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[bookmark: _Toc300311853]Executive Summary
The Oregon Direct Access to Achievement (DATA) Project was designed to increase classroom-level Data-Driven Decision Making (DDDM). Professional development included job-embedded training and traditional seminar training. The impact of this training on teachers was monitored utilizing a triadic assessment framework. This assessment framework examined teacher concerns (emotional response), efficacy (motivational response), and knowledge. Results of this assessment framework were used to provide recommendations for training efforts in order to create “prescriptive professional development.” The results of this prescriptive professional development were dramatic at the teacher level and student level. 

Teachers reported significant decreases in resistance to DDDM and noticeable increases in teacher efficacy while maintaining relatively high levels of concerns about the logistics of DDDM (Management Concerns) and the impact of DDDM on students (Consequence Concerns). Management Concerns and Consequence Concerns indicated that teachers are likely beginning to incorporate DDDM in their classrooms, and will likely continue to increase implementation as resistance decreases. Qualitative data findings also supported these quantitative findings. Data team activity logs supported the finding that teachers’ team meetings primarily focused on logistical issues and were beginning to focus on the connection of data to instructional practice and student learning. In trainers’ notes regarding next steps, they indicated that trainings were increasingly focused on building teachers’ DDDM knowledge base and teachers’ understanding of how to connect data to instructional practice. Trainers noted that this focus needed to continue.

After only two years of work at the teacher level, the results of the assessment framework and qualitative analysis of activity logs indicated that teachers have made tremendous and swift progress toward adoption of classroom-level DDDM, connecting data to teaching. Experts in organizational change note that large-scale change of this type takes a minimum of three to five years (Hall & Hord, 2011). The change noted here is unmatched in the DDDM literature and may provide a model for helping teachers connect data to instructional practice. The connection of data to instructional action results in a differentiated learning environment as well as increased student performance (Armstrong & Anthes, 2001; Rallis & MacMullen, 2000; Schueurich & Skrla, 2003). It is recommended that ODP continue training and adhere to the suggestions for training provided in this report. The continuation of this successful project is of paramount importance as research continues to note teachers’ unwillingness and unpreparedness to engage in DDDM (e.g., Bernhardt, 1998; Choppin, 2002; Samuel, 2008; Volante & Fazio, 2007; Wayman, 2005). 

Student-level data analysis indicated that students likely benefited from these increases in teachers’ DDDM. At the onset of the ODP initiative, non-ODP schools performed at higher levels in both reading and mathematics. Over the course of the project, ODP students experienced greater gains in the percentage of those who met or exceeded standards in both reading and mathematics. Overall, reading is not an area of weakness in Oregon, but the gap between student reading performance in non-ODP schools and ODP schools decreased. ODP students also experienced significant gains in percentage of students who met or exceeded standards in reading each year of this initiative. 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Mathematics is a subject area in need of greater attention in Oregon as compared to reading. In mathematics, ODP schools experienced significant gains in percentage of students who met or exceeded standards each year of this initiative, and ODP schools made substantial progress in closing the gap between non-ODP schools and ODP schools. In fact, there was no significant difference between non-ODP and ODP schools by 2011 on mathematics scores. It is important to note that the greatest gains in reading and mathematics occurred after the first year of job-embedded DDDM trainings provided by certified Oregon trainers and supported through Sustainability Grants to seven regional ESD collaborative partnerships. 

Such promising student gains are exciting in light of teacher status in the change process. Teacher change is in its infancy, but reflects substantial movement with regard to change related to DDDM and implementation of DDDM. Such powerful outcomes for both students and teachers speak to the efficacy of this initiative’s design and potential. It is highly recommended that further funding be procured to continue this initiative, and that this work continue in accordance with the suggestions for future practice provided in this report.
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[bookmark: _Toc300311854]Overview

The focus of the Oregon DATA Project is to improve teacher and administrator use of data to drive decisions by enhancing their assessment literacy, data analysis skills, and thus, the effectiveness of their Data-Driven Decision Making (DDDM) practice in an effort to increase student achievement. Changes in teacher and administrator practice were hypothesized to improve student achievement. ODP Professional Development (PD) consisted of intentional job-embedded support (IJES) and PD delivered by ODP trainers during existing teacher work-day opportunities available in school-based data team meetings, professional learning communities (PLCs), and other staff meetings or inservice opportunities. 

Next Level Evaluation, Incorporated (NLE) was awarded Contract 102-1646-10 on May 5, 2010 to evaluate the implementation and outcomes of the job-embedded professional development provided to administrators and teachers through the Oregon Direct Access to Achievement Project (DATA Project) for the 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 school year. The final evaluation report provides a summary of the activities of Oregon DATA Project (ODP) participants for the 2010-2011 school year, as well as summaries of student and teacher/leader outcome scores. 


The evaluation plan was designed to ensure appropriate data were collected and congruent analyses were conducted to answer the full scope of evaluation questions posed by the DQWC for the ODP. The overarching questions for the evaluation were two-fold.
· Do professional development and support through a job-embedded approach change teachers’ DDDM practice compared to non-participating teachers?
· Do professional development and support through a job-embedded approach impact student achievement in participating teachers’ classrooms compared to non-participating teachers? 
The questions suggested two levels of hypothesized impact: teacher and student outcomes as illustrated in the Theory of Action for this evaluation given in Figure 1. Both levels of outcomes are impacted by implementation considerations; thus, implementation evidence is crucial to informing inferences from the outcome evidence.
[image: ]
Figure 1. Theory of action or teacher change through ODP PD.
Elements of effective evaluation include specific actions to document, monitor and evaluate the implementation of ODP PD, and to document, monitor and evaluate the teacher and student level outcomes of the job-embedded professional development for the ODP. 
To ensure variations in implementation fidelity were accounted for in the evaluation, implementation was monitored in partnership with ODP leadership. NLE created an Oregon ODP Evaluation web site that provided the predominant method for collecting implementation data and participant survey responses. In particular, the required surveys were administered through role-based access that provided trainers and trainees with the survey and data collection instruments relevant to their role. 
Concurrent with the online collection of implementation evidence, the ODP Director, Dr. Mickey Garrison, worked closely with project coordinators within each region to directly assess the fidelity of implementation of each region’s sustainability plan.
It is important to note the evaluation contract was awarded in May of 2010 after the first year of implementation of the ODP PD. The initial year of PD was conducted in 11 regional two-day seminars attended by teacher/leader teams from schools within each region. Selected ESD-, district- and school-level teachers, instructional coaches or leaders who had attended the regional PD were recruited to participate in certification training in the spring of 2010. Certified trainers were charged with providing job-embedded PD in the key content from the ODP PD through sustainability grants awarded to ESDs to continue ODP PD.


