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I. Introduction and Background
Evaluation Context and Statement of Need

Under the U.S. Department of Education, Institute for Education Science’s {IES) contract, REL
Appalachia (REL AP) formed a research alliance with Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools
{MNPS) in 2013. The primary need identified for the MNPS alliance was based on low middle
school scores in reading on the state assessment. In 2015 results from MNPS 3 to 8" graders
indicate that district average achievement continued below the state average and that 3™
through 6" graders declined in average achievement in reading since 2014 on state
assessments (MNPS web site). 7" and 8" district grades improved slightly from 2014 but only
7" graders were above the state average (by 0.7%). The district is implementing a new district
strategic plan that calls for data-based evidence supporting implementation and impacts of the
plan. The main goal of the MNPS Research Alliance is to create a data-driven collaborative
Inquiry process for data use in adolescent literacy instruction in middle schools.

A plan for data use can help translate the vision held by district and school leaders into a culture

for data use (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001; Datnow, Park, & Wobhistetter, 2007; Wayman, Cho, &

Johnston, 2007). A plan, however, is not sufficient for creating the cultural shift within schools;

its success depends on administrators at both the d
fonsisupports, and proge;

The current evaluation project arose from needs identified during the 2014, final face-to-face
technical assistance activity with the alliance (developing logic models for collaborative inquiry)
intended to improve data use in middle school literacy. Members discussed needs and next
steps for achieving alliance goals. The group expressed the need to evaluate the
implementation and outcomes of introducing collaborative inquiry in its middle schools. Not
only was this need stated during that event, it also surfaced during the prior fishbone analyses
as a barrier to effectively using collaborative inquiry in the district. Specifically, alliance
members identified a lack of capacity to evaluate district initiatives as contributing to a lack of
data on which to base decisions about funding initiatives that were effective.

The alliance members believe strongly that if they are advocating that schools incorporate
collaborative inquiry into literacy instruction, the district itself must model the same by
evaluating implementation of collaborative inquiry. Developing and implementing an
evaluation plan is a key step toward increasing the district’s capacity to evaluate the

implementation and outcomes of its collaborative inguiry into middle school literacy
instruction.

The evaluation planning subcommittee of the research partnership between the MNPS and REL
Appalachia determined that the evaluation plan should be implemented in two phases with the
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second phase building on what is learned from Phase I. Phase |, as described in this evaluation
plan, will focus on a set of five pilot middle schools that will receive technical assistance support
for their collaborative inquiry work during spring and fall of 2016. Protocols and instruments
will be developed and piloted and baseline data collected from teachers, administrators, and
coaches in the five pilot schools. Phase 1 of the evaluation will conclude revised
instrumentation based on the pilot, a report of preliminary findings, and a draft plan for Phase
Il of the evaluation. Phase It will focus on evaluating implementation and impacts in a larger
number of MNPS schools in 2017. During this period the capacity of MNPS designates will be
built to conduct aspects of the evaluation in Phase II.

Collaborative Inquiry Description

The goal of the Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools (MNPS) Data Use Research Alliance is to
build a culture of collaborative inquiry among district middle school educators that results in
improved student literacy.

Collaborative inquiry defined

Collaborative inquiry shapes how groups work together to use data in applying instructional
practices to meet student learning needs. In schools tha

‘process including making"p'rgedictions and uncovering
assumptions, framing problems and identifying questions, collecting evidence from multiple
data sources, analyzing evidence, and making conclusions from the data that guide
decisionmaking (Lipton & Wellman 2012). Through these stages, educators take an active role
in expressing and testing research hypotheses related to teaching and learning (Reeves, 2010).

