2008 SIG/SPDG Regional Meetings 
Evaluator Session Notes
Scottsdale, Arizona - November 14, 2008

How are we working with RtI Data as evaluators?

Oral reading fluency 

· CBMs 

· Dibels 

· Individual students vs. classrooms or grade levels? 

· Small school issue: small ns (less than 10) means using larger groupings, i.e., districts 

· Confidentiality issues 

· Benchmarks — if focus is on lower grades meeting basic minimum, can’t extrapolate to higher grades 

· Most tools are designed for early literacy, not older kids 

· MAZE - (kids read passage, used for comprehension) - may correlate better than DIBELS for upper elementary 

· Evaluators are at the mercy of what the program people select to use 

· There is a huge correlation between ORF and comprehension 

· Movement between the tiers — some data being collected on this (NV, e.g.) 
Next year — let’s do some of these analyses and talk about it then. Can those of us who are doing them, share more sophisticated analyses? 

What are OSEP’s expectations of states? States seem to be autonomous about their selection through the SPDG, beyond APR requirements.

They want to stay connected. They know there is a listserv, but they want a way to be more informally connected, like blogs, uber-pages, etc. Then they would like a place of their own on the website for products, reports, etc. to reside.

Tools Shared:
http://www.interventioncentral.org/  (something called “chart dog” highly recommended: http://www.jimwrightonline.com/php/chartdog_2_0/chartdog.php)
DIBELS website — can find technical reports that identify minimum benchmarks for grades 4, 5, and 6. http://www.dibels.org/index.html 
http://nwea.org/ : See Measures of Academic Progress (MAP) - Reading, Mathematics, and Language Usage tests measure growth to inform teaching and learning (http://www.nwea.org/assessments/map.asp). 
Principal Observation Tools (obtained at AEA convention - http://www.eval.org/search08/search.asp) 
Kansas City, Missouri - November 18, 2008

Attendees:  Lange, Pattie Noonan, Ryan Kellems, Julie Morrison, Amy Gaumer-Erickson, Cheryl Huffman, Ronda Jenson

Key Issues: 

· Readiness checklist for implementation in all areas/readiness. Survey both responses rate and ratings

· How do you “scale up” training for assessment review at school level? Integration of Gen. Ed. and Spec. Ed at state level so they’re a good model (ie PBIS, RTI). 

· How to measure collaboration relationships within initiatives? Evaluation results and sharing with Gen Ed. have controls, comparison schools. 
· Integrated modules—how to measure and use data in ways that are meaningful for decision-making.

Other Notes:

Measures/tools-for assessing System–readiness, implementation, Go to national implementation network (Fixsen)  http://nirn.fmhi.usf.edu/ 

*Julie mentioned an online survey used to measure readiness, not only w/ratings, but the level of participation in the survey too.

Cheryl—train/develop a subgroup to use/apply the data more in depth with their teams/schools (provide stipends and selection process for kids) “key informant”/facilitators support in understudy and only data

Social networking research—organization level and analysis (Amy and Patti)

Talking points and how to convey to other potential partners in the agency (internal networking) as well as externally (Cheryl H and Ryan)

Missouri: “Advanced Questionnaire” for various participants, individual parents (on the website) Builds on something that’s already in place, being used instead of creating something new.
California: Li Walters (CA) could possibly share/do something for personalizing reports, ect—she’ll possible do consults. 

Article recommendation – Assessing Collaboration

Measuring Collaboration Among Grant Partners."  Authors:  Frey, Lohmeier, Lee & Tollefson.  American Journal of Evaluation 2006; 27; 383.  
http://aje.sagepub.com/cgi/content/abstract/27/3/383
Upcoming Evaluator Workshops
Claremont University Graduate Program offers workshops for Evaluators. Aug, 21-27, 2009, www.cgu.edu/workshops. (Recommendation by Pat Mueller)

Washington, DC - November 21, 2008

How people operate as external versus internal evaluator

· What is the difference between external and internal evaluator? Often brought in after the project starts?

· Internal Evaluator.

· Importance of objectivity

· Responsible for collecting data

· Attended most of local meetings

· Responsible for day to day, nuts and bolts work

· External evaluator

· External evaluator provides a reliability check

· External evaluator brings more ‘authority’

· Often more of a junior/senior evaluator relationship

· Roles are often determined by the strengths of internal and external evaluators

Dealing with distance

· Need for technology

· Need to develop relationships to assist with data collection

· Importance of project manager to assist with data

Contracting

· How much work can one do prior to contract being finalized

PD Announcement 

· Claremont Graduate University – Evaluator Summer Sessions

Recommendations

· Using key questions rather than recommendations, so that it is more of a collaborative process

Reporting

· No federal guidelines

· It would be good to share reports with other evaluators, SIGNetwork is the obvious place

What Works?

· The need the ability to share instruments, strategies, reports, etc. 

· Meeting within RRC regions, such as what MSRRC does

· Using an Appreciative Inquiry model to better collaborate

· Updating SIGNetwork to include all annual and final reports, as well as a depository of instruments, strategies, etc. 

Have Pat Gonzalez to give a description/explanation of what the Evaluation Center is doing.

