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Evaluation Plan of the Maine SLC Consortium 
I. Introduction to Maine SLC Consortium Evaluation Plan

The University of Massachusetts Donahue Institute (the Institute) is serving as the external third party evaluator for the Maine Smaller Learning Communities (SLC) Consortium (the Consortium). The following evaluation plan, developed by the Institute’s evaluation team in collaboration with other key members of the Consortium Oversight Team (COT), aims at ensuring that (1) the goals, objectives, strategies, and outcome measures are appropriate to the project and aligned with the U.S. DOE’s grant performance indicators; and (2) the evaluation is integrated into and responsive to the project plan.
Fundamentally, the major purpose of this SLC evaluation is to provide each of the five participating Consortium schools with information that will be useful in gauging their progress and in identifying areas for improvement. The primary audience for the evaluation – and thus for the annual evaluation reports and other data dissemination activities – will be the COT, consisting of high school Principals and members from each school’s leadership teams, project staff from the Southern Maine Partnership (SMP), and other educators from the five participating schools. 

A further responsibility of the evaluation, as required of all grantees, is to provide objective third-party information to the U.S. DOE on how effective the project has been in accomplishing the Consortium’s stated goals and objectives. 

II. Development of the Plan

During year one, the Institute’s evaluation team first began by working closely with the SMP Project Director and the COT in establishing updated project goals and objectives. Along with providing assistance throughout this process, the evaluation team helped to create a flow chart detailing the alignment between project goals and objectives, implementation strategies and activities, and data sources to be collected to measure progress (see Appendix A for current version, which will be updated as necessary as the project unfolds).
Once the final goals and objectives were agreed upon and approved by the U.S. DOE, evaluation team members were then able to begin development of a plan to ensure each of the objectives could be measured and that core research questions could be adequately addressed by the end of the grant period. Development of this evaluation plan involved several steps and is derived from a number of sources and considerations, including:
1. Review of the evaluation plan and activity detailed in the original U.S. DOE proposal from the Consortium; 
2. A series of interviews with each of the high school Principals (and site coordinators at some schools) to gauge their interests on a range of possible research activities, and a sense of priority given the likelihood that resources could not support everything discussed;
3. Determination of what data will need to be collected as evidence to demonstrate whether project objectives are being met and why;
4. Internal evaluation team meeting to identify research activity that could be accomplished with available resources while providing maximum value to the Consortium; and 

5. Discussion with John Newlin, Project Director at the SMP, to summarize information from steps 1-4 and leading to endorsement to move forward with preparing a complete draft evaluation plan.

III. Core Research Questions: Focus of the evaluation activity

The SLC evaluation will include the collection and analysis of a range of data sources to develop findings regarding each of the project’s objectives, and will address the following broad research questions.

Project Implementation Outcomes

· Has the project resulted in an expansion of 9th and 10th grade teams into grades 9-12 Vertically Aligned Communities (VACs), such that every student is known well and academically supported by a core group of teachers and other adults? (Subject to revision as “team” and “VAC” are further defined). 
· Are teachers provided high quality professional development?

· To what extent are students experiencing a rigorous, relevant, equitable, and personalized curriculum and instruction as a result? 

· Are schools utilizing informal and formal data to strengthen those areas of success and make project improvements where necessary?
Student Outcomes

To what extent does the SLC initiative lead to improved educational and life outcomes for youth it serves, including:

Intermediary Student Outcomes
· Are students exhibiting the expected positive changes in attendance and behavior?

· Are students indicating a greater sense of engagement and connection with adults at their school?

Academic Student Outcomes

· To what extent are students experiencing a college-ready curriculum as a result of the project?

· To what extent has academic achievement improved for students as a result of the project?

Post-graduation Student Outcomes

· Are students achieving success in their post-secondary education, careers, and life after high school as a result of the project?