There have been many efforts to encourage coltaboration on data use among teachers for the
purpose of developing successful data-driven instruction (Borko, Mayfield, Marion, Flexer, &
Cumbo, 1997; Hamilton, Halverson, Jackson, Mandinach, Supovitz, & Wayman, 2009; Lee &
Wiliam, 2005; Little, 1990; McMillan, 2002; Means, Chen, DeBarger, and Padilla, 2011; Means,
Padilla, DeBarger, & Bakia, 2009; Travers, 2009; Weinbaum, 2009). Collaboration fosters
problem solving and the customization of existing instructional methods or the creation of new
ones {Lyon & Leahy, 2009). Collaboration helps teachers learn not only how to analyze data, hut
also how to develop new instructional strategies based on data (Diamond & Cooper, 2007;
Halverson, Grigg, Pritchett, & Thomas, 2005 ; Wayman & Stringfield, 2006).

Teachers need time to work with coaches and collaborate with colleagues. Heppen et al. (2011)
emphasize the importance of allocating adequate time for the collaborative inquiry process, but
they also point out that it is difficult for teachers to find this time unless school leaders make it
a priority (see also Goertz, Ol4h, & Riggan, 2009; Hamilton et al., 2009; Means et al., 2009).
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Likewise, time pressures constrain teachers’ willingness both to improve assessments and to
consider assessment data (Hall & Hewitt-Gervais, 2000; Ingram, Seashore Louis, & Schroeder,
2004; Stiggins & Bridgeford, 1985). A teachers’ lack of analytical training only increases the
need for additional time for learning to use data to make instructional decisions (Morrison &
McDuffie, 2003},

Research has shown that schools using a collaborative inquiry process increase student
achievement as well as teacher collaboration and reflection on practice (Love, 2009; Robinson,
2010). Collaborative inquiry has been adopted by some school districts as a potentially
powerful process for helping administrators and teachers use student data to improve
instruction and raise student achievement (Dana, Thomas, and Boynton, 2011; Robinson,
2010).

In MNPS, educators are adopting a collaborative inquiry process framed by Lipton and Wellman
and presented in their book Got Data? Now What? Creating and Leading Cultures of Inquiry
{2012). Their “collaborative learning cycle” {CLC) and strategies for developing high-performing
groups combine to address the conditions, supports, and processes that data teams of
teachers, instructional support staff, and administrators need for effective data-driven dialogue
and collaborative inquiry.

Thelr CLC model is intended to build educators’ capacity to engage in the three phases of

action as piatforms for thoughtful improvement plannmg l

They also identify three types of discourse that data teams implementing these phases will use
in havigating data conversations:

* Dialogue—divergent discourse for opening choice.
* Discussion—convergent discourse for clarifying priorities.
* Decisionmaking—convergent discourse on choice.

Understanding how these types of discourse apply to each phase of the CLC model gives
educators a tool to facilitate difficult conversations while using data to promote professional
interactions about tough-to-talk-about topics.

Lipton and Wellman also purport that going through the three phases of their collaborative

learning cycle is most effective when data teams practice the seven qualities of high-performing
collaborative inquiry groups:

1. Maintain a clear focus.

Embrace a spirit of inquiry.

Put data at the center.

Honor commitments to learners and learning.
Cultivate relational trust.

LA
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6. Seek equity.
7. Assume collective responsibility.

REL AP professional learning partnership on Cl in 2014 and 2015

When MNPS began the partnership with REL AP in 2014, the alliance focused on building
educators’ collaborative inquiry knowledge and skills, Guided by their book, Got Data, Now
What?, authors Laura Lipton and Bruce Wellman facilitated a two-day workshop on building
cultures of collaborative inquiry in adolescent literacy instruction. The alliance then explored
the question, “What are the barriers to using a collaborative inquiry approach for effective data
use in adolescent literacy instruction?” REL AP engaged 41 members in a fishbone, or root-
cause, analysis to identify the key barriers in the district. Of the 11 barriers identified, the three
most significant barriers were (a} lack of structures, protocols, and a common language for
collaborative inquiry, (b) lack of relational trust in using data, and (c) lack of clear direction in
implementation of collaborative inquiry. During a follow-up workshop, the group addressed the
guestion, “What outcomes would we expect to see if we implemented a collaborative inquiry
approach to data use without any barriers?” To answer this question, the alliance developed
three logic models that identified short, intermediate and long-term outcomes related to the
three most significant barriers in implementing collaborative inquiry.

