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STATE PERSONNEL DEVELOPMENT GRANT NETWORK.




	Notes – Directors’ Teleconference

Efficiency Measure
June 26, 2007


States represented on the calls:

	AL
	AK
	AZ
	AR
	CA
	CO
	CT
	DC
	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
	bold indicates participation.

	
	

	Also present on the call:
	Larry Wexler, OSEP (2nd call)
Andy Gluck, MACRO (1st call)
	Daphne Worsham, SIGnetwork/UofO


SEE BELOW FOR TELECONFERENCE DISCUSSION

INTRODUCTION:

Daphne Worsham moderated the calls this day. Larry didn’t join the first call, but did on the second.
First Call

Efficiency Measure Discussion: Daphne wondered if any of the Directors had read the notes from the Evaluator’s last call concerning efficiency measures. There was concern about the unit of measure (i.e., schools, people, etc.) Some were concerned that any ideas that they and evaluators had were going to be useless unless Larry was going to be able to lobby successfully for the way they wanted it. 
DW: Larry wants to have all questions/concerns/ avenues looked at and brought up so that he can use that logic during the negotiations with the OMB people. 
Some states were concerned that if the unit of measure were at the school level it wouldn’t be aligned with what they’re working with. Sometimes they are working with universities or with early intervention and not school systems at all, so maybe it could be tailored individually by state? There was discussion of perhaps using a weight but there was the question of where/how do you weight them.
Discussion moved on to fidelity. Daphne mentioned Larry’s comment about the amount of dollars divided by something. How do we know we’re even doing anything related?
State: Mississippi mentioned the difficulty they would have because they have some pretty rural districts (only 4 schools in some). There’s a big difference with schools and staff. A certain level of effort is required with only 15 staff members. It doesn’t seem equitable across the board to just divide it by the number of people. They are also concerned by the fact that this is only their second year and the data will look bad.

State: Is training 15 people efficient use of technology/trainer/trainers but also that which is effective producing good results? The challenge is to keep a balance between efficiency and effectiveness.

Andy Gluck: Looking bad in the beginning is good, the baseline should/would be low and annual reports will not be looked at until end of 2nd year. There are a bunch of measures, some annual, some long-term. The whole effectiveness question will be answered by other than efficiency and Larry wants to marry the two, while the budget person from OMB has another perception. OMB would like to have it this year and make it time driven. The long-term will be the scale-up question - an easy metric to divide dollars by. The problem is that they are not due until 2010. Their view is SIG/SPDG are two different programs and looking at final reports – SPDG is not due out till 2010# (?)  – What do you do in the interim? That’s where the people would come in – if you can’t count people – stopgap for efficiency measure till schools kick in.
State: You can’t identify which – how many people to train – how many kids? Not really systems change.

State: There’s the standard system guide for Professional Development – so any PD done out of SIG has to come out of this guide and follow local/state SPP to impact 20 indicators. It takes 2-4 years to create systems change according to Dean Fixsen – there’s a lot of time lag between start up and change.

State: One thing they put in was sustainability with mentors with the Professional Learning Committee.

State: Fixsen’s good/fast/cheap side of the triangle and said that it seems that you can overlay effectiveness with good/cheap but it won’t be fast.

AG: During the Project Directors meeting there should be some discussion of change of evaluation procedures. Political pressure is on them to show that money being spent is getting something, problem is trying to generalize to larger areas, it’s not quite the same – mentoring low performers – trying to spread the wealth – not easy to find schools with same logistics, etc. Did you get your ratings from the feds?

State: Only 5 or 6 states passed – Pennsylvania did well.

Daphne: Here’s a secret from several states passing APR – they spent a lot of time talking to representatives. Secret of success is in how you write the report. A lot of problems were missing data, wrong data. Check with your OSEP representative, ask them how do they want this, what do they want here?

State: Special Ed units had to submit APR report in February and just last week the report came out.
State: Is Congress going to reinstate SPDG money in current budget?

Daphne: Quite a bit of info about meeting in last month’s minutes. Did everyone send Audrey their info about mentoring and state initiatives?

States: Yes, chart leaves a lot out.

Daphne: There is a lot more on the original chart, but Larry shortened it. Goodbye.

Second Call: 
DW:  Asked if anyone had read the notes of the last evaluators call and a couple of states indicated they had.

State: What if something worked at one level but not entire district?
State: It had to be implemented with fidelity to be counted and what does fidelity look like?

LW: Use efficiency to tie fidelity to be counted – so assumption is that if it is scientifically-based and implemented with fidelity it will be successful. Think of money as the numerator and the unit (school/district) as the denominator – if the cost per unit goes down, that’s efficiency. Part of sustainability is that whatever you implement you do it with fidelity. The struggle is that since change with SPDG, what’s been brought up is that it’s a state Personnel grant – can we use people or districts?
State: Focus - teachers tried to implement and - better way to measure fidelity – wants to ensure that it’s being done the way it’s done.

LW: Thought evaluators would do a sample of some type.

