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SIG/SPDG Regional Meeting - Evaluators’ Session
Kansas City, MO, Hyatt Regency, for NCRRC & SERRC states 
November 1, 2007
Participants: Michael Harvey (IN), Ryan Kellems (KS), Chris Walther-Thomas (KS), Violeta Carrion (IL), Amy Gaumer Erickson (KS), Cheryl Huffman (OK), Cheryl Lange (MN), Mary Kay Savage (MO – Parent Training Center)

Facilitator: Michael Harvey, Ball State University (IN)
Notetaker: Darla Griffin, Southeast Regional Resource Center (SERRC)
Discussion

Discussion Questions: What are our roles as evaluators in working with the SIG/SPDG projects?  What is the nature of the our relationship? How do we build trust with the staff and agency, especially when there is significant turnover in the project staff/leadership?  What about our relationships with project subgrantees or subcontracted entities within the state?

Collaborative relationships require continuing effort. Some revisiting and reviewing of expectations and grant may assist in this process where there is significant turnover with project staff and/or agency leadership/administration. Go back to our logic model of the grant; although we may need to make some adjustments due to changes in agency leadership with different philosophies and when the context has changed.

The evaluation plan may need to be flexible.  Keep a focus on the original intent, making revisions as appropriate.  If it’s something set in the grant and approved by the project officer, may be important to advise the new project staff/agency of the need to obtain approval for the revision.

Relationships are critical, including with mid-level staff, as well as the project director and agency leadership.  Sometimes, for data reporting, relationships with subgrantees/pilot sites, too.

If we’ve been more integrally involved in meetings, activities with prior SIG/SPDG project staff, with changes in style/preferences, we may not assume that’s the role that a new project staff or agency leadership will want.
In a client-centered approach, client tells evaluator what they want and that’s what we do.  How can we do that if the project/agency doesn’t know what we need to do?  The SIG/SPDG project advisory group can be a helpful resource. Also, attending meetings to have a common awareness of what’s being done. 

We select/recommend the evaluation approach with the SIG/SPDG project and advise/caution about limitations and strengths of what is considered or selected.

Not all SIG/SPDG project evaluators have access to support of graduate interns/assistants or other staff for development of templates, forms, data collection, etc. This may impact the extent/level of analysis of the data. Evaluators may need to subcontract for certain tasks.

Instead of site visits, self-reporting checklists and follow-up phone calls to determine fidelity of implementation.  Provide training/orientation to participants on what is being measured, how to use the checklists.  

Discussion topic:  pros/cons in using self-reporting vs. on-site observation/monitoring for fidelity of implementation. Qualitative data presents more challenges, but the data are informative in planning. 
(Minnesota) MN-SIG shared examples of evaluation participant survey forms and explicit script for standard administration of surveys, follow-up surveys via Zoomerang web site, timelines, and templates for data reporting/submission by each of the individual projects/activities.

(Illinois) IL-ASPIRE, Evaluation Tools: self-assessment of problem-solving implementation (SAPSI), fidelity of implementation checklist, parent survey were shared.  Center for School Evaluation, Intervention & Training, Loyola University Chicago – See web page for CSEIT IL-ASPIRE at http://www.luc.edu/cseit/aspire.shtml 
(Indiana) Discussion of “perceptions model” - master survey of questions central to school reform – ultimately using data for development of action planning. Qualitative analysis and continuous feedback, self-assessment survey analysis, state reported data analysis ISTEP & GQE continuous improvement monitoring. Triangulation of data and longitudinal trend analysis present special challenges; a rich pool of quantitative and qualitative data is being compiled for evaluation. (See the SIGnetwork web site,  Measuring Up for the Indiana State Improvement Grant (IN SIG) Evaluation Model.)
Discussion: For longitudinal evaluation approaches, the presence or lack of statewide, student identifier numbers - - issue in data collection and use of the data. When the project evaluation involves data collection/sharing with other non-education agencies, FERPA and other privacy/confidentiality issues must be addressed.  Aggregate data should not be a problem.  

Where possible and relevant, aggregate data is useful, especially with limited staff and resources. Some evaluators deal more with student level raw data; others deal more with aggregate data.

Do the evaluation approach and data measure what is needed and answer what we need to know?

Extensive data reports/compilations vs. executive summaries:  Practice of indepth explanation and coaching project staff through the extensive data information and comprehensive data is separate from providing an executive summary with key talking points. 

(Kansas) – New SIG Executive Summary, District Progress Monitoring Tool was shared.
Discussion: Gathering data – how the project participants report around different variables may vary or need to be adapted, depending on the context.  There might be some need to negotiate with the project participants, with recognition of unique circumstances.

Strands of evaluation/data collections, “on-the-fly” measurements, short surveys, needs assessments could potentially be used.

PBS/PBIS project initiatives - – Are states using the same evaluation tools as the national project OR doing a different measure/data collection? Although this is appealing for some reasons, is this a realistic approach with the local school project participants?  

Are all the project subgrantees/pilots implementing the same model?  That is essential to decisions about which measurement tool/data collection approach/tool to use. 
Oklahoma SPDG: Shared a packet of project evaluation materials and examples from the previous SIG and for the new SPDG.  Materials include the Evaluation Plan, RFP applications for subgrantees, checklists, rubrics, and reporting by participants/recipients.
(IN) inQuisit – a stand alone, “homegrown” by Ball State University, survey web-base, akin to what Survey Monkey does.  It’s designed to work with the university’s version of Black Board. Data can be downloaded into Excel, SPSS.

Discussion: Look at a data collection matrix for what we need. 

Data entry controls are an important consideration in the system selection/design.  Otherwise, it could be the data “from H_ _ _” and not very informative or useful.

Cautions: Be careful about asking for too much information and too often.

KISS - - “Keep it simple & short.”  What is minimal and necessary?
Cohort groups might be important to build into the evaluation of some activities/initiatives.
Wouldn’t it be great if there was one centralized portal that everyone could use for data collection! We’re all creating and developing tools and measures.

Bottomline: The logic model and evaluation plan are so very important for the SIG/SPDG.  
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