s that data teams need to
The alliance is doing this
through the development of an Innovation Configurations {IC) Map for collaborative inguiry. An
IC Map divides an innovation, in this case collaborative inquiry, into its components and
describes variations in practices from less-than-ideal to ideal. To develop an IC Map for
collaborative inquiry, the alliance has supported a webinar on principles of innovation
configurations and two workshops on developing innovation configurations. A working group of
15 members is engaged in developing the collaborative inquiry IC Map. The collaborative

inquiry IC Map will be a key tool in implementing and evaluating collaborative inquiry in middle
schools.

The alliance is continuing to build capacity around collaborative inquiry through a two-day
replication workshop offered by Dr. Laura Lipton on the collaborative learning cycle and high
performing teams. This is the same workshop conducted in 2014, but offered again to reach
more middle school teams and central office staff.

WWWLITNDS.0rg www.relappalachia.org
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Il. Evaluation Purpose

The overall purpose of the evaluation approach is to build trust while providing information to
stakeholders at all levels about teacher instruction and student learning resuits from the
Collaborative Inquiry (Cl) work. The evaluation will inform district decisionmaking for
professional learning and implementation support based on the identification of barriers to Cl
implementation and the identification of exemplary models of successful implementation in
middle schools. Finally evaluation information will inform decisions about the Ct work including
resource allocation.

Key evaluation questions (Appendix A includes all evaluation questions)

1. How and where is Cl occurring in MNPS schools and with what fidelity?

2. How does the culture of MNPS support Cl and promote the integration of Cl in other
initiatives?

3. What preparation and support, needed to implement Cl, are teachers and
administrators receiving?

4. Is Cl making a difference for teaching and learning in MNPS?

At a March 2015 meeting of the Alliance’s evaluation planning team, members identified three
categories of evaluation stakeho!ders primary, secondary and tertrary The pnmary

from the evaluatlon The team identified that primary stake Iders would use evaluation
information to:

* refine and or reinforce Cl,

* support fidelity of implementation of Cl,

* learn where Cl was implemented well and under what conditions,

* learn what works and what doesn’t in implementing Cl,

* learn what was the general sense of support for implementing CI,

* learn what were constraints/barriers and,

* what progress in teacher capacity and student literacy Is being made.

The team also believes that evaluation findings will support teacher buy-in and will highlight
best practices and models. it is expected that evaluation findings also will help administrators
make implementation adjustments to address issues and plan for additional resources and
professional learning. The evaluation information could also help central office staffin
addressing and targeting issues and broadcasting successes.

The team believes that secondary stakeholders could use evaluation findings to determine
return on investment, allocation of resources, and strategies for including students in data

WWW,mnps.org wWww, re[appalachla org Page 6
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teams. Tertiary stakeholders, such as teacher preparation institutions, could use the findings to
identify courses needed to provide the knowledge and capacities of Cl.

[ll. Evaluation Design

A mixed-method design is proposed for the evaluation. A mixed-methods approach helps
answer questions that cannot be addressed by quantitative or qualitative methods alone and
therefore provides more comprehensive evidence for evaluating the implementation and
outcomes of collaborative inquiry in MNPS.

