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1. Overview: Develop an overview statement or description of the program to be evaluated, who it serves, its goals etc. Identify the major and minor stakeholders. How do you plan to gain the confidence of the stakeholders, work with the stakeholders?

Teacher Leadership Program

            
The Teacher Leadership Program (TLP) is a district-wide program created to provide classroom teachers with an opportunity to gain knowledge and insight into becoming a school-level administrator.  TLP is funded by a school district in a southeastern state.  TLP is being evaluated by a five person team.  Below is the evaluation proposal.  The first section gives a description of the program and the program’s stakeholders.  The second section describes the evaluation approach.  The third section provides a detailed explanation of the evaluation design.  The fourth section provides a report of the ethical and bias issues this evaluation might face and how the evaluation team plans to address these issues.  The fifth section outlines a budget for the evaluation.  The sixth section discusses how this evaluation could be utilized and reported to the various stakeholders.  The seventh section presents how the evaluation team plans to monitor and anticipate any contextual or political factors.  The final section provides a summary of the qualifications of the evaluation team.

Section I

Program Description

            
The Teacher Leadership Program (TLP) is a district-wide program created to provide classroom teachers with the opportunity to gain knowledge and insight into becoming a school-level administrator.  Developed and implemented at the request of the superintendent of schools in a southeastern state, TLP was created to increase the quality and number of in-house candidates for vacancies in school-level leadership positions.  From 2000-2005, the district offered, in collaboration with a State University, a cohort program for teachers interested in earning the leadership certificate required for building administrators.  Each cohort had 10-12 participants.   Additionally,  6-10 teachers would enroll in leadership programs at other local universities.  Other teachers interested in leadership certification could enroll in a state-run program.  However, the current superintendent was concerned that district applicants for school-level leadership positions were not as knowledgeable about district programs, policies, perspectives or expectations for leaders.  This school district has seven high schools, seven middle schools and 14 elementary schools and enrolls approximately 25,000 students.  Each school is administered by a principal who is assisted by three assistant principals (AP) at the high schools, two APs at the middle schools and one AP at the elementary schools.  Each year an average of one to two principal vacancies and three to five AP vacancies occur within the school district.  The district prefers to hire for these positions using in-house candidates. 

            
The goals of TLP are to (1) help individual teachers find out about themselves in terms of their leadership skills and interests; (2) learn what the district expects of school leaders as well as current district policies and plans; (3) increase the leadership capacity within the schools; and, (4) increase the pool of “qualified local” candidates for school leadership positions.  TLP was developed collaboratively with the current superintendent, a university professor of educational leadership and a retired district administrator who served as an elementary school principal within the district for over 20 years.  Teachers involved in TLP were to spend two years in the program.  The first year of the program consists of monthly seminars and workshops.  The second year of the program provides teachers with an opportunity for in-school leadership responsibilities supervised by the school principal.  Once teacher participants complete the TLP, if interested, they are encouraged to enter an educational leadership certification program or, if they have already completed a certification program, to submit their resume to the school district leadership candidate pool.

            
During the 2006-2007 school year, the district implemented TLP.  The program began with a cohort of 50 teachers from across all grade levels.  These participants were selected through recommendation of their principal based on their leadership potential.  At the end of the second year of the program, 2007-2008 school year, there were 15 teachers who completed the program.  The second TLP cohort began their first year during the 2007-2008 school year with 30 teachers participating.  At the end of the 2008-2009 school year, 7 teachers completed the program.  A third cohort began the program during the 2008-2009 school year with 30 teachers 12 of whom completed the program in the 2009-2010 school year.  The fourth TLP cohort which began in the 2009-2010 school year with 30 teachers is still ongoing in the 2010-2011 school year.

