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	Bold indicates presence on the call. If you were present for the call and it doesn’t appear here, please email signetwork@tacs.uoregon.edu. We will update our reporting log.




Larry: Welcome everyone to today’s SIG Evaluator’s Call. We are pleased to have Arlene Russell facilitate today’s discussion. I’d like to stress here that the goal for today is not to listen to a formal presentation but rather to exchange information on evaluation methodology and insights. 

Arlene: Thank you, Larry. The way I’m approaching today’s call is as a think tank opportunity. I’d like to hear from you what strategies and approaches you take in summarizing the work of an entire SIG grant. This year I am writing the final report for the Nevada SIG. My goal is to make this report manageable and meaningful that will target a variety of audiences. First, I’ll discuss where I am with it, sharing what’s been accomplished with a focus on the outcomes, and then I will pose some questions for a discussion. 

Nevada SIG was funded in 2002. Over the past six years much has happened in the ‘SIG world’ and the ‘Nevada world’. Due to shifts that occurred on the local, state, and national levels, and the birth of the state Annual Performance Report (APR) and State Performance Plan (SPP), the goals and outcomes of the original NVSIG project didn’t necessarily match what was accomplished.

The original three goals of the Nevada SIG were: 1) Improve special education student performance and achievement (through grants, training, information, and partnerships); 2) Involve parents in the decision-making for their children and in shaping policies and procedures across systemic levels; and 3) Improve teacher quality and professional development for general and special education teachers, administrators, and related service providers and teaching quality will increase.

I drafted a document to map out NVSIG’s Goal One (improve student performance) and its accompanying objectives to the proposed and actual Outcomes at both the state and school/student levels [This document will be posted next to today’s notes]. I will walk through this document briefly. The first of Goal One’s objectives was to provide grants to schools to improve the use of analyzing student data. Originally, Nevada planned to have schools apply for grants, but what actually occurred is the state selected the schools. As a result, the proposed state level outcome was the number of grants provided and the actual state level outcome was the number of schools funded for targeted PD activities. 

For the Grants to Schools Objective, the school level proposed outcomes were 1) school staff providing effective instruction, and 2) improved student performance; while the actual outcomes at the school level were:  1) school teams making gains in the need areas;  and 2) improved student performance.
Because these activities and their intended outcomes shifted, I am struggling with how to capture these as part of the final report.  It seems a critical factor, but what are particular aspects of this that might be included.  These shifts happen, and I want the report to be a cohesive reflection of the overall outcomes.

For the second goal, Parent Involvement, Nevada struggled with how to manage and include the PTI in this particular grant. The objectives were only partially implemented, and maybe this is the best way to describe them - using the context for why this was the case. 

For Goal 3: Teacher Training  – this piece got a late start in the grant, but did get underway.  The state created a team which has implemented some strategies. These activities are not the same approach described in the original proposal - not in the same method, and slightly different results.

Overall, the objectives under each goal were mostly implemented. 

Q (Pat, VT/NH/MS): Were there evaluation questions originally developed on the onset of the grant?

A (Arlene, NV): No. There was not a mechanism in place. Only an approach. 

Pat, VT/NH/MS: If you had the evaluation questions then you could respond to the extent to which the objectives were met. 

Q (Denise, MD/PA/MI/FL): How did you deal with the changes along the way and what did you report on an annual basis? 

A (Arlene, NV): For each required annual continuation report, we addressed the performance measures and we did a separate report for stakeholders that captured what was accomplished in one year. We did not write a multi-year report. As a result, I can’t look at past reports for an overall picture. There were too many discrete pieces to get a complete picture.

Li: I was taking a look at California’s first 5 year SIG report (1999-2002), which is posted on the Calstat website. One of the ways we captured all the pieces is the development of two separate reports, one that was outcomes-based and one activities-based. 

We use lots of charts and colors for the activities-based stakeholder report. For the outcomes we focused on the Systems Change findings. As a consequence, we could discuss both the intentional successes and unintentional successes in the context of a systems change. A lot of it was basic but you get as much as you can from it. We asked ourselves --- What were the topic area break-downs? What were the roles of the participants?