[bookmark: _Toc300311855]Teacher Outcomes—Comparison of Outcomes to Baseline
The role-based data collection system for evaluation allowed NLE to produce and post dynamic reporting of survey results. Survey completion statistics were generated from the database to assist trainers and those providing oversight (ESD, district, school) with immediate feedback on survey completion. Individual participants received confirmation when they completed their surveys. Trainers and leaders received dynamically generated summary reports of the results of survey instruments. The website provided status reports for survey instruments and activity log documentation in real-time based on data completion by participants.  
The real-time reports provided the quarterly status updates required by the ODE. Additionally, a midyear state and regional summary of the baseline results and interpretation were provided for regions through a WebEx on November 11, 2010. ESD and district summary reports with interpretations were provided directly to ESD leadership during regional check in meetings with ODP leadership in January 2011. Final regional, ESD and district reports were provided to ESD leaders at the close of the evaluation period (June 3, 2011) with comparisons of outcomes to baseline results. The regional final reports are included in Appendix A. The district final reports are provided in Appendix B. These reports focused on participant results to compare the baseline results compiled fall 2010 with final results collected through June 3, 2011. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311856]Survey Completion –Baseline and Final Counts
Table 1A and 1B provide survey completion counts for each region and ESD for the baseline administration of surveys. Note that survey completion differed among the measures during the fall 2010 data collection and the spring 2011 data collection. Survey completion rates for spring 2011 were 75%, 74% and 87% of the baseline number of respondents for the SoCQ, 3DME and Knowledge Measure, respectively. This is within acceptable ranges for evaluation of statewide outcomes. 


Table 1A.  Survey Completion Counts for the Three Teacher Impact Measures
	Entity
	ESDs Within Each Region 
	Number of Respondents SOCQ
	Number of Respondents Data-Driven Decision Making Efficacy Survey
	Number of Respondents Knowledge Measure

	
	
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011

	State
	
	2,232
	1,685
	2,517
	1,881
	2,096
	1,832

	Region 1
	Clackamas, Columbia Gorge, Multnomah
	165
	148
	172
	160
	175
	156

	Region 2
	Northwest & Willamette
	484
	263
	584
	310
	455
	302

	Region 3
	Linn Benton Lincoln & Lane
	340
	403
	396
	448
	348
	428

	Region 4
	Douglas, Southern Oregon, South Coast
	217
	151
	251
	173
	219
	171

	Region 5
	High Desert, Lake, Harney ESD Region XVII, Jefferson
	467
	394
	502
	436
	390
	400

	Region 6
	Umatilla-Morrow, North Central, Grant
	135
	42
	158
	55
	126
	53

	Region 7
	Union-Baker, Malheur, Region VXIII
	406
	284
	436
	299
	363
	322



Table 1B. Survey Completion Counts for the Three Teacher Impact Measures

	Entity
	Number of Respondents SOCQ
	Number of Respondents Data-Driven Decision Making Efficacy Survey
	Number of Respondents Knowledge Measure

	
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011
	Fall 2010
	Spring 2011

	Clackamas ESD
	122
	112
	121
	114
	119
	115

	Columbia Gorge ESD
	3
	11
	6
	12
	12
	12

	Douglas ESD
	73
	55
	80
	63
	80
	64

	Grant ESD
	22
	19
	31
	31
	27
	29

	Harney ESD Region XVII
	56
	46
	54
	48
	55
	46

	High Desert ESD
	236
	188
	259
	209
	181
	186

	Jefferson ESD
	150
	135
	160
	148
	132
	139

	Lake ESD
	25
	25
	29
	31
	22
	29

	Lane ESD
	80
	230
	88
	257
	80
	251

	Linn Benton Lincoln ESD
	260
	173
	308
	191
	268
	177

	Malheur ESD
	156
	126
	161
	132
	151
	130

	Multnomah ESD
	40
	25
	45
	34
	44
	29

	Northwest Regional ESD
	384
	262
	459
	303
	324
	294

	Region 18 ESD
	8
	11
	12
	12
	8
	12

	South Coast ESD
	17
	29
	22
	30
	6
	30

	Southern Oregon ESD
	127
	67
	149
	80
	133
	77

	Umatilla-Morrow ESD
	113
	23
	127
	24
	99
	24

	Union-Baker ESD
	242
	147
	263
	155
	204
	180

	Willamette ESD
	100
	1
	125
	7
	131
	8



As expected, region and ESD levels demonstrate greater variability in the number of surveys completed. This is due in part to the variability in the size of the districts served by these ESDs and where the communities fall on the rural to urban continuum. For example, South Coast ESD serves a very rural community of small districts, whereas Northwest Regional ESD serves the suburban Portland community with several very large districts. Another factor impacting the variability in the number of surveys completed by ESD was the number of districts participating in the ODP within an ESD. For example, Multnomah ESD serves Portland Public Schools, a large urban district, but this ESD has only a small number of schools participating in the ODP. 

A comparison of fall 2010 to spring 2011 survey completion reflects participants’ reluctance to complete surveys as the ODP came to a close. This is not unusual when a project is in its final year of completion. The usual incentives of continued funding are not available to ensure full participation in survey completion. Several ESDs indicated they had to ‘strong arm’ some of their districts to get surveys completed by the June 3, 2011 deadline due to a plethora of distractors that were occurring at the end of the school year including funding cuts, reduction in force factors, and school/staff reorganizations that were on the horizon for some districts. In the case of Willamette ESD, several administrative issues prevented the ESD leaders from collecting survey responses during the final survey window. Although this variability in survey completion at the ESD and district level may have impacted interpretation of effects at these levels, as noted previously, the overall completion rates were within acceptable levels for interpretation of state and regional outcomes. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311857]Stages of Concern Questionnaire—Baseline and Final Results Comparisons
Participants’ baseline (fall 2010) and final (spring 2011) concerns were assessed with the Stages of Concern Questionnaire (SoCQ) developed by Hall, George, and Rutherford (1979). The SoCQ was used for two main purposes in this evaluation. 

