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SIG/SPDG Regional Meeting - Evaluators’ Session 
Bethesda, MD, Hyatt Regency, for MSRRC & NERRC states 
November 6, 2007
Participants: Nieves Flores (CNMI); Denise Andreski (MD/MI/PA), Chithra Perumal (KY), Tamara Otto (MD), Wilma Jozwiak (NY), David Lillie (NC), and Sharon DeFur (VA), Andy Gluck (Macro)

Facilitator: Pat Mueller, NH Evaluator

Note-taker: Brent Garrett, TN & VT Evaluator

Opening Question - What is the hot topic for each evaluator?

Performance Measures

· Focusing on OSEP performance measures. 
· Set all objectives into a performance measure (p.m.) structure

· Impact of changing data (i.e., test scores) on p.m., AYP today may be different than AYP yesterday)

Change in Leadership

· Impact on data collection

· Hard to validate data with other sources of data

· Gathering an evidence base

Impact of Project Management

· One project isn’t doing what they’re supposed to do
· Another project won’t share what they are doing, getting the data

Evaluation of Implementation Fidelity
· Instruments to validate processes

· Effective implementation of youth services, literacy, positive behavior systems

· What’s alike, what’s different? Need something flexible enough to use across initiatives

· Need to get more data on fidelity of implementation
Establishing New Incentives

· Creating an evidence base

· Formalizing interventions

Developing an On-Line Data Management System
How Evaluation Data Are Being Used
Establishing Trust within the Evaluation Process
· How do you increase trust so evaluation is worthwhile?

Project Management

Beginning New SIGs

· Including evaluators from the beginning

· Being able to write the evaluation section of the proposal to ensure quality of implementation

· Evaluators create the initial logic models

· Connecting the development of the proposal to the SPP and SPP measures. Gives you a 5 year plan

· Differences between coming in at the beginning versus entering at midstream

· Using the evaluators’ contracts to spell out responsibilities of evaluation to formalize the process.

· State should drive performance measurement system, evaluators drive the technical end of developing performance measures

· How much content should evaluators bring to the table?

Data Systems

· Impact of state data systems on data collection
· Can they track student and/or teacher level data

· Tying into existing data systems to gather data

Using Evaluation Data
· Need a process to formatively use the information to improve implementation

· On-line systems

· Survey Monkey

· Home-grown systems, with prompts that will encourage people to actually enter data
· Importance of sharing data and results with partners to get buy-in

· Focusing on the positive, people will be supportive

Reporting

· Importance of defining data collected and measures used in qualitative section of APR

· Monthly/quarterly reporting process

· How do you get people to enter data?

· Using management as a hammer

· Using an interview format if needed to update data

Misc.
· Dealing with emerging initiatives and need to change
Implementation Fidelity
· RTI implementation fidelity checklist on SIGNetwork website

· States are varying on how they operationalize RTI

· Connection between implementation and fidelity of established programs

· What if program isn’t meeting individual student’s needs? It may be necessary to vary implementation to meet needs.

· Concurrently, if program isn’t being implemented with fidelity, it may not be effective.

· North Carolina

· Fidelity forms for different literacy projects

· Established a criteria level of fidelity (usually around 85%)

· “Lead” teachers complete fidelity form

· Reliability check of teachers completing fidelity process

· Regional literacy coaches oversee fidelity process

· Fidelity measures at www.ncsip.org
· Use of Coaches

· Need to formalize/standardize model

· What does coaching look like?

· Pat M. will forward publication/document about coaching/mentoring

· Coaching “process” (more of a generalist approach) versus “content for a specific model”

· ID of sites

· Focus on development of research based content of training

· Developmental review (seeing what’s going on in the project)

· Site teams rate themselves on items such as to what extent do we have a five year plan, etc.)

· Fidelity follow-up

· Collecting data and giving feedback

· Importance of research-base in establishing fidelity
· Continuum of fidelity – Document Larry W. forwarded at some point

· What are the critical elements of an intervention that we can identify from the data we have? 
· Working with the “best that you got”

· Maryland “Procedural Facilitators” for training on developing standardized IEPs.

· Look to What Works Clearinghouse and other research centers to determine research base and to get guidance on what should be included in programs.

· Using general models of good teaching to use as a base for all models. Doesn’t provide a specific model, but provides a starting place.

· Generating Expectations for Student Achievement – Wilma will share

· Collection of small studies/datasets

