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STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT GRANT NETWORK.




	May 10, 2007

Evaluators’ Topical Teleconferences

Efficiency Measures


First call: 1p Eastern / 10a Pacific

Second call: 4p Eastern / 1p Pacific

Represented on the calls:

	AL
	AK
	AZ
	AR
	CA
	CO
	CT
	D.C.
	DE
	FL

	GA
	HI
	ID
	IL
	IN
	IA
	KS
	KY
	LA
	ME

	MD
	MA
	MI
	MN
	MS
	MO
	MT
	ND
	NE
	NV

	NH
	NJ
	NM
	NY
	NC
	OH
	OK
	OR
	PA
	RI

	SC
	SD
	TN
	TX
	UT
	VT
	VA
	WA
	WI
	WV

	WY
	WRRC
	Bold indicates participation


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


•BACKGROUND & INTRODUCTION•
We have to come up with an efficiency measure to evaluate the SIG program, per OMB.  Efficiency is synonymous with cost; but I believe we can define the units so this measure fits our program better.  Our other measures (replication, sustaining, etc.) are great, and we need to make this one equally useful and integrated with the other measures.  I use the measures to drive the program, and I want to push us in the right direction, so I need your input.  [The data source for the program evaluation will be final reports (from ‘06). We don’t have to look at every activity in the grant, but I’m not sure at this time what we’re going to look at.]

FIRST CALL

•
You might want to look at whether progress is being made, and if changes come as a result.  

•
There is a built-in comparative dimension to efficiency, so the question is as compared to what?—an ideal case, relative other cases?  How can cost come into that?

LW
What we’d want to happen over time is, the cost per unit would decrease.  

•
A Google search for ‘efficiency measures’ yields cost per unit stuff, but also a report from UK on improving agency functioning.  They talk about quality of services being an essential element that needs to be included along with the cost per unit.  They want to be sure the most effective results are obtained from the resources available.  Looking at long-term output and results is harder to do, but it is possible.

•
So tie your input/resources to whether progress is being made and outcomes are being produced.  

LW
I hear that we need to integrate something qualitative into the measure, to ensure the unit is a unit worth having!  


I have some germs of ideas I’d like you to respond to.


FIRST IDEA:  Can we connect the efficiency measure with replication and sustaining?  Replication could be the number of units (schools, or...); so the replicating units have a sustainability factor in them (implemented with fidelity).  This will be trend data.  If your focus is on adolescent literacy and you’re training teachers to implement a practice, in year one you may do it at 3 sites, spending $300,000 ($100,000 per site).  Year two, you scale up to 20 sites, spending $400,000 (your cost per unit becomes $20,000).  You do trainer of trainers, and your scaling up moves geometrically.  As you implement with fidelity more and more sites each year, your cost per unit goes down.

•
That’s more meaningful, less sterile, and connects with our other performance measures (research based practices, fidelity, replication and sustaining).  It seems quite practical.

LW
Projects will turn to evaluators in collecting these data; I want the data to be collectible!


We’ll only look at a max of 9 reports.  We aren’t obligated to look at everything over those 9 reports.  We could look at literacy, math, induction….etc.  

•
But is it going to be really telling about the quality of the product?  This seems to have gone back to strictly cost per unit again.

LW
It’s cost per unit, but the unit must count for something.  Research-based, implemented with fidelity, with sustainability, that makes it count (makes it quality).  

•
As long as we have guidelines and can focus our reporting, we can make a legitimate case with this.  Tracking the cost is an issue I’d like to talk with experts here about.  We can look at dollars site-specifically, and linking outcomes. We could make a good case, for instance, for PBS program, because there’s a direct relationship there.

LW
I wouldn’t ask you to get down to what it costs to do something in a school. Instead, what did it cost you to implement PBS this year?  Then divide that by the number of sites.


SECOND IDEA:  Should the unit of analysis be schools or districts, or classrooms, or what?  

•
District seems too broad to get good info.  Classroom level is too detailed.  School level seems more sensible.  The cleaner the better.

LW
THIRD IDEA:  One benefit may be that if you can show the cost per unit (school), it allows the state director to go to the legislature and make a case for funding.  Based on that, I’m considering Bonus Points for ‘Did the initiative leverage additional funds within the state?’  This is part of sustainability, and systems change—assuring the project activities will continue after the money is gone, because the state is taking over.

•
Sometimes a state will kick in money, but it’s not new money (it may be integrated into an established funding stream).  

LW
Maybe ‘leverage more money’ should stay with ‘sustainability’.  I’ll think about it.  

•
How will this be laid out?  A laundry list?

LW
If this becomes a performance measure, we’ll develop directions as to what you report on.  We could provide a menu, and you choose one. 