As the answers to these questions are considered, the evaluation team will also strive to identify and document:
· Factors that have influenced the extent or success of implementation;
· Causes and potential solutions for mixed findings or impacts;

· Emerging promising practices;

· Causes and potential solutions for gaps in evidence, including additional data which need to be collected to properly measure certain outcomes outside the realm of this evaluation; and
· Key lessons learned through implementation of the project.
IV. Communications
By April 2007, each of the high school Principals will designate one lead person from their school who is on the COT to serve as a point of contact with the Institute’s evaluation team for all project evaluation activity. These people (Evaluation Coordinators) will be chiefly responsible for providing feedback, and when necessary endorsement of all evaluation matters described in this plan, including the student/teacher survey instruments, the student database analysis plan, and drafts of annual SLC evaluation reports. In addition, Evaluation Coordinators will be responsible for managing and ensuring success for all key evaluation activity at their school, including survey administration, setting up and organizing annual school visits from evaluation team members, collection and transmission of data to the Institute as necessary for the student database, and any other aspects of the evaluation requiring school input and assistance. In schools that have a separate Data Coordinator, the Evaluation Coordinator will usually guide the work of the Data Coordinator.
V. Data Sources and Collection Methods

The evaluation will rely on multiple sources of evidence and encompass a range of both quantitative and qualitative data. Following is an overview of the specific data sources and collection methods to be utilized. 

1. Annual Student and Teacher Surveys – Building off of existing survey instruments in place at some of the schools, evaluators will create two separate surveys, one for students and one for teachers, with questions customized to measure the impact of project implementation. Some of the questions will be designed to capture feedback related to specific project objectives. Other questions may take a broader perspective to uncover student and teacher views of essential SLC implementation areas (e.g., school security and safety, connections with adults, college ready curriculum, intervention and support strategies, postsecondary planning, etc.).

Both surveys will take the form of paper/pencil unless evaluators are confident that a more efficient mechanism such as web-based surveys can be administered to generate a sufficient response rate of high quality. The instruments will be designed by the evaluation team utilizing software products which will enable responses to be organized, checked for accuracy, and scanned directly into SPSS or a similar statistical analysis program. The surveys will consist solely of closed-response item questions. Each school will be permitted to add up to five additional closed-response questions of their choice for both surveys, in support of school specific SLC initiatives otherwise not included in the general survey instrument. 

Surveys will be administered each winter (except during year one when surveys will be conducted in May 2007). Specific administration techniques will be determined collaboratively with the site evaluation coordinators to design a feasible approach for different settings. Early discussions with Principals point towards the “advisory” periods as the best time slot for student survey administration.

The Institute’s evaluation team will work with the COT and site evaluation coordinators to examine respondent data and assist with the development and dissemination/sharing of findings with individual School Leadership Teams. Analysis of results will be structured to provide feedback for the entire Consortium population with sub analyses for each school and student category separately, where feasible.

The quality of survey results will be reviewed after the year one administration. If they fail to provide sufficient information for meaningful analysis we will consider ways to enhance the instruments or administration process as necessary for year two and beyond. The decision of how to proceed will be made collaboratively by the evaluation team and the site evaluation coordinators.  

2. Annual Site Visits and Focused In-depth Studies – The Institute’s evaluation team members will initiate annual site visits each spring during years 2-5 at each high school. During these annual visits they will conduct a series of focus groups, individual interviews, document collection and review, or other formal and informal data collection activities. Part of this field research will be to investigate in greater depth issues arising from the baseline report, annual performance report (APR), ongoing data analysis, and student/teacher survey findings.
Site visits will begin in spring 2008. A formal data collection protocol will be used by the Institute’s evaluation team to gather perspectives and insights on:

· The nature and quality of the classes and programs being offered at each school;
· The relationship between the programs, professional development, classroom instruction, and student learning;
· The successes and challenges in achieving project objectives, informed in part by survey results and other data analysis;
· The project’s impact on teacher and student outcomes; and

