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STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT GRANT NETWORK.




	April 12, 2007

Evaluators’ Topical Teleconferences

Sustainability of Intervention Through Ongoing and Comprehensive Practices




First call: 1p Eastern / 10a Pacific

Second call: 4p Eastern / 1p Pacific

Represented on the calls:
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	Bold indicates participation


	Also present on the calls:
	•Larry Wexler, OSEP
	•Audrey Desjarlais, SIGnetwork


(On the first call only, Larry introduced Pat Gonzales from OSEP, who will be involved with evaluators.)
•BACKGROUND•

Questions distributed before the call: 

1) How should we measure sustainability?  

2) What efficiency measure needs to be added to our performance measures? 


INTRO: This will be a free flowing discussion, the purpose being that you’ll have some input to what you’ll be held accountable for. The point of this performance measure is that training shouldn’t be a one-shot deal; it should be sustained over time, utilized and implemented with fidelity.  OSEP will hire an expert review panel to review final performance reports (1/1/06-12/31/06), in an evaluation of the SIG program overall. How should they evaluate whether you have practices that are sustained? 

FIRST CALL

state:
We look at followup TA, site visits, ongoing coaching, ongoing observation (we use checklists to gauge degree to which practices are being implemented at the site level).

state:
Two sustainability activities:  First is fidelity observations in all project classrooms (3 per year).  We can look at that data for extent of fidelity and follow through for sustainability.  Second is developmental review:  regional literacy consultants talk to folks doing the implementing (project teams respond to a set of questions, makes them think about where they’re going, what they might get involved in).  

Larry:  If you find lack of fidelity, what then?

state:
Haven’t yet formalized a process that would kick in when low performance happens.  We use a tool (3-pt scale), success being 2.5 or above.  Seventy-five percent of teachers demonstrated high fidelity.  Project coordinators talked with us about what more they can do to increase the percentage. Teachers are rotated out of projects informally and new ones in.  Training goes on all the time; in network meetings we report to all projects about current data, with the implication that they need to know when they’re not doing well.  They need to make sure teachers attend additional workshops.  We also use coaching numbers as data.

state:
We look at extent of building capacity for training and coaching (regionally and district/school level).  We do trainer-to-trainer.  Also, sustainability to institutionalization (to what degree these activities end up in state plans, etc.).  Looking for evidence for how the activities end up in enduring documents other than the grant.

state:
We do followup/follow-along surveys a lot, and base further professional development on responses.

state:
One important thing is after initial training and site visits, each site received ongoing check-ins and coaching for 3 years.  Site to site TA also works well.  There is a team checklist around fidelity; we like to find out what they need as they go along.  With sites that implement with fidelity over 3 yrs, they can apply for a leadership award, and become part of a statewide community of practice, offering additional training and collaboration with other sites, and those sites receive an extra 3 days of TA per year, but they also provide 3 days of TA per year to others.  

state:
When grant is supplied, people know they need to sustain.  We set up demonstration sites.  We also have a training and TA network; they become professional developers, which sustains the system.

state:
I’m going to suggest we set up a procedural Bible (different from Annual Perf Rpt) to be a guidebook for institutional memory and continuity.  I saw while doing the report that new people coming into the project can’t get up and running fast enough because of lack of history.  If the project at the dept. level has procedures (based on history) in place to make sure sustainability activities happen, it’s more likely sustainability will occur.  

Larry: Some factors we want to consider, based on what you all just said:


-Coaching be formalized, involving retraining
-Fidelity measures institutionalized through statewide or district plans (model demos of success)
-Institutional memory to codify what’s being done


Of these elements, what are the key pieces, what must be present when a panel reads a final report, so they can conclude professional development activities are being sustained?


Our panel will look at about 10 final performance reports, looking to verify what percent of them are sustaining their practices.  What rubric do I give them to judge yea or nay on the percentage of professional development activities?

state:
There needs to be on-going practice (combo of things:  coaching, content TA ongoing to deepen knowledge, model sites, peer-to-peer).

state:
We’ve designed activities with an eye to the nature of the practice, and the degree to which the activity involves discussion among higher ed partners about what constitutes sustainable practice, conditions under which practices are being sustained.  A What and a How.