9


· to explore and understand the change process as well as support the process of implementation, and
· to help develop, focus, and support professional development. 
· 



As suggested by Sweeney (2003), the SoCQ is useful in assessing individual or group concerns by providing a snapshot of the individual or group’s level of practice or development regarding the use of an innovation. For the ODP, the innovation was described to respondents as the use of best practices and essential principles for assessment and data analysis in DDDM. 
The technical adequacy of the SoCQ for assessing concerns has been established in the literature and is provided in Appendix C. 
Regional, ESD and district level profiles were compiled and shared with ODP leaders and site-based coordinators to help inform them of implementation strengths and challenges (baseline results) and final outcomes for adults (spring 2011). The pre- to post- SoCQ results are provided in Figure 2. 
[image: ]
Figure 2. State Stages of Concern Questionnaire profile comparison fall 2010 to spring 2011. 
The baseline SoCQ profile for participant scores aggregated to the state level supported what is technically a User Profile; however, this particular baseline profile indicates, on average across the state, participants are more or less going through the motions of data analysis and DDDM as indicated by the spike at Stage 0 and Stage 6 in Figure 2. The peak at Stage 6, Refocusing Concerns, indicates that while they are going through the motions, participants are exploring or using alternative courses of action they believe have more value than the DDDM practices being promoted through the ODP. Moreover, the increase from Stage 5 to Stage 6 indicates that teachers are resistant and willing to undermine implementation of DDDM in their classrooms. This profile also presents a negative one-two split. This indicates that teachers are most concerned about how DDDM will impact them personally, and this also indicates that teachers will be resistant to any training that does not first ameliorate these Personal Concerns first. Although teachers are resistant to DDDM, it is important to note that they also have relatively high Management (Stage 3) and Consequence (Stage 4) Concerns. Thus, if Personal Concerns and resistance to DDDM are addressed, it is likely that teachers will manifest a true User Profile with peak concerns of Management or Consequence, indicating that they are likely engaged in DDDM and most concerned about logistics or the impact of DDDM on students respectively. 
In 2011, the profile remained a Technical User Profile; however, powerful changes are indicated by the decrease in teacher resistance to DDDM. Large-scale organization change of this type typically takes three to five years (Hall & Horde, 2011). In two years, great progress has been made toward the goal of training teachers to connect data to classroom practice.
NLE has compiled a set of recommendations based on the results of the SoCQ. These are detailed at the close of this report (page 36). These recommendations include detailed responses that are intended for use for continued adjustments to implementation. In general, ODP IJES needs to be more explicit in integrating evidence that supports the use of the practices and principles promoted through the ODP PD as the most effective practices. It is also recommended that trainers probe participants’ perceptions of what practices they believe are more effective or what practices they are using or considering using as alternatives to those promoted through the ODP. This information will help trainers to target specific deficits in knowledge or skills, or misconceptions regarding ODP PD. 
Regional profiles for all three measures, including interpretations and recommendations are provided in Appendix A. ESD and district pre- to post- comparisons are provided in Appendix B. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311858]Data Driven Decision-Making Efficacy Survey—Baseline and Final Results Comparisons
NLE researchers developed the Data-Driven Decision Making Efficacy Survey (3DME) to collect pre- and post-intervention efficacy measures on teachers/leaders in data analysis and the use of data to drive decisions. The 3DME was developed specifically for the ODP. Items on the survey were piloted with educators prior to finalizing the 21 items on the survey. These items align with the essential questions and learning objectives of ODP PD for teachers and school leaders. Technical adequacy of the 3DME was assessed and found to support the use of the instrument as hypothesized. A detailed report of the validity and reliability of the instrument is provided in Appendix C. 

The 3DME was used to answer the question:
What do teachers and leaders believe about their ability to make decisions using data? 
DDDM Efficacy is a teacher’s perception of his or her ability to successfully engage in DDDM. The 3DME provides an important component to help understand the impact of ODP PD on participants. Efficacy is important because it impacts pedagogical decision making, persistence in the face of obstacles, it is a predictor of teacher behavior, and it is trainable characteristic. 
The results of the 3DME fall 2010 compared to spring 2011 at the state level are given in Figure 3. 
[image: ]
Figure 3. State 3DME results of baseline results compared to spring 2011. 
Overall, the baseline 2010 state results reflected a low efficacy profile and suggest participants had more confidence in using data technology tools than in identifying appropriate data, interpreting/evaluating and applying data to decisions. 
In 2011, Oregon teachers reported gains of roughly 10% for the following scales: Scale 1) Efficacy for Data Identification and Access, Scale 3) Efficacy for Data Interpretation, Evaluation, and Application, and Scale 4) General Efficacy for DDDM. Scale 2 had previously been the highest in 2010; currently, other levels of efficacy approached or exceeded this scale. These gains indicate that teachers are more confident in their abilities to engage in DDDM, and thus, more motivated to engage in DDDM. The relationship between efficacy and concerns are highly documented, and the increases in efficacy in these teachers likely supported the decreases in their resistance to DDDM indicated by the Concerns profile.
Currently, teacher efficacy has reached moderate levels for each form of DDDM efficacy. In conjunction with the Concerns profile discussed above, these findings indicate that Oregon teachers involved in the ODP are moving toward adoption of classroom level DDDM practices. Regional profiles for all three measures, including interpretations and recommendations, are provided in Appendix A. ESDs and districts with higher efficacy profiles exist and are included in Appendix B with the detailed ESD and district reports. 

[bookmark: _Toc300311859]

ODP Knowledge Measure—Baseline and Final Results Comparisons
A Knowledge Measure was developed to assess participants’ conceptual knowledge and skills in applying data and assessment knowledge to problem scenarios. Procedures were employed to establish the validity of the scales for the instrument and to estimate the internal consistency of the scales. This instrument was developed as a companion to the 3DME to assess the degree of agreement between teachers’ and trainers’ beliefs and the actual skills and knowledge that are foundational to applying DDDM. The Knowledge Measure was built as a criterion-referenced test of teachers'/leaders' conceptual knowledge and application skills in regards to DDDM. Technical adequacy statistics for the Knowledge Measure are provided in Appendix C. 