Evaluation approach

The evaluation follows a utilization-focused and participatory approach (Cousins, 2003, Patton,
2008). For an evaluation ta be relevant, meaningful, and useful, key MNPS stakeholders must
participate in the evaluation process. A utilization-focused approach identifies the intended
audiences for evaluation findings, and how those audiences plan to use the findings. Building
backward from there, the evaluation aligns evaluation guestions, data sources, data collection
methods, data analysis approaches, and reporting mechanisms with the information needs,
goals, and priorities of intended users. '

Through this approach we ai
capacity: staff to

Evaluation data collection methods and rationale for each

Data collection should be appropriate for the phase of program development such that
relatively new collaborative inquiry activities should focus on short and intermediate-term
outcomes, whereas well established and refined activities after three years of implementation
would lend more credibility to the measurement of longer-term outcomes of collaborative
inquiry. It would be premature and inappropriate to expect the attainment of longer-term
outcomes of collaborative inquiry after only one to two years of implementation. A focus of this
Phase | evaluation will be the nature of short and intermediate term outcomes and the timing
of their emergence. As described in the following sections, a mixed-method approach will allow
us to quantify the attainment of outcomes through surveys, school-level data, and student
assessment data, and qualify the actualization of intended outcomes through interviews, focus
groups, and document review.

Interviews and focus groups

To gain a better understanding of participants’ perceptions and experiences as wel| as how
schools implement collaborative inquiry, the evaluators will develop interview and focus group

www.mnps.org www.relappalachla.org
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protocols for teachers, data teams, administrators, and central office staff. Interviews will last
approximately 30-45 minutes each and focus groups will last approximately 60-75 minutes
each, We will digitally record interviews and focus groups.

The interviews and focus groups will serve slightly different purposes. Interviews will allow for
one-to-one interactions that focus on individuals’ perceptions and experiences with
collaborative inquiry. Focus groups involve a dynamic group interaction process of questioning,
listening, reinforcement, and discussion that permits an in-depth exploration of participants’
attitudes and beliefs on a particular topic when they are exposed to the experiences of others.
Focus groups take advantage of the enjoyment many people get from meeting and chatting
with peers about shared experiences. Among the benefits of focus groups over other data
collections methods are that they actively engage participants, include all participants’ views,
stimulate in-depth discussion, and generate an understanding with greater depth and context
than would be generated from individual surveys or interviews. “In focus groups, the goal is to
let people spark off of one another, suggesting dimensions and nuances of the original problem
that any one individual may not have thought of. Sometimes a totally different understanding
of a problem emerges from the group discussion,” (Rubin & Rubin, 1995, p. 140}. Whereas, we
will gear interviews to uncover individual-level perceptions and experiences, we will use focus
groups to illuminate how participants perceive their collective experience with collaborative
ntto
R

protocols for conducting focus groups including setting ground rules such as (1) following a set
of predetermined questions, but probing for clarification when necessary, (2} having a
transcriptionist present so the facilitator can focus on the participants and not recording data,
(3) allowing participants to elaborate on any points covered and to bring up additional issues,
(4} stating that there are no right or wrong answers to the questions, (5) conveying that we are
interested in their honest thoughts and opinions, and (6) sharing that in order to have an open
discussion we will give everyone a chance to respond, everyone needs to respect each other’s
views, and participants are invited to express their views even when they are different from
others (Krueger, R. A., & Casey, M. A., 2000),

Surveys

Similarly, a survey will be used to gain better understanding of a broad sample of MNPS middle
school teachers and school and district administrators. The Teacher Data Use Survey is
currently under review by IES and as approved will serve as the survey instrument. There are
three versions of the survey: one for classroom teachers, one for building administrators
(principals and assistant principals), and one for instructional support staff (data and
instructional coaches who are not currently working as classroom teachers). Each survey

VWWW.ITHIPS.OFE
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version contains the same content asking how teachers use data, but guestions on the
administrator and support staff versions are reworded as needed for each role. The surveys are
expected to take 15 minutes to complete.

What MNPS does not know is the degree to which the staff providing content area instruction
to middle school students have developed the ability needed to use data effectively. Moreover,
at the school level, MNPS does not know whether the district as a whole has developed the
culture of data use that it desires.

The survey will equip the district with a tool for measuring changes in data use practices over
time to inform its efforts to build data use capacity among its staff. The primary questions the
survey will answer are:

* To what extent do teachers use student-level data to inform their instruction?
* To what extent do staff members within MNPS middle schools perceive a culture of
collaborative inquiry within their school?