· How the project has effected the everyday lives, decisions, and behaviors of students (supported by longitudinal component – see item 4 below). 
3. Student Database – The Institute’s evaluation team will rely on each of the Evaluation Coordinators (possibly with school data/information systems personnel serving as an intermediary) to provide them with specific individual student records – in electronic form and including a limited set of agreed upon variables – which they in turn will use to create an SLC student database. Importantly, the Institute will not be creating a new student management system for schools’ use. Rather, the evaluation team will be requesting specific information which school personnel will be able to pull from their own internal student management systems. These variables will be determined using the needs of the evaluation, the resources devoted to this component of the evaluation, and the feasibility of each school to gather and report these data accurately and on a timely basis as the critical factors in selection. The goal is to add value to the project evaluation by allowing the Institute to compare student data by important sub-groups (e.g., gender, grade, team/VAC, academic standing, etc.), analyze trends over time, and address other components of the SLC evaluation in a more extensive method than otherwise. Importantly, the student database will also allow the evaluation team and COT to assess progress toward achieving a range of specific project objectives. Although a potential outcome of this work may be that schools become better at managing and using their data, the main role of the Institute is to organize and analyze the data sent by schools and report on key findings pertinent to the project evaluation. As such, while the Institute may be able to make space for some data in the SLC Database that schools may eventually find useful, the Institute will only be able to utilize data in its assessment of progress which is accurate, complete, and consistent across each of the five participating high schools. 
The initial objective will be to establish the communication protocols, database infrastructure, and an early data analysis plan. In an effort to avoid becoming distracted by incomplete or otherwise insufficient data from the outset, the first round of variables comprising the database may be more limited than the range of data collected in future years. (The Institute will provide the schools with the actual database for their ongoing use once the evaluation contract has ended). To streamline the process, evaluation team members will create and send to each school an Excel spreadsheet containing a list of variables required. The spreadsheet will be accompanied by a handbook intended to provide a simple description and coding scheme for the requisite data elements, along with the standards for collecting, formatting, and reporting these data to the Institute.  
Evaluation team members and Evaluation Coordinators will work together in establishing a timeframe for data to be collected and sent to the Institute on a consistent basis. Each school will need to agree to this timeframe. A meeting will be held each year to assess quality, usefulness, and time needed to maintaining the database and to address whether it warrants continuation of resources allocated for this activity.

4. Longitudinal Study – A sample of approximately 75 students across the 5 schools (15 per school) will be chosen to participate in a longitudinal study over the course of 5 years – beginning with solely 9th graders and continuing with this same group of students until the fall after high school graduation (essentially the sixth year of the grant). The goal will be to collect data which can reveal changes in student attitudes, school behaviors, or postsecondary plans that might best be recognized by tracking same students at different points in time. Evaluation team members will attempt to meet with these students in person in the course of their annual school visits and during a phone conversation that will be conducted in the fall after their high school graduation. Recognizing that this sample will not be large enough to generalize any findings to the entire student population, these series of discussions with students will aim to bring “real-life” stories to the projects’ impact on the everyday lives of students and staff.
VI. Reporting

Throughout the duration of this contract the evaluation team will continually assess the effectiveness of the project’s efforts to meet stated goals and objectives. Evaluators will have ample opportunity to provide key stakeholders with timely feedback, whether it comes from participation in COT meetings, individual school visits, communication with SMP coaches or Project Director, and/or annual reports. Importantly, although the evaluation will focus on the initiative as a whole across all participating schools – thus capitalizing on the collaborative nature and common goals of the grant – we also recognize the unique qualities and approaches that schools employ and therefore evaluators will also produce individual school data as necessary so that findings can be used for individual school decisions. The evaluation reports will reflect the collaborative nature of the actual evaluation and build off of the results from year to year. Deliverables will include the following:
Interim Briefings

The evaluation team will meet with the COT team on at least an annual basis to review evaluation findings resulting from data collection activities outlined in this document. It is understood that meeting times may fluctuate throughout the grant period but the evaluators and SMP Project Director will jointly decide on the most opportune times to share and discuss pertinent evaluation findings.
Formal Reports

During years 2-5, the evaluation team will complete and submit an annual evaluation report for each of the first four years and a final report at the end of the fifth year that will include information on implementation in year five and across the entire project period. This report will include data on the development of the project, including the progress each school has made toward addressing the specific research questions listed in this document.

Appendix A: Maine SLC Consortium Goals and Objectives

	Goal #1

What is the vision for long-term change?
	Measurable Objectives

What specifics do we want to achieve?
	Strategies/Activities

How will we accomplish this? What exactly will be done?
	Target Measures and Data Sources

What data/information will be collected to demonstrate whether our objectives are being met?

	Each school will be organized into Vertically-Aligned Communities (VAC’s) that group each student with a core group of teachers and that support personalized learning.


	1a. Interdisciplinary Teams and Vertically Aligned Communities: All 9th grade students will be on Interdisciplinary Teams at the start of Year 1. All 10th grade students will be on teams by no later than the start of Year 3. All 11th and 12th grade students will be on Vertically-Aligned Communities (VAC’s) by no later than the start of Year 5.
	
	· APR

· Student Database

· Donahue student survey to assess meaning/quality/impact. Also, purity – why not?