            
The purpose of this evaluation proposal is to provide an outline for how TLP will be evaluated for program and cost effectiveness.  To this end, it is essential to involve the major and minor stakeholders in the evaluation process.  The evaluation of the Teacher Leadership Program was initiated by the superintendent of schools who, in conjunction with a university professor of Educational Leadership and a retired elementary school principal, developed and implemented the program.  As the major stakeholders along with the School Board members and the teachers involved in TLP, the evaluation team plans to involve these groups throughout the evaluation period from planning to the final report.  The minor stakeholders, students, school administrators at all levels, the Parent Teacher Association and teachers interested in leadership positions will also be involved throughout the evaluation.  


            
During the evaluation planning stage, the major stakeholders will each be interviewed to determine what they see as the major goals of TLP and how well the program is achieving those goals.  Additionally, these stakeholders will also share what they saw as the problems with the previous leadership programs and the causes of those problems.  These stakeholders will also comment on what they would like to learn about TLP and the possible uses for the evaluation.  By involving the major stakeholders at this beginning stage, the evaluation team can gain their confidence as well as learn valuable information about the program being evaluated. 

            
Once the evaluation begins, the stakeholders will receive reports based on the data-gathering after the first few weeks of the evaluation process.  These reports will consist of a tiered email status update with the superintendent and school board members receiving a fairly detailed report of the data-gathering phase and the administrators, TLP participants involved in the evaluation will receive a brief write-up on where the evaluation team is in the process.

            
When the evaluation is finalized, the superintendent and school board will receive bound copies of the evaluation report and a presentation reporting the evaluation findings will be given at a school board meeting.  All stakeholders will receive an executive summary version of the evaluation report and the evaluation team will hold a round-table question-and-answer session to respond directly to stakeholder issues and questions.  Additionally, a press release will be written and distributed to media outlets and other interested public parties so the public can be made aware of our evaluative efforts.

2. Approach: Describe the evaluation approach used and why this approach was selected.

The framework of evaluation of the Teacher Leadership Program utilizes the objectives-oriented approach.  This evaluation approach is most simply described by Ralph Tyler as evaluating a program to determine the extent to which the program objectives (goals) were achieved (FSW).  The discrepancies between program expectations and program observations then serve to suggest areas of program shortcomings or improvements (FSW).  Implementation of this approach, for evaluation of the TLP program, will employ empirical methods including collection of participant data through multiple means, conducting content studies of archival district office records, and consulting with experts (program designers and managers). 

This approach was selected because the superintendent of schools (the primary stakeholder) initiated the evaluation for the purpose of determining how effective the program has been in achieving its goals in order to determine feasibility of the TLP program continuation.  The program has four clearly identified goals from which to base evaluation questions which may utilize a variety of empirical methods to collect data.  The selection of this approach will strengthen the evaluation because of its ease of use (has a degree of simplicity), focus on outcomes, high acceptability, and its ability to force objectives to be set (FSW, 160).

It is the hope of this evaluation team that upon the conclusion of the evaluation this approach may help to clearly provide information which may contribute to decisions about: program effectiveness and possible continuation (if the program is found to be effective), program changes and modifications, support, and add to general understanding about the program (Worthen, 1990).

3. Design:
a. Present a detailed design showing:

i. evaluation questions

ii. instruments to be used to collect data

iii. sampling plan of subjects

iv. data collection plan, timing, who is collecting what data

v. data analyses needed

vi. who is responsible for each component

vii. design approach used and rationale

viii. time frame for each activity

Parts i-viii could be presented using a chart or figure to present all or some of this information.

This is being completed in the spreadsheet titled Final Project - Design

b. Describe how you plan to addresses issues of reliability and validity of instruments and threats to the validity of the design.

In order to determine the reliability of our measures, we first acknowledge the limitations within which our evaluation team is functioning: the evaluation period is relatively short duration of time so we do not have the luxury of time necessary to perform effective psychometric analyses on top of the evaluation analyses required.  Given that we are developing our own measurement instruments (and not using previously tested measurement tools), our intent is determine the internal consistency reliability of our instruments by utilizing the Cronbach’s alpha technique (so as not to be constrained by dichotomous scoring used when testing Kuder-Richardson 20 reliability.)  We further acknowledge that our measure of internal consistency is an estimate of consistency; therefore, we may only determine an estimated reliability in this case.  In order that we do not artificially inflate the value of the internal consistency reliability coefficient, we will be mindful of providing ample time for the survey participants to answer without experiencing any time-related pressures during the process.