Pat G.:  In a large project where there are multiple outcomes/activities, for activities implemented late on the project, you won’t have enough data to support the concept of sustainability.  In those cases, perhaps come up with a list of factors and rate how many of those items are in place for each activity.  Would provide a measure for the potential for sustainability.  

state:
There are two batches of data:  1) Are there activities; and 2) What’s the degree of implementation and fidelity, and then also, 3) sustaining over time.  

Larry:  Are there any sustainability deal-breakers that absolutely must be present in order to say you’re engaging in practices that will sustain the project?

state:
Fidelity observations are a must.  We train local people to do that.  Once that is done routinely, that’s a sustainability process that’s established.

state:
We’d like a look at products, not just practices.  We’re establishing a clearinghouse on replication of practice and sustainability.

state:
Did the activity get embedded into something at local level?  Can they sustain it from a resource point of view?

state:
There’s no way we can sustain on a fiscal basis, but if we can train a constellation of sites and give them support to institutionalize, the activity should become self-sustaining, and even begin to impact others (scale up by itself).

state:
Look at the core of what you want to sustain, rather than all the trimmings.  

Larry:
Sustaining should be of evidence-based practices, implemented with fidelity.  Trimming the practice trims the fidelity.  We need something simple, straightforward and generalizable, able to be communicated simply to the panel.

state:
Multiple sustaining activities/products are offered and being accessed, and is there fidelity of implementation (possibly add whether it’s sustained over time).

Larry:
Now I’d like your thoughts on an efficiency measure we need to come up with.  In the TA&D performance measures the measure is ‘cost per unit of TA.’  I don’t think that will work well with professional development.  When we say ‘efficiency’ we are talking about money and spending it efficiently.  In effect, we are answering, “Was the spending of the money worth it?”

Let’s remember that SIG can be used for generating models that then can be taken to the legislature to scale up with state money.

state:
It comes down to student outcomes.  Are there positive changes in student outcomes at a school site where we implemented these practices?

state:
We had a sea change when we addressed the SPDG, purposely choosing activities for the data they’d give us on student outcomes, that we could use to document the success of the project.  This was new thinking, ‘how can we translate outcomes to dollars?’  The stakeholders want to hear this.

SECOND CALL

Larry: I use performance measures to drive the SIG program.  The SIG will never be a bunch of grants; I want it to be a program with the performance measures driving where the program goes.  Where it’s going now is sustainability of practice.  


Evaluators drive what happens in the projects, and we want to get the message out that we have to have sustainability.


This morning’s teleconference generated a list of elements:


-activities are formalized
-retraining as a result of fidelity checks
-coaching
-institutionalization
-model/demo
-development of an institutional memory document
-ongoing training resulting in deeper knowledge
-secured stream of funding


Pat Gonzales pointed out that the final report includes activities that have just begun, so it’s hard to judge sustainability.


The deal-breakers we came up with:


-fidelity
-activity embedded?
-coaching


We summarized two major components:  


-multiple sustaining activities are implemented and accessed (multiple sustaining activities can be what we already listed)
-fidelity/implementation checks

state:
New York added ‘products’ to ‘activities’ (tools, materials on research based practices, etc.)

Larry:
I’m trying to develop a metric for the panel of reviewers, to help them determine if there are sustainable activities.  Give me some input.

state:
We have 9 regional professional development partnerships.  School district has begun to take over, financially.

state:
How about evidence that the activities have been incorporated into some existing entity of the state (policy, legislation, DOE initiative)?

state:
Include what’s happened from the state’s perspective, and the district’s, and interagency relations.  Those can be very different between rural and urban states. 

state:
One southwestern state had a huge problem with compliance quality of charter programs, and thru SIG changed state policy to incorporate an ongoing infrastructure at state level to do ongoing training.

state:
We could break down institutionalization into changes in policies/procedures/practices at state level, and at the LEA level.  Political context will vary state to state.

state:
This can influence the efficiency measure/indicator.