Several points should be made regarding the Knowledge Measure. This measure was developed specifically for the ODP to assess participants’ knowledge regarding key concepts included in the DDDM PD. The two scales for the Knowledge Measure are as follows.
Scale 1: Application of data analysis to instructional decisions.
Scale 2: Interpretation and evaluation of data-related information including score reports and the use of tools to critically analyze data. 


Figure 4. State comparison of baseline to final results for Knowledge Measure.

As indicated in Figure 4, Scale 1 performance indicated a small change (an increase of 0.20 percentage points) in participants’ knowledge regarding the use of data for instructional decisions. The change was statistically significant when evaluated using a paired-samples t-test (t1027 = 3.61, p = 0.003). The change in knowledge computed for Scale 2 was much larger (an increase of 1.175 percentage points) and also statistically significant when evaluated using a paired-samples t-test (t1027 = 8.74, p < 0.0001). 
An item analysis was conducted on the state level baseline and final results. The analysis revealed Scale 1 items had p-values indicating easy to moderately easy items and difficult to highly difficult items (see Appendix C for details). Fall 2010 and spring 2011 results indicated that participants, on average, struggled with the moderate to high difficulty items at baseline and in spring 2011 results. Further analysis of the content of the items revealed plausible reasons.
The lower difficulty items assessed participants’ knowledge of the types of assessments intended to inform specific teaching decisions such as the use of pretests to assess prior knowledge or the use of formative assessment to gauge students’ level of understanding during an instructional activity. 
The higher difficulty items assessed participants’ ability to evaluate and apply specific results from assessment reports to classroom instructional decisions, in other words, given a particular set of results, select the appropriate next steps for instructional action. 
Concerns profile findings indicated that teachers would have been resistant to knowledge-based training and that they were primarily concerned with Personal Concerns, Management 
Concerns, and Consequence Concerns. The information shared by trainers in the baseline and spring 2011 activity logs supported this as the reports indicated a primary focus of job-embedded PD on data team process, rather than the higher level critical analysis components of evaluating data. Trainers were just beginning to report working on DDDM knowledge and skills and that the intention was for an increased focus on these areas in the future. Given the amount of time spent on data team processes and lower level content from the ODP PD, it was not a surprise to the evaluators that participants had not demonstrated a change in this level of evaluation and application. 
Regional spring 2011 results compared to baseline results are provided in Appendix A. ESD and district level reports are provided in Appendix B.  The ESD and district profiles demonstrate the most variability. These different profiles at the local level provided useful information to inform ODP leadership and trainers and to guide direction of second semester ODP PD (Appendix B). 


[bookmark: _Toc300311860]Student Outcomes—Baseline and Final Results Comparisons
Student outcomes at the state level are provided with this report to show the large scale perspective of the change in percentage of students meeting or exceeding state standards from the inception of the ODP activities in 2008 through spring 2011. Results indicate students in the ODP schools are closing the gap in achievement in reading and have closed the gap in achievement in math. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311861]Trends in Percentage of Students Meeting and Exceeding Oregon Standards 
Reading

Figure 5 includes the results for the trend in percentage of students meeting or exceeding state reading standards based on district participation in ODP. 



Figure 5. Change in percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards for all tested grades for reading for ODP students and Control students.

Figure 5 shows ODP Schools started with lower overall performance in reading, but have been closing the gap, as is evidenced by the narrowing of the distance between the two trend lines. Although the difference in percentage of students meeting or exceeding is significantly different each year, that difference is reducing to the point that the ODP and NonODP 99% confidence intervals are separated by 0.07 percentage points. 



Figure 6. Annual change in percentage points for reading for ODP and Control students.

Figure 6 illustrates the relative gain in percentage of students meeting or exceeding for students in ODP participating districts and NonODP districts. Students in ODP districts demonstrated slightly greater gains in the first year of implementation (1.16 times), twice the gains in the second year of implementation, and 1.3 times the gains in the third year. 

Math

Figure 7 illustrates three years of the percentage of students meeting or exceeding in mathematics for ODP students and NonODP students. ODP students started with lower overall performance in math, but have been closing the gap, as is evidenced by the narrowing of the distance between the two trend lines. Although the differences between the two groups are significant each year, the gap is closing with greater gains from 2009 to 2010. The ODE raised the cut scores for mathematics in 2010-11. This explains the apparent decrease in students meeting or exceeding in 2010-11. Conclusions regarding change in percentage of students meeting or exceeding are not tenable due to this change in cut scores. 


Figure 7. Change in percentage of students meeting or exceeding standards for all tested grades for math for ODP students and NonODP students.

Figure 8. Annual change in percentage points for math for ODP and Control students.

ODP students demonstrated twice the gains in math in first and second years of implementation as indicated in Figure 8. The differences in gain scores are statistically significant; meaning a difference this large is likely to occur less than 1% of the time by chance alone. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311862]Analysis of Mean School OAKS Results

Mean school level results were analyzed using a split-plot repeated measures analysis of variance to determine whether ODP schools demonstrated significant improvement in math and reading when compared to non-participating or Non-ODP schools based on mean scores for the Oregon Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (OAKS). Schools’ means were the smallest unit of analysis available that met the assumption of independence of observations due to the lack of a teacher to student record link. The sphericity assumption was not met, thus Greenhouse-Geisser and Huynh-Feldt adjusted p values were used.  All other model assumptions were tenable. Math results are provided in Tables 2, 3 and 4 and illustrated in Figure 9. Reading results are provided in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 10. 



Math

The group (ODP vs. NonODP) by year interaction was significant in math, F(3, 3270) = 2.92, p = 0.0437 (Table 2 and Figure 9). Tests for simple effects for time were assessed at an alpha level of 0.0125 to control for experiment-wise error rates.  Simple effects for ODP and NonODP for time were not significant, F(3, 867) = 1.12, p = 0.3344 and F(3, 2403) = 3.70, p = 0.0174, respectively (Table 3). Simple effects for group were assessed with an alpha level of 0.025 to control for experiment-wise error rates (Table 4). 