SECOND CALL

LW
We’re looking at how much bang we got for the buck.  I also want to be sure we tie the measures together.  Remember, we don’t have to evaluate everything a project does to support the measure.  We can pick activities to use as the data source.  A unit of measurement could be the number of schools in which a research-based practice has been implemented with fidelity and with sustaining factors.  You’d need to come up with a cost, what you spent on this each year, and divide it by the number of schools (units).  It would be a somewhat rough measure, but a measure that could be repeated for years.

•
Part of sustaining is helping develop coaches and disseminators.  

LW
One sustaining measure is ‘does the money leverage additional resources?’  We could award bonus points for that.  

•
I think that would be critical.  Some dollars spent on activities are in reality being spent on outcomes too.  Perhaps bonus points for nurturing a broader network, too.  

•
Ripple effects that in turn bring about systems changes that take on a life of their own should count, and be weighted differently.

LW
Perhaps include those new sites in your units count.  But it’s also important to keep this rubric simple, so I’m veering away from weights.


The sooner we get these performance measures established, the sooner new projects can begin collecting data.  Another option is to track annually, or only after the final report.

•
As evaluators, we’re not privy to budgetary details, so this would be a whole new avenue of looking at things.  Knowing the measures ahead of time would help.

LW
Performance measures are supposed to be tied to future funding from Congress.  Re: PARTing—I have told our liaison to OMB that I’d prefer to receive a poor rating in a PART based on good measures that drive the program in a good direction, than to utilize measures that do not drive the program in a positive direction.  
They are really looking for progress over time.  I’m not so concerned with low baseline at this juncture.

•
How do you place 50 different SPDGs in context to look at efficiency?  Each effort a state undertakes goes through stages.  Project lifecycles are consistent:  initial planning, development, implementation, scaling up.  An efficiency measure trying to span all those is going to turn out muddy.  A better question is, “What does efficiency at different stages look like?”  

LW
If we fund 20 new SIGs this summer, a minimum of 15 will be a continuation of what they’ve already been doing, so it’s hard to say what stage they’re in.  
-If the goal in a SIG is to implement PBIS in 400 schools over 5 years, in year one, their efficiency for meeting that goal could be near zero, but in subsequent years more development happens, scaling up, and you’re doing it at more sites in year two, exponentially more in year three, etc.  Your cost per unit has decreased and your efficiency has increased.  
–What if the program does the first stages really well, gets to the point of scaling up and never gets anywhere with that?  How efficient is the program?  
–What if the planning was bad, the development haphazard, yet they’ve somehow installed the process in a bunch of schools with fidelity?  Would you then not care about the initial stages?

•
Don’t confuse efficiency with quality.  

LW
If you are scaling up a research-based practice with fidelity, it will be quality.

•
What’s the standard measure by which each state determines they are implementing with fidelity?  

LW
The simple fidelity measure checklist, developed by Horner and Sugai, worked well.  Such a checklist may not exist for other practices, in which case we’d have to depend on the states.  Evaluators will keep them focused. 

•
Sometimes the beginning of things looks incredibly inefficient, but pays off later. Weighted activities, if you understand the stages, can be useful.  Some activities deserve different weight.  Perhaps we need to develop an architecture for this, reflective of commonalities but allowing individualized efforts.  

LW
My challenge is to design something that’s do-able and not too complex.  I’m hoping we could look at yearly data and see trends.

•
I think that’s problematic if you try to parse it annually rather than summatively.  If we were to insert our ‘initial stages’ look at efficiency in our annual report and then share it locally (which we have to do), there could be public blowback.

LW
So you’d rather a bottom line approach:  ‘we proposed to do this, we spent X amount of money, and here’s our efficiency rating’.

•
Cumulative approach Larry describes is the best of both worlds.  Eventually we’ll get there, knowing what the cost per unit is each year.  I don’t like keeping it blind until the very end (summative).

LW
There’s no standard for efficiency.  The data each year can be shown to OMB, demonstrating that we take this seriously and are working toward something.  Data becomes more useful over time, and also becomes useful to leverage other money in the state.  

•
I like the idea of keeping track, but possibly not putting it in the official report.  How much do Directors comprehend the importance of all the various measures?

LW
They’ve been completely supportive of the performance measures thus far.  To a degree the Directors defer to the Evaluators.  
 

NEWS:  
•OSEP Director has announced her departure to go to Kansas as Commissioner of Education.  


•We’ll be parceling out some project officer responsibilities here, and the people who will be administering individual projects will be seasoned, strong people.  This will allow much more collaboration with OSEP.  Nothing has to be vetted; these projects are meant to address needs in the states, so collaboration is most of what will be going on.


•We paneled yesterday.  We’ll notify in 8 to 10 weeks.


•I need to pull an agenda together for the project directors meeting.  If you have ideas, let me know.

NEXT CALL:  June 14, same times.  

After you read these notes, feel free to give Larry feedback (the sooner the better).