Larry:
We can’t be parted by OMB without the efficiency measure.  

state:
State context may drive whether the institutionalization is at state or local level.  Sustainability of efforts will come out of different levels, depending on if it’s a large or small state, an urban or rural state.

state:
There are 14 states that have about 50% of the total special ed children.  How they use SIG dollars will be different from the rest of the states.

Larry:
Yes, on the face of it.  However, largeness is in the eye of the beholder, especially when it comes to looking at impact.

state:
I agree.  The reviewers are looking for sustaining activities or products, and institutionalization is just one aspect.  

state:
Sustainability is a continuum, from planning to scaling up and institutionalization.  It would be interesting to look at the elements across time.

Larry:
Providing reviewers with a menu to choose from, we have to determine if there are any musts on the menu, the deal-breakers.  Fidelity is a deal breaker.  Is retraining people if fidelity is not found a requirement?

state:
I would say so.  You still have to get to fidelity.

state:
Retraining including more coaching, workshops, etc., then I agree.  

state:
Retraining may not be the best word; perhaps use ‘followup’ instead.

state:
If something is sustained, with a continuing pattern of some kind of success.  But the success can vary, depending on the goal in mind.  

state:
What level of fidelity are we talking about?  Districts, schools, classrooms?

state:
I think different projects look at different levels.  
What is the Objective, Larry?

Larry:
“Percent of professional development/training activities based on scientific/evidence-based practice, provided through the SPDG, sustained by ongoing comprehensive practices.” 
This wording came about in response to seeing one-shot trainings in reports.  

state:
Does that mean the initial activity is sustained with other supporting activities, or should the implementation be sustained?

Larry:
The training might be over 5 months (I anticipate most of it will be training over time).  Then, where’s the line between the training and the sustaining??  At times it’s both.  Any followup is sustaining.  Providing additional knowledge may not be. 


Back to the deal-breakers:


-fidelity checks
-followup support when there’s not fidelity
-followup support as part of institutionalization/sustainability
-evidence that knowledge is being reinforced/expanded


state:
This list seems hierarchical or ranked to me, with institutionalization at one end: a lower sustainability rating for ongoing training; higher rating for institutionalization.

Larry:
You’re talking about developing scales, in which case the challenge is where to draw lines; at some point you end up with a yes/no answer (positioning ‘cut scores’).

state:
Fidelity can be confused with sustaining.  Doolittle’s dissertation points out that very little work has been done on fidelity of implementation over time.  

state:
She also found 3 or 4 key factors (out of the 50 for self-assessments for sites) that indicate ability to sustain a program over time.  

Larry:
We’re saying fidelity is a major element of sustainability.  One way you know you have a sustained practice, is if fidelity is present.   

The SIG program reviewers need to know all the distilled sustainability elements.

state:
Like, “You must have fidelity checks, and at least X number of ongoing activities.”

Larry:
Yes, “and they may be any of these.”  

How does this interface with states’ internal TA&D systems?

state:
The internal TA&D system is responsible for the followup.

state:
The list we’re developing is important also in that it’s serving as prompts to reviewers who are not so familiar.

Larry:
I’ll write all this up and put it on the evaluator’s listserve and open it for comments.  We’ll also have notes from these calls to refer to.  

Q:
Do you recommend states ask for a no-cost extension?

Larry:
Yes, ask for it a month before the grant expires.  We panel on May 8&9.  It usually takes about six weeks after that.  Remember, if I have to cut the funding in a proposal by 40 or 50 percent, it probably won’t get funded.  There’s no problem with a state having an extension and a new grant at the same time.  You can’t spend your old grant money on activities in the new grant that are NOT consistent with the old grant.

Q:
A project on extension and at the end of 3 years, do we complete an APR?

Larry:
No.  If you’re on an extension, you don’t submit a performance report until the final report.  That may change, but for right now that’s the answer.  

NEXT CALL:  May 10, same times.  We’ll devote the discussion to efficiency measures.  Please be thinking about this.

Thank you all for being here and helping me think through this.  Take advantage of your peers if there’s something you’d like to discuss.  Pat Gonzales is also available to chat with any of you.