In the spring of 2016 Phase | teachers, administrators, and coaches in the pilot schools will be
surveyed.

The review of the survey versions by IES will ensure that the survey adheres to best practices in
survey research.

serves as an evaluation tool for monitoring implementation in schoo[s Observational data
from the IC Map will be compared to data from interviews and focus groups to confirm the
nature and extent of implementation of Cl.

Document review

The evaluation will take advantage of relevant district and school documents where they exist.
School administrators, instructional support staff, and data teams will be asked to keep and
share records of their Cl work and the policies and procedures that have been put in place to
support it. In addition the frequency and nature of use of the Data Warehouse by the pilot
school personnel will be reviewed.

The review of these documents will use content analysis. Content analysis has been defined by
Holsti {1969) as "any technique for making inferences by objectively and systematically
identifying specified characteristics of messages” (p. 14). Under Holsti’s definition, the
technique of content analysis is not restricted to the domain of textual analysis, but may be
applied to other areas such as coding student drawings (Wheelock, Haney, & Bebell, 2000), or

coding of actions observed in videotaped studies (Stigler, Gonzales, Kawanaka, Knoll, & Serrano,
1999).

WWW.ImN ps_____ol g www.relappalachia.org 7 Page ¢
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Content analysis enables evaluators to sift through large volumes of data with relative ease in a
systematic fashion. It allows inferences to be made which can then be corroborated using other
methods of data collection. Krippendorff (1980) notes that "[mJuch content analysis research is
motivated by the search for techniques to infer from symbolic data what would be either too
costly, no longer possible, or too obtrusive by the use of other techniques” (p. 51).

Evaluation Sample

The evaluators will collect data from a representative sample of MNPS teachers, data and
instructional coaches, school administrators, and data teams from the schools piloting CI.
Protocols and instruments for collecting data from central office staff, and board members
through online surveys, interviews, focus groups, and interviews will be piloted in Phase |, Table
1 shows an overview of the sampling approach for each data collection method and participant
group.

WWW.ImMnps,org
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Table 1. Evaluation sample by method

8]
Teachers 150 20 5 (25-30 5
participants)
School administrators 10-15 10 R X
Coaches 10-15 10-15 2(10-18
participants)
Central Office : X

Data teams 5{25-30 X

participants)
School board members

A purposeful sample indicates that evaluators will select participants based on specific criteria,
whereas in a random sample, participants have an equal chance of being selected based on no
criteria other than belonging to their participant group (i.e., teachers, coaches, administrators)
and school. The Teacher Data Use Survey will be administered by MNPS in 2016 to teachers,

school administrators and data and instructional coaches in the pilot schools. Evaluators will
sel

paf& f‘ipate in twb interv ich n @I}train:i_ g, and (c) their invcé ement

of aida orate:with school administrators to identify teach,js that
meet these criteria. Coaches and administrators in the selected schools will be interviewed
annually.

For focus groups, evaluators will select a purposeful sample of staff including one group
consisting of members of the planning, design, and implementation team in each school and
- one group of non-members distributed across grades. We will oversample during the selection

process, given that not all participants who are randomly selected will agree or be available to
participate.

It is important to note that sample sizes should be large enough to uncover representative
participant perceptions, but not so large that the data become repetitive and cease to reveal
new insight related to the evaluation questions. Therefore, identifying an appropriate sample
size is important because more data does not necessarily lead to more information, Rather, in
qualitative research, when the coliection of new data does not shed any further light on the
issue under investigation, evaluators reach a “point of saturation” (e.g. Glaser & Strauss, 1967).
Qualitative researchers agree that saturation is achieved through a relatively small sample of 20
to 30 interviewees (e.g. Guest, Bunce & Johnson, 2006; Griffin & Hauser, 1993; Romney,
Batchelder & Weller, 1986), and generally samples don't need to be greater than 60
participants (Charmaz, 2006; Morse, 1994; Creswell, 1998).

