terms that rule the use of the project's
budget.
Thanks for confirming.

For each of the six new courses, please provide us with the following information; Name of the course
Level (Professional certificate, Bachelor, Master, Doctorate)
Type of degree (from 1 HEI, Multiple degree, joint degree)
Number of ECTS credits
Have learning outcomes been used in the course design?
Which universities have been involved in designing this course?
Is it a new course?
Is it an updated course?
Is it a course that has been simply translated from an existing course at a European partner university?
Recognised by the HEI?
Accredited by the national authorities?
When did the teaching start?
Number of students enrolled per year
Does the course include internships
Does the course include a career orientation service
Does the course include any other career development measures
For the sake of clarity and order, this information is provided in a separate file - File B - Academic courses in HEIs - attached to the same mail carrying the present file. The format used there is the requested one, but sum additional information, deemed relevant by the Consortium, was added by the partners to their respective parts.
We have reviewed File B. Thanks for this information. Please also provide it with your final report. In the case of updated existing courses or integrating elements into existing courses, we would need to see more explicitly in your final report how this was done. Please provide the original curricula in black and what was integrated in red text. We encourage the partners to consider the use of learning outcomes for future course upgrades.

- Your report mentions that a total of 123 dissemination events have taken place since the start of the project. We remind you that only dissemination events mentioned in your proposal can be funded by the grant. We ask you to confirm that none of the grant has been used to fund events not mentioned in the project proposal.
Dissemination events referred in the proposal indicate workshops held in schools where the MITs take place, and dedicated workshops in the HEIs, apart from press releases and other dissemination actions.
In many cases partners held more than 1 workshop per school/year as the workshops served also as a good arena for the beginning teachers to become an inherent part of the schools' community. Moreover, the Ministry of Education and various municipalities initiated workshops and talks related to Proteach as the project's agenda fits their interests with supporting BTs in their premises. In all of these occasions Proteach members were invited to present the Proteach ideas in workshops and events that were fully funded by those organizations. We can therefore confirm that the grant has only been used to fund activities that were foreseen in the project's proposal, which stated the main events and types of activities/actions that would compose our dissemination basket. However, dissemination naturally includes actions that the proposal could only refer to in general terms (without fully specifying their essence, number, place, participants), as they sometimes build on occasional, unexpected opportunities to meet people with occupations/positions that make them relevant targets for dissemination and/or could be important for exploitation planning.
 
Thank you for clarifying that many of these are internal dissemination events.
 
 

 
From: EACEA EPLUS CBHE PROJECTS 
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2018 9:02 AM
To: MC CABE Roisin (EACEA)
Subject: FW: Information requested [Fwd: FW: Technical Implementation report project 573877]
 
 
From: Raul Drachman [mailto:raul.drachman@mail.huji.ac.il] 
Sent: Saturday, July 28, 2018 1:20 PM
To: EACEA EPLUS CBHE PROJECTS
Subject: Fwd: Information requested [Fwd: FW: Technical Implementation report project 573877]
  
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Raul Drachman <raul.drachman@mail.huji.ac.il>
Date: Fri, Jul 27, 2018 at 2:37 PM
Subject: Information requested [Fwd: FW: Technical Implementation report project 573877]
To: "<Roisin.MC-CABE@ec.europa.eu>" <Roisin.MC-CABE@ec.europa.eu>
Cc: Reuma De-Groot <reuma.de-groot@mail.huji.ac.il>, Rinat Arviv <Rinat.Arviv@smkb.ac.il>

Dear Roisin,
 
First of all, thanks much for the thoughtful and comprehensive assessment of our Progress Report that accompanied the mail below. We certainly have much to learn from it, both about things we have done in the project and the way they are seen “from the outside”, and about better ways to continue. Attached are our answers to the questions ("requests of information") included in the report (p. 5). Note that for the sake of a better presentation, these have been split into 2 files: “A”, with a listing of all the questions and their answers, except the one requesting information on the six new courses, which is addressed in file “B” (together with some additional information that the partners deemed useful to present here).
 
We would like to use this opportunity also to comment on another, recurring point in the Recommendations section of the report, namely, the rather limited role that the European partners are apparently having in the project. Please note that although the physical distance and different languages do pose challenges, from the beginning of the project we have endeavored to create the best conditions to enhance this role and fill it with valuable content. In particular, note that, so far, all of them have traveled two times to Israel, and more trips are included in the original plan and budget (and even more in some adjustments currently under consideration – see below). In our view, the picture of a “one-way mobility, from Israel to Europe” does not truly represent our project (5th Recommendation, in p. 4).
 
In any case, and in the spirit of the same Recommendation, we of course agree with the need to restructure – within approvable limits – the use of all or part of our remaining travel and stay budget in favor of a more noticeable presence of our European colleagues in Israel, conducting well-prepared seminars, workshops and other activities and events building on their knowledge and experience. As soon as this plan is ready, we will submit it to you for approval.
 
Best regards,
Raul
 
===============
 
---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Rinat Arviv <Rinat.Arviv@smkb.ac.il>
Date: Thu, Jun 21, 2018 at 12:48 PM
Subject: FW: Technical Implementation report project 573877
To: "reuma.de-groot@mail.huji.ac.il" <reuma.de-groot@mail.huji.ac.il>, "Raul Drachman (raul.drachman@mail.huji.ac.il)" <raul.drachman@mail.huji.ac.il>
 
	 

	 
ד"ר רינת ארביב אלישיב
ראשת רשות המחקר והערכה
מכללת סמינר הקיבוצים
טלפון: 03-6901202
נייד: 054-2258311
                   
   


From: EACEA-EPLUS-CBHE-PROJECTS@ec.europa.eu <EACEA-EPLUS-CBHE-PROJECTS@ec.europa.eu> 
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 4:12 PM
To: צפורה ליבמן‏ <Zipi.Libman@smkb.ac.il>
Cc: רינת ארביב אלישיב‏ <Rinat.Arviv@smkb.ac.il>; EACEA-EPLUS-CBHE-PROJECTS@ec.europa.eu; Roisin.MC-CABE@ec.europa.eu; kathrint@che.org.il
Subject: Technical Implementation report project 573877
 
Dear Mr Libman,
 
Please find enclosed a letter to your attention.
Kind regards,
 
LAURENCE BARBARA CARRIE
Workflow coordinator
 
European Commission
Education, Audiovisual and Culture Executive Agency (EACEA)
Managing programmes and activities on behalf of the European Commission
Erasmus+:  Higher Education – International Capacity Building (Unit A4)
J-59 04/80
Office Address: Rue Joseph II, 59, BE-1000 Brussels
Postal Address: Avenue du Bourget, 1, B-1049 
Brussels/Belgium
Tel: +32 229 945 72
Laurence-Barbara.CARRIE@ec.europa.eu
http://eacea.ec.europa.eu 
 