Q (Arlene, NV): How do others manage a larger report that serves multiple purposes? Or are you all doing different types of reports? Do you have a role in packaging the information?
Mary Lou, SD: We do a formal evaluation for the Dept of Education. I sit on the design/project management team. As we submit the evaluations, we’re finding that staff people don’t use the reports. As we carry this forward into a new SPDG, how can be sure that our evaluation recommendations are taken into consideration? Does anyone have strategies for this?

Pat, VT, NH, MS:  We’re making connections with the annual performance reports. The more I can make this connection, the more the evaluation data will be looked at closely. I’m looking at the improvement activities written into the APR/SPP and how they are linked to the SIG.

Li, Ca: Most recently, our advisory group merged the SPP & APR group with the SPDG group. We occasionally present together. We found that no one wants to read the methodological process. For the stakeholders report we strip the methodological approach to one to two sentences, we include charts and tables on the data, and provide only  one or two recommendations. 
Q: Are the California stakeholder reports on the website?

A (LI):  Yes. The link to the site is: http://calstat.org/evaluation.html. 

Joanne, KY. To make certain results are used, it’s critical to include meaningful findings (value-added) and recommendations.  A challenge or tension is not to create one be all report, but rather use the same information and present it in different ways. 

Q (Arlene, NV): In Nevada they did an integrated approach supporting both special and general education. The SIG didn’t fund one entire project, instead it partially funded multiple initiatives. Do any of you have suggestions on how to make connections to the data that is supported by various activities?

Chris, KS. The more our state dept is aware of the connections with the improvement goals across the state it provides the opportunity for greater data sharing. 

Mary Lou, SD: Are you including connections to the SPP work? In the state level, people are more aware of it. Our new SPDG is tied to the SPP.

Pat, VT/NH/MS: Like SD, our new SPDG was tied to the SPP. This alignment will simplify our reporting process.

Q: Do you look at the student outcomes at the site when there are multiple initiatives included in the SIG activities?

Li, CA: We don’t necessarily take the credit or the blame. We need to focus on what the ultimate student outcomes we hope to impact.

Larry W: How one writes a grant is a critical factor especially when you have number of disparate activities and you don’t have an exact way to measure them. It will be critical for evaluators to be involved in writing proposals.

Pat, VT/NH/MS: An excellent point, Larry. I found it a challenge to write a final report when I came in at the very end of the project or 2-3 years into the cycle. When you are initially involved in writing the proposal it makes it much easier. 

Q: What happens if previous evaluations have been conducted, are you using these reports? Is anyone else in this situation?

Joanne, KY. When you are late in evaluating a SIG, I found there were vague outcomes. I found it challenging to use this data. How do you make it right late in the project?
Larry W: Staff turnover is a challenge for all SIG program staff. Reasonable revisions to the grant are allowable and encouraged. We want to be flexible with this.

Larry M, OH: As part of the team responsible for evaluating the national SIG program, we found that evaluation people played an important role in how well the project was conducted. Including an evaluator as part of the design team is critical when considering revisions to the activities, to ensure that changes are made based on findings and not on ‘the best idea’ for the week.  Also, having a leadership team committed to understanding the evaluation data is key.

Larry Wexler - Final Remarks
I’d like to remind folks that final reports are due 90 days after the end-date of the final year of funding. This is when all funds are spent and activities are completed. If you still have funds, then request a no-cost extension. 

Next month, we’ll begin planning SIG Day at the OSEP Project Directors Conference. Some of you will be receiving a request to participate in the planning team meetings. 

I would like to thank everyone for attending today’s call. For future calls, we hope to use web meeting technology [Adobe Connect] like that used in February for Maryland’s online IEP Tool Demonstration. If you have ideas or suggestions for future Evaluator calls, please email adesjarl@uoregon.edu.  

Upcoming Deadlines / Events
· The 2008 SIG/SPDG performance reports are due May 2. 

· OSEP Project Directors Conference is July 21-23. For more information go to: http://www.osep-meeting.org/ 