Considering validity means we have some reasonable assurance that our measurement instruments (tests) are indeed measuring the characteristics we assert that they measure.  This is a bit more problematic in the needs assessment phase, as there is the possibility of setting our criteria arbitrarily.  To ensure validity, we need to develop our criteria based on characteristics of leadership and administrative competency derived from the literature, paying careful attention to published district policies and articulated expectations.  Our approach is to use a combination of the criterion-related and content validation techniques to strengthen the study (with some elements of construct validity considered as well).  The teachers’ scores on the test could be correlated with their performance as administrator candidates, and we could also determine if there is a relationship between the behaviors measured by the test and behaviors expected for the administrator candidates.

Based on the emphasis we are placing on the content of our measurements corresponding with district policies and expectations, we foresee construct validity as the primary category of the potential threats to validity we may encounter.  Our concerns revolve around the quality of responses provided by the participants.  Since the level of responses may have a direct correlation to the ultimate career track open to our instructors, there is a risk that responses provided to the evaluation team may be wilfully altered so that the respondent may realize some form of personal gain.  

c. Describe how you will ensure:

i. the program is (was) being implemented as defined

ii. data are collected and analyzed as proposed, and

iii. the integrity of the design is maintained?

The evaluation team will ensure that the program is being implemented as defined by constructing a management plan (FSW).  This plan will be a tool to help oversee the entire project by specifying the personnel, resources, and costs for each evaluation question identified.  Managing personnel will be important to ensure either evaluation team members or “staff” are assigned and appropriately completing tasks; to continually evaluate stakeholders and perspectives, and to identify and manage with political forces and influences (FSW).  This plan will also help in identifying, allocating, and monitoring resources related to program evaluation.  Finally, the plan will be an important element of controlling evaluation costs (FSW).  The management plan will add a greater level of organization and structure to the evaluation which will aid in ensuring that program implementation is aligned with the evaluation definition and design.

Throughout the course of the evaluation, a large amount of data will be collected and processed.  In order to maintain a greater level of data integrity, procedures must be established and communicated.  These established procedures will identify and explain appropriate sources of information and methodologies to be used in data collection and analysis.  Further, sampling procedures will be specified as well as policies for information collection (how, when, who, what, etc…).

The integrity of the design will be maintained through careful analysis of salient data to include remembering that just because data exists, it does not have to be used (FSW).  Also, a plan for interpreting results will also be established which will include any issues with reliability and validity.  Finally, it would be advisable to review evaluation checklists (metaevaluation) to ensure all appropriate areas identified by the design have been addressed.

4. Ethical/Bias Issues: 
The evaluation team sees no bias issues with their involvement in this project.  To avoid any perceptions of bias, the team will keep reflexive logs to monitor how the evaluators are emerging as  inquirers.  The team will also engage in peer briefing to provide an external check and play Devil’s advocate.  There will also be an audit trail to ensure our methods are dependable and can be confirmed.  (FSW 417).

In terms of confidentiality of respondents, our team subscribes to the idea of “Respect for People” articulated in the Rights of Human Subjects and Human Interactions.  (FSW 429).    We will obtain informed consent from all participants outlining the evaluation and the agreement signed by both parties will guarantee confidentiality.  The purpose of this is to get objective responses that will then not be used for disciplinary reasons by the employer.