WWW.INMNPs.org www.relappalachia.org Page 11
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IRB/Human Subjects Review Process

The study will use specific procedures to protect the identity of the participating school,
teachers and students. We will not include any information that would make it possible to
identify a participant or school. Students’, teachers’, and schools’ names and identity will be
anonymous. The information gathered will be used strictly for the stated purposes of this
evaluation. We will utilize several data protection procedures to maintain confidentiality. First,
when appropriate, data collection and analysis procedures will prevent information being
traced to, or identified with, study participants. We will keep all information provided by
individual teachers, administrators, and any other participants confidential to increase the
likefihood of candid responses.

Informed consent will be sought and obtained from all participants, if required, but minimally
from interview and focus group participants and online survey recipients. Informed consent
letters will clearly communicate the evaluation purposes, procedures, and risks and benefits.
The informed consent letters also will include statements offering participants the
opportunities to ask questions and withdraw at any time. We are committed to ensuring that
respondents are treated ethically and fairly, informed of the importance of their involvement in
the process, and afforded confidentiality.

ents. The study coordinator also serves a
es for both school participants and evaluators.
Collaborating with a study coordinators helps to ensure that study participants have the

information they need to successfully and willingly participate in all data collection activities.

Second, we will communicate the data collection timeframe for online surveys, site visit
interviews and focus groups, and document review to participants through a study orientation,
We also will provide participants with individual study packets that include the data collection
timeframe and expectations for participation and we will email reminders of upcoming data
collection events prior to their occurrence. This communication of the evaluation schedule and
activities will allow participants to plan for and incorporate the data collection activities into
their schedules.

Third, we will collect survey data online using MNPS’s survey software program, Survey
Monkey. The online nature of the data collection will allow participants to complete the data
collection more quickly because they will not have to manage paper documents or mailing
activities. Respondents will receive an email message providing them with a link to the data
collection instrument and a requested timeline for completion. We can send
acknowledgements of receipt, reminders, and other communication without adding to the
current paperwork burden for recipients. If possible, we will tailor distribution of reminders so
that only non-responders are contacted.

WWW.INNPSs.org www relappalachia.org Paé; 12
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Methods to Build Rapport and Increase Response Rates

MNPS recognizes the importance of participating schools, their teachers, administrators, and
coaches receiving the results of the evaluation in such a form that they are immediately useful
in improving the program as well as receiving the tools and strategies needed to make
improvements based on the data. The direct promise of the knowledge and support to use the
results will be a primary motivating factor in participation. MNPS also knows that personal
contact as a means of conveying the significance of the program evaluation to participants and
the vaiue of their involvement. In order to accomplish this, we will conduct a study orientation
and will follow-up with school evaluation coordinators to ensure that implementation is going
smoothly. We also propose to facilitate the development of joint letters of support from MNPS
executive team members and REL AP to convey to all school participants the purpose,
importance, and value of their participation and responses in data collection activities. We will
recognize the contribution of study participants through verbal and written acknowledgements.
To promote a school-wide commitment to completing the surveys, it is recommended that
schools with a response rate of 100% for both surveys will receive an incentive. Also
recommended, would be a raffle for $25 gift cards for those who participate.

Data Analysis

In order to appropriately address the qualitative evaluation questions, we will analyze
gualitative data using the techniques of analytic induction (Erickson, 1986). The analysis process
will begin with a thorough review of the data record from all data sources, followed by the
application of molar coding {e.g., school; grade; position) and molecular coding (emergent
based on themes surfacing from the data). We wili then generate a set of preliminary assertions
(i.e., statements believed to be true based on the whole dataset) regarding the evaluation
questions. Next, we will refine these assertions and establish whether each is warranted by
looking for confirming and disconfirming evidence in the data corpus {i.e., passages from
interviews, focus groups, and document records). Assertions based on multiple data sources
will be deemed more robust than those based on a sole form of data. We will link the

assertions, themes and findings in a manner that supports analytic generalization {Yin, 2004;
Glaser, 1978).