Simple effects for ODP versus NonODP school means were significant for 2008 through 2010 indicating ODP school means were significantly lower than NonODP means in these years. However, simple effects for ODP schools were not significant in 2011, indicating ODP schools had closed the gap with NonODP schools by 2011 in math. 

[image: ]
Figure 9. Comparison of gain in percentage met for math from 2008 to 2010.
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Table 2

Split-Plot Repeated Measures ANOVA Table for Math
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Source				         df		SS	    MS		F	     p	        	        Adjusted p
												G – G		H – F 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Between subjects		   1092	         683.49
	ODP			          1		6.04	   6.04		9.72	   0.0019
	Residual between	   1091	         677.45	   0.62

Within subjects		   3276	        123.08
	Time			          3	             0.07 	   0.02 		0.63	   0.5955	0.5630		0.5633
	ODP*Time interaction          3	             0.33	   0.11		2.92	   0.0330	0.0437		0.0436
	Residual within               3270 	         122.68        0.38
Total				   4368
_____________________________________________________________________________________________



Table 3

Simple Effect for Time Repeated Measures ANOVA Table 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Source				         df		  SS	    MS		   F	     p	        	        Adjusted p
												G – G		H – F         	  
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
ODP
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           3	               0.12	    0.04	              1.12 	0.3417		0.3344		0.3347	     
Within groups			      867             30.58	    0.04
Total				      870	             30.69
NonODP
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           3	               0.43	    0.14	              3.70 	0.1140		0.0174		0.0173	     
Within groups			    2403             92.10	    0.04
Total				    2406	             92.18
_____________________________________________________________________________________________














Table 4 

Simple Effects for Group

__________________________________________________________________

Source				         df		  SS	    MS		   F	     p	        	  
__________________________________________________________________
2008
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           1	               2.44	    2.44	            13.51 	0.0002	     
Within groups			    1090	          196.90	    0.18
Total				    1091	          199.34	

2009
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           1	               1.66	    1.66	               8.63 	 0.0034	     
Within groups			    1090	          209.40	    0.19
Total				    1091	          211.05	

2010
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           1	              1.67	    1.67	               9.40 	 0.0022	     
Within groups			    1090	          194.79	    0.18
Total				    1091	          196.47

2011
Group (ODP and NonODP)	           1	              0.60	    0.60                 3.26 	 0.0713	     
Within groups			    1090	          199.05	    0.18
Total				    1091	          199.64	
___________________________________________________________________



Reading

The group by year interaction was not significant in reading, F(3, 3273) = 0.96, p = 0.4116 (Table 5 and Figure 10). Tests for main effects for group were significant, F(1, 1091) = 12.53, p = 0.0004 indicating NonODP schools started with significantly higher mean reading scores and completed year 4 of the ODP with significantly higher mean school reading scores. 

[image: ]

Figure 10. Comparison of gain in percentage met for reading from 2008 to 2010.



Table 5

Split-Plot Repeated Measures ANOVA Table for Reading
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Source				         df		SS	    MS		F	     p	        	        Adjusted p
												G – G		H – F 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________

Between subjects		   1092	         622.63
	ODP			          1		7.07	   7.07	          12.53	   0.0004
	Residual between	   1091	         615.56	   0.56

Within subjects		   3279	        127.51
	Time			          3	             0.14 	   0.02 		1.16	   0.3226	0.3206		0.3207
	ODP*Time interaction          3	             0.11	   0.04		0.96	   0.4116	0.4042		0.4044
	Residual within               3273 	         127.26        0.04
Total				   4371
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________
 


[bookmark: _Toc300311863]Monitoring Implementation
Implementation was monitored at multiple levels in the ODP: regional, ESD, district and school team levels. Regional centers were created to coordinate ESD support within a region. This was done to promote efficiency in the use of limited funding through pooled resources. The regions were expected to provide networks of support for implementing the ODP in an effort to help equalize the resources (human and other) for isolated districts. Participating ESDs designated a Project Coordinator to oversee the implementation of ODP sustainability implementation plans at the district and school levels. 
ESD Project Coordinators met with the ODP Director, Mickey Garrison, for periodic regional check-ins. Regional check-ins functioned to keep track of progress on large-scale implementation of the ODP activities. ESD Project Coordinators summarized the work accomplished toward implementation of their sustainability plans. They reported the progress their districts made toward deep implementation and barriers they or their district leadership encountered in implementation. The ODP Director noted patterns in lack of progress and intervened when districts failed to make sufficient progress in implementing ODP activities. 
For example, ESD leaders reported activity and summarized areas of strength and areas of concern. The ODP Director identified patterns in these concerns within or among regions. The ODP Director followed up by asking ESD Project Coordinators probing questions to elicit detailed information on implementation barriers they are encountering. When problems persisted, the ODP Director met with ESD Coordinators and the district level ODP Site Coordinators to review the ODP Memorandum of Understanding for participation and probing to determine how the ODP leadership and the ESDs could facilitate their implementation efforts. The ODP Director collaboratively created a detailed implementation plan with the district that included specific and frequent monitoring. The plan was then used as a tool at the regional check-ins to monitor progress of the district on implementation. These districts were monitored every six weeks by the ODP Director.
Barriers noted by ODP leadership included:
· lack of a specific implementation plan, 
· schools in isolation with no district guidance, plan or approach,
· lack of buy-in or leadership from building or district administration,
· data team meeting time usurped for other purposes (districts agreed to set aside time for one data team meeting per month as a condition of participation in the sustainability project).
[bookmark: _Toc300311864]Web-based Activity Logs 
Monitoring results was essential to ensuring successful implementation, guiding midcourse corrections to implementation, and connecting actions to outcomes. Several challenges were recognized and addressed in the evaluation. The current implementation of ODP PD, described as job-embedded support, or IJES, occurred within the educators’ work places, within the confines of their daily routines. The certified trainers were responsible for guiding the development of teachers’ and teams’ skills using process tools while concurrently increasing Data-Driven Decision Making (DDDM) content knowledge in the context of the ongoing work of the data teams. A data collection tool, the Activity Log, was used by ODP trainers to document the activities of certified trainers relative to the ODP. This section provides a summary of the activity documented by certified trainers at baseline and from baseline to spring 2011 final data collection.
Certified trainers were required to complete the three part activity log following any activity they completed relative to the ODP PD. The purpose of documenting their activity was to record the ODP PD content included in the IJES opportunities, and to document any changes in the content that were necessary to work through local data team issues. In addition, trainers documented strengths and concerns following each IJES opportunity. 
There were 141 certified trainers who completed 2,981 activity logs at baseline, and 53 trainers who completed 2,135 activity logs from fall 2010 to spring 2011 on the evaluation site. Table 6 shows the counts for completed activity logs by region and by ESD.