	
	1b. Interdisciplinary Curriculum Experiences: All 9th graders will have engaged in at least 1 meaningful interdisciplinary curriculum experience by no later than the end of Year 2. All 9th graders will have engaged in at least 2 and all 10th graders will have engaged in at least 1 by no later than the end of Year 3.


	
	· How will schools document and provide evidence (e.g., lessons plans, units, descriptions, etc.)?

· Short teacher and student end of experience survey

	
	1c. Advisor/Mentor Connections: The percentage of students who disagree with the statement: “There is at least one adult in my schools who cares about me and knows me well,” will decrease at least 10% per year, beginning with Year 2.


	
	· Donahue student survey

	
	1d. Disciplinary Infractions: The percentage of disciplinary infractions will decrease at least 10% each year.


	
	· APR

· Student database provides deeper analysis

	
	1e. Attendance: The Daily Attendance Rate will be at least 94% or will increase at least 2 percentage points each year.

	
	· APR

· Student database provides deeper analysis


	Goal #2

What is the vision for long-term change?
	Measurable Objectives

What specifics do we want to achieve?
	Strategies/Activities

How will we accomplish this? What exactly will be done?
	Target Measures and Data Sources

What data/information will be collected to demonstrate whether our objectives are being met?

	Each school’s curricula and instructional practices will be rigorous, relevant, equitable, and personalized.


	2a. Post-secondary-Ready Curriculum: All students will experience a Post-secondary-Ready Curriculum (a curriculum that can fully prepare them to graduate ready to succeed in Post-secondary Institutions without remediation) by no later than the beginning of Year 3.
	
	· Programs of study reflect only post-secondary ready curriculum

· What evidence will demonstrate that this is more than language change?

	
	2b. Honor Challenge Options: Of students enrolled in heterogeneous classes, the percentage of these students enrolled in Honors Challenge Options will increase at least 3 percentage points each year, beginning with Year 2.
	
	· How will schools document kids enrolled in honors challenge options?

	
	2c. Use of differentiation, literacy, numeracy, interdisciplinary, and technology integration strategies:  The percentage of teacher use of differentiation, literacy, numeracy, interdisciplinary, and technology integration strategies will increase at least 10% each year, beginning with Year 2.
	
	· Unresolved question for now

	
	2d. Passing Courses On Time: The percentage of students who do not pass all of their Core Curriculum Courses “on time” will decrease at least 7% each year, beginning with Year 3. The percentage of students who pass “on time” will be at least 90% by no later than the end of Year 5.
	
	· Do schools have the capacity to collect and report these data?

	
	2e. Passing Courses Within 1 Year:  The percentage of students who do not pass all of their Core Curriculum Courses within 1 year after the end of each of these courses will decrease at least 12% each year, beginning with Year 4.
	
	· Do schools have the capacity to collect and report these data?

	
	2f. Enrollment in Intervention Strategies: Of the students who are identified as needing intervention strategies, the percentage of these students who are not enrolled in intervention strategies will decrease by 10% each year, beginning with Year 3.
	
	· Do schools have the capacity to collect and report these data?

· Can enrich student database

	
	2g. School-wide Scoring Rubric for Writing: Each school will develop and successfully implement a school-wide scoring tool for writing to inform instruction, by no later than the end of Year 3.
	
	· Donahue Institute collects and reviews each rubric. 

· Discussions at school visits

	
	2h. Rigorous, Relevant, Equitable, and Personalized Curriculum and Instruction:, The percentage of students who disagree that the curriculum and instructional practices in the school are rigorous, relevant, equitable, and personalized will decrease at least 5% each year, beginning with Year 2.
	
	· Donahue student survey


	Goal #3

What is the vision for long-term change?
	Measurable Objectives

What specifics do we want to achieve?
	Strategies/Activities

How will we accomplish this? What exactly will be done?
	Target Measures and Data Sources

What data/information will be collected to demonstrate whether our objectives are being met?

	Each school will be deeply engaged in a process of continuous improvement


	3a. Professional Learning Groups (PLG’s): By no later than the end of Year 2, all teachers will be on PLG’s of 4-10 teachers that meet at least once per month for the equivalent of at least 90 minutes, and that are facilitated by trained facilitators.