To code and apply the process of analytic induction, we will use Atlas.ti, a qualitative data
analysis software program {Hwang, 2008). Atlas.ti is appropriate for our analytical approach
because we can search, organize, and code multiple types of data from multiple documents
simultaneously (e.g., interview transcripts and scanned documents). It also allows us to apply
unstructured or hierarchical codes and annotations (i.e., comments and memos} to individual

WWWAINNPS.Org www, relappalachra org Page 13
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data files. The hierarchical coding is particularly important because of the nested structure of
the data (participants within grades, data teams and schoois), and this will allow us to examine
contrasts across multiple schools and dimensions.

Communicating findings

MNPS will prepare a brief draft report and a final draft report. The report will fully explain the
rationale, study questions, evaluation design, method, and evaluation findings. The report will
be comprised of several sections. The first section will include a user-friendly executive
summary that provides an overview of the study and highlights the major findings and any
recommendations that were derived from the findings. The executive summary might also
include any relevant summary tables of the results. The body of the report will contain an
introduction to the study that focuses on the purposes and general content of the report. The
introduction of the report also will describe the evaluation desigh and the approach used to
guide the evaluation design and data collection efforts. The next section will detail the
methodology and processes used for each of the data collection efforts. The evaluation team
will then present the quantitative survey results and gualitative findings from interviews, focus
groups, and document review,

The aim is to provide reporting that is user-friendly. One of the most 1mportant results of an

The evaluation planning team will co-develop detailed recommendations derived from the
results of the data collected. Recommendations will be geared toward improvements of
collaborative inquiry activities to assure and support its cohesiveness and overall impact

IV. Evaluation Tasks

Task 1 - Implementation Context: Obtain Cl training participant lists by school; invite principals
to select school study coordinators. Make arrangements for collection of documents
(data usage reports, district informational materials, planning documents, minutes, data
requests, school schedules, student achievement data) from central office for document
review.

Task 2 — Instrument Development: Focus group protocols will be developed for teachers,
coaches, and data teams. [nterview protocols will be developed for school
administrators, central office, and school board members. The Teacher Data Use Survey
will be modified to incorporate use of specific data types the district wants to explore
{e.g., formative assessment data, state data, and classroom quizzes).

Task 3 — Recruitment of interviewees and focus group participants.

._\_gww n_1_nps org www.relappalachia.org 7 Wbage 14
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Task 4 — Conduct Teacher Data Use Survey from pilot school teachers, school administrators
and coaches in the spring of 2016 and possibly again in August if the district administers
the survey to all schools at that time.

Task 5 — Conduct interviews of teachers, school administrators, central office staff, and Board
members.

Task 6 — Conduct observations of the teacher interview sample.

Task 7 — Conduct focus groups of teachers, coaches, and data teams

Task 8 — Conduct document review: e.g. data usage reports, GDNW protocols completed by
teams, district informational materials including the Data Warehouse usage, planning
documents, minutes, data requests, school schedules, student achievement data.

Task 9- Data analysis — survey, interview, and focus group data.

Task 10 — Develop reports and make recommendations.

V. Evaluation Responsibilities and Timeline

This section presents an overview of the responsibilities for each party during the evaluation.
MNPS wili be responsible for project management, provision of information, data collection,
and reporting. The participating schools will be responsible for maintaining ongoing
communication, responding to information requests, administering surveys, and participating in
all data collectton actmtles REL AP will provide consuttatlon and trammg as needed on data

*REL AP will provide technical assistance support for data collection activities.

VWWW.ITINPS.OrE WWW, relappalachla org H"Pai'g'e- 15
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Figure B 1. Lack of collaborative inquiry structures logic model
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Figure B 3. Lack of trust in collaborative inguiry lagic model
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Appendix A: All Evaluation Questlons (by source and method)
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Evaluation Question

| Data'source

| Methods. 7

How and where is Cl occurring in MNPS schools and with what fidelity?

a.  Which schools have impiemented Cl and to what
extent?