Table 6. Activity Logs Completed by Region 
	[bookmark: RANGE!A1:C9]Region
	ESDs Within Each Region 
	Number of Activity Logs Completed
By Fall 2010
	Percent of Total Activity Logs Completed
By Fall 2010
	Number of Activity Logs Completed
Spring 2011
	Percent of Total Activity Logs Completed
Spring 2011

	1
	Clackamas, Columbia Gorge, Multnomah
	59
	2.0
	
0
	
0

	2
	Northwest & Willamette
	948
	31.8
	935
	43.8

	3
	Linn Benton Lincoln & Lane
	74
	2.5
	114
	5.3

	4
	Douglas, Southern Oregon, South Coast
	248
	8.3
	141
	6.6

	5
	High Desert, Lake, Harney ESD Region XVII, Jefferson
	1361
	45.7
	772
	36.1

	6
	Umatilla-Morrow, North Central, Grant
	117
	3.9
	102
	4.8

	7
	Union-Baker, Malheur, Region VXIII
	
174
	
5.8
	72
	3.4

	ESD
	
	
	
	

	Douglas ESD
	39
	1.3
	
	

	Grant ESD
	113
	3.8
	102
	4.8

	Harney ESD Region XVII
	1
	0
	
	

	High Desert ESD
	1300
	43.6
	772
	36.1

	Jefferson ESD
	47
	1.6
	
	

	Lake ESD
	13
	0.4
	
	

	Lane ESD
	6
	0.2
	100
	4.7

	Linn Benton Lincoln ESD
	68
	2.3
	14
	0.7

	Malheur ESD
	103
	3.5
	30
	1.4

	Multnomah ESD
	59
	2
	
	

	Northwest Regional ESD
	850
	28.5
	935
	43.8

	Region 18 ESD
	60
	2.0
	37
	1.7

	South Coast ESD
	26
	0.9
	
	

	Southern Oregon ESD
	183
	6.1
	141
	6.6

	Umatilla-Morrow ESD
	4
	0.1
	
	

	Union-Baker ESD
	11
	0.4
	5
	0.2

	Willamette ESD
	98
	3.3
	
	



[bookmark: RANGE!A1:C27]Table 7 provides a statewide summary of the Data Activities that certified trainers have conducted at baseline data collection and by spring 2011. At baseline, the activity with the highest percentage documented as occurring during data team meetings is Building readiness, trust and supportive relationships. The data activities documented most frequently beyond building readiness were foundational data team actions including: collecting and organizing data, analyzing additional measures or assessments for strengths and obstacles, sharing instructional strategies, collaborating with building level leaders, setting SMART goals, and investigating research-based practices. Analysis of other measures was documented more frequently than analyzing OAKS results. Other data-related activities were also documented more frequently. From baseline to spring 2011, the primary data-related activities were similar, with slight changes in the percentages. For example, Building readiness and trust dropped from the highest percentage to the fourth most frequent activity. Collecting and charting data, sharing instructional strategies and setting SMART goals became the primary three activities during the 2010-11 implementation year. The pre- and post- documentation is detailed in Table 7. Trainers documented 219 data team meetings that did not involve data-related activities in baseline and only 70 data team meetings that did not involve data-related activities by spring 2011.  



Table 7. Data Activities Conducted in Data Teams PD

	Data Activities
	Number of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Fall 2010
	Percent of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Fall 2010
	Number of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
Spring 2011
	Percent of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented Spring 2011

	Build readiness, trust and supportive relationships
	428
	15.4
	126
	6.1

	Collect and/or organize/chart other data
	258
	9.3
	346
	16.7

	Analyze additional measures for patterns of strengths and obstacles
	186
	6.7
	120
	5.8

	Share instructional strategies
	186
	6.7
	211
	10.2

	Collaborate with  principal/leadership team
	168
	6.1
	132
	6.4

	Set SMART goals based on data
	151
	5.4
	170
	8.2

	Investigate research-based practices to reach goals
	144
	5.2
	99
	4.8

	Other (please identify)
	133
	4.8
	87
	4.2

	Analyze OAKS data for patterns of strength and obstacles
	130
	4.7
	96
	4.6

	Develop or revise common assessments
	115
	4.1
	51
	2.5

	Attend district/school meetings
	104
	3.8
	70
	3.4

	Develop differentiated instructional/assessment plans  based on pattern analysis
	94
	3.4
	83
	4.0

	Evaluate effectiveness of actions
	92
	3.3
	57
	2.8

	Make action plan and assign responsibilities
	91
	3.3
	77
	3.7

	Formative assessments
	88
	3.2
	37
	1.8

	Work on standards (unwrapping, clarifying, etc.)
	80
	2.9
	35
	1.7

	Assess and/or revise testing/assessment schedule based on analysis of data
	65
	2.3
	44
	2.1

	Discuss/monitor/revise implementation of actions
	59
	2.1
	51
	2.5

	Work with staff-meetings, visiting classrooms,  observations, etc.
	55
	2.0
	51
	2.5

	Share implementation data (adult and student)
	53
	1.9
	43
	2.1

	Develop hypotheses for action research based on data findings
	37
	1.3
	30
	1.5

	Develop and/or revise tools for monitoring adult actions or testing hypotheses
	31
	1.1
	13
	0.6

	Conduct critical analysis (Ishikawa fishbone,  critical incident, triangulation) to determine cause factors for patterns found in analysis
	19
	0.7
	8
	0.4