State: Support the idea of school unit – would depend on original grant write-up.
LW: Concern with districts is that to do it fairly you have to weight the district – how do you weight them?

State: You’re about to award a bunch of new ones and a lot of people will be starting from scratch.

LW: There’s concern about OMB coming at them with the new SPDG.
State: Data may be aggregated. The department is looking for numbers - what happens as a result of the money – hard to quantify.

State: During my review of the June 14th evaluators call notes, there was talk about money and impact and quantifying it – “other resources you’ve leveraged.”

LW: Tennessee’s an example. RTI started with SIG and now it’s a statewide initiative with state money. Also there are the trainers on trainers, how do you represent them?

State: California has trainers that then train cohorts and then they follow those trained sites. It’s ongoing  with the new SPDG it’ll refocus CADRE folks reflecting on data and what it means infusing it into model of improved practice. Pause and re-look at what we are watching and collecting – tracking school sites supported by ongoing coaching and trying to measure effectiveness and changes at the school sites.
LW: It’s a difficult process. We don’t want to gild this. Whatever the unit is I’d prefer fewer, done right. We’ve seen zero sustainability in some of the previous programs (i.e., transition systems change). 
State: Make the case in performance report that fewer done right would be worth it.

LW: Longevity is what it’s about – back to weighting.

LW: PBS can use Swiss  fidelity instrument – great shape; literacy I’m not sure – doesn’t have comparable fidelity index.

State: Iowa is moving to measuring cohort groups of students – tracking from 1st to 12th grade.

LW: Trying to please two masters – must do program stuff and what you have to do for yourselves. Tracking kids across time is best to prove to the state to get state money. State money is where it is. Take early intervening services money, especially school-wide initiatives and show how you leveraged over time.  I have to report every year, what unit would be ideal for denominator? 
States: schools (CA, CO, NE)

State: districts (IA)

LW: My bias is schools, because it’s the most common, comparable entity. The problem with schools is fidelity measures are school-wide, everyone is using different programs and approaches.

State: Will there ever be a fidelity measure across literacy?

LW: Very tough.

State: Maybe the new RC will give some guidance.

LW: The Progress Monitoring Center has some. I bet if some directors of textbook purchasing called up textbook publishers there would be a fidelity measure before they hung up.

State: California has 2 or 3 literacy programs – no specific fidelity measure for those programs.

LW: I believe that if the demand (request) were made it would get results but it would be the publisher to do it. Try the NRCLD at Vanderbilt or other sites may have some fidelity parameters – universal but general.

State: Maryland – generic things following programmatic research base, if you change the research base, then there’s no fidelity.

LW: Does corrective reading have a quick and dirty measure?

State: New Hampshire and Maryland have autonomy to pick program, a whole bunch are being used.

LW: Seems like publishers should put it in. Maybe states should request Progress Monitoring Center. Posing the question, Are there fidelity measures for the 10 most popular reading programs and see what they have to say – who might think about doing that?

State: Are you saying that’s what those progress centers are for?

LW: Ask your RRC. Progress Monitoring Center is for reading and could tell you or direct you, then we could drive the use of such an instrument. OR PBIS didn’t develop that quickly. Is anybody interested in pursuing it?

State: Colorado will do it.

LW: Call John Copenhaver – get back to us as soon as you can and we’ll put it in the mix.

State: National Center has standards for high quality for fidelity. Call Daryl Mallard he’s working with the University of Kansas task force.
LW: The National Research Center for Learning Disabilities, the Fuchs, Daryl is KS branch. 
Announcements

LW: Announcements of new grants will be public soon. State: Where will it be posted?

LW: I like to call, typically. The slate’s been approved so now it’s just the process.

State: When is the final determination on efficiency measure?

LW: Our Budget Services Office person is really involved in this. She’s entering a placeholder which has to be filled by the efficiency measure (required by OMB) and she is trying to arrange a meeting with the OMB examiner in regards to this thing. We’ll try to talk this thing through. There’s no timeline so I don’t know when it’ll be -- as fast as it can be made to happen. 

We’re about to schedule the Regional Face-to-Face SIG meetings for early November. There will be 3 – Sacramento, DC and Kansas. The new project officers will be at DC meeting.

State: Is the agenda for the 18th considered finalized?

LW: Yes, sure we will need to add some content, but it’s been through it. Still looking for a place to accommodate all of us for the Metro trip.
Here are a few links to visit for background information and implementation tools regarding fidelity of implementation. (From Daphne at the WRRC)
This section from the NRCLD’s RtI manual addresses fidelity: http://www.nrcld.org/rti_manual/pages/RTIManualSection4.pdf
Conversation with Linda Diamond, V.P. of The Consortium on Reading Excellence, regarding fidelity in instruction. http://www.corelearn.com/PDFS/Articles/High%20Fidelity.pdf
Criteria for scoring Read Well fidelity measures: http://randb.jgcp.ku.edu/Project%20Management/Read%20Well%20Fidelity%20of%20Implementation.htm