There are several bias issues that might need to be a addressed as part of the data collection and sampling on the part of the respondents.  The first deals with the superintendent.  The superintendent’s intrinsic and extrinsic motivations may play a part in hoping the outcome is a certain way.  Is there an outcome  he is hoping to have?  The change in the hiring practices comes as a result of a change in district leader expectations.  As a new superintendent, are their expectations objective?  Further, is there bias in place on the part of the university?  Can they be objective, as they might stand to lose funding or stature if the program does not succeed.  Further, they may tend to gain enrollment for their program if the school-based program does not succeed.  Additionally, there may be bias present from the retired principal.  As he is retired, but re-hired by his former district, his loyalty and subsequent objectivity might be called into question, “Generally, the potential for organizational pressure is greater when the evaluator is employed by the organization whose program is being evaluated.”  (FSW 421).  In this case, while the former principal may be,  none of the evaluation team members are employed by the district.  The school district hired our group because they want to see if the program is a return on their investment.  In either case, we will provide them with data that will show their program is worth the investment and should continue, or not worth the investment and should be discontinued.

Lastly, the issue of budget is important.  In these harsh financial times, a more financially prudent outcome might be favored by some which would pre-load the results.  The evaluation team has no vested interest in the outcome, as none of us are employed by the school system.  Though our team would like repeat business as an evaluation company, we are willing to be truthful but give the truth in an unbiased way.  (FSW 421)

To address these issues, several strategies will be put in place by the evaluative team as endorsed by the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluation (1994) and American Evaluation Association (1995).  While ethics are “not the sole responsibility of the evaluator” (FSW 431) our group will do our part to uphold ethical behavior.  We will not be pressured to alter findings.  We will not have any pre-conceived notions to the outcomes.  We will not suppress any finding or selectively report findings.  We will not violate confidentiality.   We will not omit legitimate stakeholders from the planning process.    In short, we aim to provide a complete and fair assessment within the realm of our formal agreement that protects the rights of the human subjects in the study.  (FSW 427)

5. Budget: Provide an estimate of the cost of the evaluation showing the costs of various general categories of the proposal (e.g., personnel, data collection/analysis, travel, reporting, duplicating, supplies etc.).

See budget spreadsheet attached.

6. Reporting/Utilization: Present your reporting and utilization plans. For example, how frequently will reports be issued, to whom? What plans or ideas do you have to ensure the results of the study will be utilized?

Evaluation results will be reported based on the following considerations: the duration of the overall evaluation; the report constituents including district leadership as well as rank-and-file faculty; and the potential political impact within the community based on findings and recommendations, both procedural as well as budgetary.  Because of the variation and vertical separation between audience constituencies, it will be critical to foster acceptance of the evaluation findings and recommendations across these diverse constituencies.  The reporting mechanism(s) must afford transparency and allow for interaction during the process of dissemination.  As Weiss and Bucuvalas (1980) assert, users that find evaluation results in sync with their own preexisting assessments are more likely to accept the evaluation.

Frequency of reporting evaluation results will be driven primarily by the overall duration of the evaluation process.  As the first three weeks of the evaluation will involve much data gathering and relatively little analysis up to that point, we anticipate the first interim report to take place in the fourth (possibly) fifth week of the evaluation.  The intent at this point is not to provide a comprehensive review of findings, but rather a more basic “weather report” of where we stand and what questions we see as important or possibly problematic moving forward.  For the initial interim report, we see a tiered email status update as being appropriate: 1) a fairly detailed report of the data-gathering phase to be made to the district leadership (superintendent, etc.), 2) a brief write-up on where we stand in the process to be made to the administrators and faculty participating in the evaluation, and 3) a release for the press so that the public can be made aware of our evaluative efforts.

The final report will be officially distributed in its complete form as a bound written report to be provided to the office of the superintendent of schools who initiated the evaluation.  An executive summary version of the report will be provided to all stakeholders, and an associated news release will be prepared and released to the press and other interested public parties.  In addition to the written report distribution, the evaluation team will hold round-table question-and-answer sessions with 1) the superintendent and 2) the broader group of stakeholders with the intent to respond directly to issues and questions raised by those audiences.  Because of the potential political ramifications of the results, the evaluation team sees value in providing clarity regarding the results in an open dialog format.  This is to ensure that the audiences understand the data and associated interpretations presented (a variation on the theme of data delivery as depicted by Alkin, Stecher, and Geiger, 1983; Henry 1997).