School Administrators

Implementation Context

b.  What persons are implementing C| {all levels)
and to what extent?

Teachers

School Administrators
Data Ceaches/Instructional
Coaches

Data Use Survey
Focus Groups
Interviews

[ What does teacher and administrator
implementation of Cl look like?

Teachers

School Administrators
Data Coaches/Instructional
Coaches

Data Use Survey
Focus Groups
Interviews

d. How is Clintegrated into the instructional day’s ;ﬁ;gg?ﬁ drministrators r;i‘;ig:;uw
daily practice? Data Teams
e.  What data services are being accessed by the Data Teams Document Review
teams and are they sufficient?

Teachers Data Use Survey
f. What are the Cl structures, protocols, and f):;:c%!egcrinnzmlstrators [Fr?;;tzig:fsum

processes in the buildings?

Data Coachesfinstructional
Coaches

Document review

ocus Grotips
interviews

mentation fidelity?

Focus Groups
Document Revi

How does the culture of MNPS support Cl and promote

the integration of Ci in other initiatives?

a. Isthere a commeon language in MNPS to Teachers Focus Groups
support Cl, a common definition? School Administrators Interviews
Central Office Interviews

b.  How does Cl fit within the district’s broad goals
and mission?

Document Review

¢.  What message daes the district have about CJ
for the district’s stakeholders?

Central Office

Interviews
Document Review

d. Howis collaborative inquiry integrated in other
initiatives?

Central Office

Interviews
Document Review

e.  What priority is given Cl in relation to other
initiatives?

Central Offfce
School Board Members

Interviews
Document Review

f.  How is Ctinstitutionalized in schools? The
district?

Central Office
School Administrators

Interviews
Document Review

g.  What are teachers and administrators attitudes
and beliefs about CI?

Teachers

School Administrators
Data Coaches/Instructional
Coaches

Data Use Survey

What preparation and support, needed to implement Ct are teachers and administrators receiving?

a.

Do leaders and teachers who are implementing | Teachers

| Focus Groups

www.mnps.org
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Cl understand district expectations for trafning?
k. Are administrators prepared and supported In School Administrators Interviews
using CI? Focus Groups
c. Are administrators supporting teacher use of C1 | Teachers Document review
through teaming, time provision, and focus on | School Administrators Interviews
cl? Data Teams Focus Groups
Teachers Focus Groups
d. What support do teachers need and do they Data Coaches/Instructional Interviews
know how to access support? Coaches
What st space. data—are School administrators Data Use Survey
e .a resources—time, space, data—a Eocus Groups
available for CI? Interviews
Teachers focus Groups
. School Administrators interviews
f. What resources are necessary to increase the .
i Central Office
impact of Ci7 Data Coaches/tnstructional
Coaches
g What comfort levels do teachers have in using | School Administrators Focus Groups
CI? Do they feel supported and prepared? :
. Teachers Focus Groups
h. How c‘an the c?pacny of teachers to use Cl School Administrators Interviews
effectively be increased? Coaches

Is CI making a difference for teaching and learning in MNPS?

Teaqhers
Caat

Focus Groups
TrRterview

7Instructional

4" Fotus Groups

Interviews

collaborative? Among students?

Teachers
School Administrators

Focus Groups

d. Has student self-actualization {use of data)

increased?

Teachers
School Administrators

Focus Groups

€. Has student awareness and valuing of teaming

increased?

Teachers
School Administrators

Focus Groups

has Cl played?

School administrators

\ Teachers Data Use S
f. Has data access and use improved for teachers, . @ urve.y
. ) . School Administrators Document Review
administrators, Board members given their
Coaches
level of use?
Board Members
g. Has student achievement increased? What role Teachers Focus Groups

Document Review

h. What are other student/teacher/administrator

characteristics or outcomes that influence or
result from Ci?

Teachers
School Administrators

Data Use Survey
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