	
	· SMP participation form

· Donahue teacher survey to measure impact

	
	3b. PLG Facilitators: By no later than the end of Year 2, all PLG facilitators will participate in monthly school-based Facilitators Seminars that are led by a Principal (and the school coach as available).


	
	· SMP participation form

· Donahue teacher survey to measure impact

	
	3c. 3-day Cross-school Seminars:  All teachers will have participated in at least one 3-day cross-school seminar to expand their repertoire of instructional strategies in differentiation, literacy, numeracy, interdisciplinary experiences, technology integration, or writing by no later than the end of Year 3. All teachers will have participated in at least two by the end of Year 5, and at least 20% of all teachers will participate annually.


	
	· SMP attendance data

· Donahue teacher survey to measure impact on teaching and learning one year later

	
	3d. 3-minute Classroom Observations: Each school will conduct at least 200 three-minute classroom observations and share the data with the faculty each month for the purpose of improving classroom instruction, beginning in January of Year 1.


	
	· SMP PDA data and analysis

· Donahue teacher survey to measure impact and feedback

	
	3e. Teacher Leadership:  The percentage of teachers who agree with the statement: “There is high quality teacher leadership for the school’s continuous improvement process,” will be at least 80% by no later than Year 3.


	
	· Donahue teacher survey

	
	3f. Student Perceptions of Improvement Efforts: The percentage of students who agree with the statement: “I am part of a school that is engaged in a process of continuous improvement,” will increase at least 5% each year, beginning in Year 2.


	
	· Donahue student survey

	
	3g. Teacher Perceptions of Improvement Efforts: The percentage of teachers who disagree with the statement: “I am part of a school that is engaged in a process of continuous improvement,” will decrease at least 5% each year, beginning in Year 2.
	
	· Donahue teacher survey


	Goal #4

What is the vision for long-term change?
	Measurable Objectives

What specifics do we want to achieve?
	Strategies/Activities

How will we accomplish this? What exactly will be done?
	Target Measures and Data Sources

What data/information will be collected to demonstrate whether our objectives are being met?

	All students will graduate prepared for college, work, and citizenship
	4a. Graduation Rate: The graduation rate will increase at least 2 percentage points each year, beginning in Year 2, or it will exceed 92%.
	
	· APR

· Student database provides deeper analysis

	
	4b. State Tests in Reading, Math, and Writing: The percentages of students (as a whole and in all subgroups) scoring at the proficient or advanced level on the state tests in reading, math, and writing will each increase at least 3 percentage points each year, beginning in Year 2, or the school will meet AYP.
	
	· APR using SAT scores
· Student database provides deeper analysis

	
	4c. On Grade Level in Reading, Math, and Writing:  The percentages of students who are not on grade level in reading and math by the end of their 10th grade year will each decrease by at least 10% each year, beginning in Year 2. The percentage of students who are on grade level in writing by the end of their 10th grade year will each increase at least 3 percentage points each year, beginning in Year 4.
	
	· Lexile data reported by NWEA and/or SRI?

	
	4d. Support for On Grade Level in Reading, Math, and Writing:  The percentage of students who agree that the school has supported them to be on grade level in reading and math will each be at least 85% by no later than the end of Year 3. For writing, this percentage will be at least 85% by no later than the end of Year 5.
	
	· Donahue student survey

	
	4e. Post-secondary Plan: All seniors will have a meaningful post-secondary plan by no later than the end of Year 3.
	
	· Donahue Institute reviews plans

· Donahue student survey and longitudinal study to measure impact and feedback

	
	4f. Post-secondary Credit Courses: All graduating seniors will have participated in coursework in which they can earn AP or Post-secondary Institution credit by no later than the end of Year 5.
	
	· Do schools have the capacity to collect and report these data?

· Can enrich student database

	
	4g. Preparation for Post-secondary, Work, and Citizenship:  The percentage of students who agree that the school has supported them to be ready for Post-secondary Institutions, work and citizenship will be at least 85% no later than the end of Year 3.
	
	· Donahue student survey

	
	4h. Enrollment in Post-secondary Institutions: The percentage of students enrolled in Post-secondary Institutions in the first semester following graduation will increase at least 5 percentage points each year by Year 3, or it will exceed 65%. Of the students who were enrolled in a 2 or 4-year Post-secondary Institutions in the first semester after graduation, the percentage who are still enrolled in the third semester following graduation will be at least 80% by no later than Year 5.
	
	· APR

· NSC data
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