In order to ensure that the results of the evaluation will be utilized to the greatest extent possible by the stakeholders, we propose to develop implementation procedures that will align with final recommendations.  The intent is to assist the school district with using reported findings, minimizing any potential procedural or technical hurdles.  The procedures developed will serve as a tangible tool and clear blueprint for the school district to follow and use in order to help them either retain structure or restructure the TLP program in such a way that it leads to a desirable outcome for the district and the community it serves.    

Clearly, it is important for us to write the final report and frame the interim reporting a well as the proposed question-and-answer sessions with the appropriate specific audience in mind.  Rather that a generic report format, we would recommend choosing one in line with the superintendent of the Board of Education's needs (Patton, 1986) and the final report would have both written analysis and easy to understand graphics for the intended audience.  A summary document targeted to a broader faculty audience will be authored appropriately, as will the general public press release.

We will also involve the stakeholders in the process by having them provide input regarding dates that they would like the information framed, what information would be useful, kinds of recommendations, and how they would like the collected data presented (Brinkerhoff et al., 1983). The superintendent and others involved are likely to use the information if it is in accordance to their expectations and in a format that is usable and easy to understand.

It is our belief that reporting transparency is of great value in this particular context, and the credibility of the final report is less likely to be questioned if all the stakeholders understand the reporting process as well as the opportunities provided to them to interact with the evaluation team and how their input is integrated into the evaluation process.

7. Contextual/Political: 

There are several possibilities, both latent and not in regards to politics that might be in play.  One must be wary if  there is any pressure from the Board of Education for the success or failure of the program.  Perhaps the board is getting pressure from a variety of groups, such as parents or teacher’s unions and as a result, applies influence on the superintendent.  Is the success or failure of this program part of the superintendent’s evaluation?  If the superintendent’s performance review is based upon the success or failure of the program, they may have a vested interest in the evaluation results.    Further, the local university may have political ties, especially if they want to maintain their own program and not have the district run their own.  It is suggested that there be full disclosure among all parties involved in this evaluation if bias is to be avoided.  There may also be internal politics at the university level, such as from deans or other professors who want control, prestige, power, or all of the above.  Lastly, there might be budgetary politics, either from the school district or the state in regards to current and future funding.  

To mitigate these and other potential political issues, it is suggested that the Board of Education follow the Joint Committee’s recommendation to anticipate the different positions and cooperate with the evaluators in order to avoid bias or misuse of the results  (FSW 436). This will allow for political validity where the evaluation takes into account the different interests of all stakeholders (Cronbach et al., 1980).  Further, transparency from all stakeholders in the process is highly suggested in this case to avoid any perceptions of a conflict of interest.

8. Evaluation Team: Provide a summary of the qualifications of the evaluation team to conduct all aspects of the evaluation being proposed. Feel free to be “creative” given the actual professional experiences of your team.

Evaluation Team

The evaluation team for TLP is comprised of five evaluators with various areas of expertise.

· Member 2 is a central office administrator for a Northeastern state school district with experience in hiring and training school administrators as well as experience with quantitative data analysis.  Mr. B also serves as an adjunct professor in the Educational Leadership program for a mid-sized Northeastern state public university. (Evaluator #4)

· Member 1 is the Director of the School of Technology and Design at a large college.  Mr. A develops and maintains curriculum, trains faculty, and is responsible for internal evaluations of program efficacy.  Additionally, he has experience designing and analyzing quantitative studies. (Evaluator #1)

· Kris Kelly Frady is a Business Education teacher at a high school in a Southeastern State.  Mrs. Frady also serves as an adjunct professor at a small community college in a Southeastern State.  She has experience with qualitative data analysis. (Evaluator #3)

· Member 3 is a Mathematics teacher at a private school in a Southeastern State.  Mrs. S has experience designing and analyzing quantitative data analysis. (Evaluator #2)

· Member 4 is an English/Reading teacher at a high school in a Southeastern State.  Ms. V has experience in Instructional Design and Professional Development training as well as qualitative data analysis. (Evaluator #5)
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