	Other (please  identify)
	5
	0.2
	23
	1.1

	Use Force Field analysis to problem solve a planning process
	3
	0.1
	6
	0.3




One hundred thirty-three Data Activities were listed as ‘Other’ at baseline and 87 by spring 2011. The details of these other activities are provided in Table 8 and Table 9. Recorded activities should reflect work to support the use of data to provide intentional job-embedded support (IJES) for data teams. 
Table 8. Detailed Explanation of Other Data Activities Documented in Activity Logs at Baseline
	[bookmark: RANGE!A1:C72]Other Data Activities
	Number of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Fall 2010
	Percent of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Fall 2010

	Survey completion activities
	2
	1.5

	Data team coaching
	22
	16.5

	Aligning standards/assessment
	0
	0.0

	Data literacy/data walls/student placement/scoring
	38
	28.6

	Regional planning/reporting meetings
	37
	27.8

	Prep work
	34
	25.6



Other data activities for the spring 2011 Activity Logs were consolidated around several themes and are reflected in Table 9. The shift from baseline to spring 2011 indicates trainers were involved in preparation work, planning and reporting meetings, data related activities and coaching predominantly initially, and as teams progressed, planning and preparation work was greatly reduced and replaced by more coaching and content support activities. 

Table 9. Detailed Explanation of Other Data Activities Documented in Activity Logs by Spring 2011
	Other Data Activities
	Number of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Spring 2011
	Percent of Activity Logs with this Data Activity Documented
by Spring 2011

	Survey completion activities
	11
	12.6

	Data team coaching
	45
	51.7

	Aligning standards/assessment
	4
	4.6

	Data literacy/data walls/student placement/scoring
	7
	8.0

	Math content workshops
	3
	3.4

	Local Planning meetings
	11
	12.6

	Regional planning/reporting meetings
	6
	6.9



[bookmark: _Toc300311865]Duration and Total Time of Data Related Team Activities
A total of 4,116 hours of data team activity at baseline and 2,047 hours of activity by spring 2011 that focused on the data activities listed in Table 7. Table 10 provides the number of sessions conducted and the various duration periods of IJES work. Sessions did not vary to a large degree from baseline to final data collection. Sessions of 11-20 minutes and 21-30 minutes were the most frequent of the data related activities of data teams followed by sessions that were almost an hour long. The full range of duration of data activities was from 1 to 10 minutes through 16 hours, a wide range that reflects the integration of job-embedded opportunities with more traditional PD full day workshops.
Table 10. Number of Sessions by Duration of Session for Data Activities
	Team Meeting Time Spent on Data Related Activities
	Number of Sessions by Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010
	Percent of Sessions by Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010
	Number of Sessions by Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Spring 2011
	Percent of Sessions by Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Spring 2011

	1- 10 Minutes
	263
	9.8
	317
	15.5

	11-20 Minutes
	436
	16.2
	334
	16.4

	21-30 Minutes
	462
	17.2
	361
	17.7

	31-40 Minutes
	63
	2.3
	55
	2.7

	41-50 Minutes
	153
	5.7
	118
	5.8

	51-60 Minutes
	447
	16.6
	465
	22.8

	1 -1.25 Hours
	21
	0.8
	12
	0.6

	1.25 -1.5 Hours
	97
	3.6
	0
	0.0

	1.6 - 2.0 Hours
	231
	8.6
	224
	11.0

	2.1 - 3.0 Hours
	172
	6.4
	53
	2.6

	3.1 - 4.0 Hours
	138
	5.1
	12
	0.6

	4.1 - 5.0 Hours 
	53
	2.0
	66
	3.2

	5.1 - 6.0 Hours
	39
	1.5
	0
	0.0

	6.1 - 7.0 Hours
	36
	1.3
	6
	0.3

	7.1 - 8.0 Hours
	59
	2.2
	12
	0.6

	8.1 - 16.0 Hours 
	18
	0.7
	7
	0.3



Some sessions did not involve data related activities. Non-Data Activities are shown in Table 11.



Table 11. Non-Data Related Activities Conducted for ODP Activity. 
	Non-Data Related Activities
	Number of Activity Logs with this activity documented
Fall 2010
	Percent of Activity Logs with this activity documented
Fall 2010
	Number of Activity Logs with this activity documented
Spring 2011
	Percent of Activity Logs with this activity documented Spring 2011

	Total Non-Data Related Activities
	1992
	
	1481
	

	Working directly with staff
	280
	28.08
	115
	17.6

	Research and preparation activities
	259
	25.98
	39
	6.0

	Attending to other required activities
	172
	17.25
	76
	11.6

	Leading professional development activities
	102
	10.23
	104
	15.9

	Mentoring leadership team/site council
	67
	6.72
	25
	3.8

	Other (please identify)
	62
	6.22
	111
	16.9

	Mentoring building administrator
	55
	5.52
	185
	28.2




The most notable change in the non-data related activities is the percentage of time spent mentoring the building administrator and the reduction in research and preparation activities. 
A total of 1,643.5 hours were spent in non-data related activities by baseline, and 760 by spring 2011. The number of sessions and the duration of sessions are provided in Table 12.  
Table 12. Number of Sessions by Duration of Session for Non-Data Activities
	Team Meeting Time Spent on Data Related Activities
	Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010
	Percent of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010
	Duration of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010
	Percent of Time Spent on Data Related Activities
Fall 2010

	1- 10 Minutes
	72
	8.7%
	108
	16.3%

	11-20 Minutes
	82
	10.0%
	79
	11.9%

	21-30 Minutes
	118
	14.3%
	118
	17.8%

	31-40 Minutes
	11
	1.3%
	5
	0.8%

	41-50 Minutes
	54
	6.6%
	36
	5.4%

	51-60 Minutes
	110
	13.3%
	151
	22.8%

	1 -1.25 Hours
	13
	1.6%
	9
	1.4%

	1.25 -1.5 Hours
	43
	5.2%
	0
	0.0%

	1.6 - 2.0 Hours
	85
	10.3%
	101
	15.2%

	2.1 - 3.0 Hours
	90
	10.9%
	21
	3.2%

	3.1 - 4.0 Hours
	35
	4.2%
	8
	1.2%

	4.1 - 5.0 Hours 
	73
	8.9%
	8
	1.2%

	5.1 - 6.0 Hours
	10
	1.2%
	8
	1.2%

	6.1 - 7.0 Hours
	2
	0.2%
	0
	0.0%

	7.1 - 8.0 Hours
	10
	1.2%
	6
	0.9%

	8.1 - 16.0 Hours 
	16
	1.9%
	5
	0.8%




The Activity Logs included documentation of the ODP PD content that was incorporated into each activity conducted by trainers. Trainers were asked to indicate which topics were included in data team meetings from a list of the major content topics from the ODP. These topics were:
· Data Team Process
· Measures of Performance
· Oregon Growth Model
· OAKS
· Data Team Action Research
· Assessment of Assessment
· Validity and Reliability
· Testing/Teaching Connection
· Wagon Wheel Triangulation
· ODP content not embedded in this activity
· Funneling Data
· Focusing on the Right Work
· Principles of Antecedents of Excellence
· Triangulation
· Critical Analysis (Cause/Effect/Ishikawa)
· Flow charts
· Critical Incident
· Force Field
· Actions of Accountability

In some cases, trainers integrated more than one topic into the data team session that was documented. Of the 1, 993 activity logs indicating a focus on ODP content, 47% were documented as focusing solely on the data team process, and 20% used a combination of content for the focus of the activities documented. Table 13 indicates the percentage of activity logs with a single topic focus by topic. Note the change from almost half the content focused on data team process to 40% not focused on ODP content and 32.8 percent focused on data team process. 





Table 13. ODP PD Content Documented as the Focus of ODP Activities 
	ODP Content
	Number of Activities Embedding This Content
Fall 2010
	Percent of Activities Embedding This Content
Fall 201
	Number of Activities Embedding This Content Spring 2011
	Percent of Activities Embedding This Content
Spring 2011

	Data Team Process
	943
	47.32
	700
	32.8

	Combination of ODP content embedded in activity
	407
	20.42
	272
	1.3

	Measures of Performance
	112
	5.62
	70
	3.3

	Data Team Action Research 
	111
	5.57
	44
	2.1

	Testing/Teaching Connection
	90
	4.52
	39
	1.8

	Assessment of Assessment
	76
	3.81
	37
	1.7

	OAKS Reports
	63
	3.16
	31
	1.5

	Focusing on the Right Work
	51
	2.56
	23
	1.1

	Actions of Accountability
	45
	2.26
	27
	1.3

	ODP content not embedded in this activity
	41
	2.06
	864
	40.5

	Principles of Antecedents of Excellence 
	18
	0.9
	6
	0.3

	Validity and Reliability 
	8
	0.4
	5
	0.2

	Funneling Data
	8
	0.4
	4
	0.2

	Oregon Growth Model
	7
	0.35
	4
	0.2

	Triangulation
	5
	0.25
	2
	0.1

	Flow Charts
	4
	0.2
	0
	0

	Critical Analysis
	2
	0.1
	8
	0.40

	Wagon Wheel Triangulation
	1
	0.05
	0
	0

	Force Field
	1
	0.05
	0
	0



The activity log content documentation supports the inference that the early work of trainers has focused primarily on establishing data team processes within the participating schools, and secondarily on the integration of assessment literacy content. It is apparent a significant amount of the early implementation work has been that of establishing functioning data teams. This is reflected in the changes in concerns from fall 2010 to spring 2011. The increases in efficacy and knowledge were small to moderate, and understandably so given the amount of time dedicated to increasing content and skill in DDDM. 
Trainers noted their primary concerns in working with their teams. Table 14 summarizes these concerns. The majority of the concerns of the trainers were the need to increase teachers’ and leaders’ instructional knowledge and skills to respond to the data analysis, and the data team members’ data analysis skills, 43% and 24.4%, respectively. These concerns support what has been learned through monitoring participants’ changes in concerns, efficacy and knowledge, as well as implementation activity. 
Table 14. Trainers’ concerns reflected in Activity Logs by Spring 2011
	Concerns
	Frequency of Concern
	Percentage of All Concerns Noted

	Building buy-in among administrators and teachers
	15
	6.2

	Curriculum and assessment alignment
	5
	2.1

	Data team members data analysis skills
	59
	24.4

	Trainer's concern for need to increase team members' instructional knowledge to respond to specific student needs
	104
	43.0

	Managing team logistics
	15
	6.2

	Maintaining dedicated time to support data team activities
	34
	14.0

	Need for more streamlined data reporting
	10
	4.1



Managing the change process of improving teachers’ and leaders’ DDDM knowledge and skills is a long term process that can be facilitated with careful monitoring and measuring of teachers’ and leaders’ changes in concerns, efficacy and knowledge.
[bookmark: _Toc300311866]Data Team Observations

Data Team observations were proposed as an integral component of the original evaluation plan for the ODP. . Several observations were conducted that supported the findings in the activity logs that teams were in various stages of learning and using the data team process to drive instructional decisions. The logistics of scheduling data team observations was a primary barrier to fully realizing the potential of observations for informing continued implementation and evaluation. It was evident from the observations conducted that some teams were at a mastery level of process and were beginning to integrate the content of the DDDM PD to inform their instructional decisions and classroom practices. In other cases, teams were more mechanical in their process and utilizing data at a very surface level, while responding to issues such as a dominant facilitator or reluctant/resistant team member through the structure of the data process. Follow-up interviews with team members would have been helpful to uncover issues related to data team process that could have been addressed through certified trainers, however, teacher schedules did not allow for immediate follow up to the observations. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311867]General Recommendations Based on Final Results 

The promising student gains achieved during the early years of ODP implementation are exciting in light of teacher status in the change process. Teacher change is in its infancy, but reflects substantial movement with regard to change related to DDDM and implementation of DDDM. Such powerful outcomes for both students and teachers speak to the efficacy of this initiative’s design and potential. It is highly recommended that further funding be procured to continue this initiative, and that this work continue in accordance with the suggestions given below for future practice.

Moreover, it is imperative that continued sustainability efforts are accompanied by continued evaluation of the implementation and outcomes of this project. The evaluation, as designed and implemented, has been a vital component of the feedback loop that guides the project, region, ESD leadership, and certified trainers. The dynamic reporting of the three survey components provides leaders and trainers with increased understanding of the barriers effecting changes in practice. Results of the SoCQ, 3DME, and Knowledge Measure provide important information to guide the content of the job-embedded PD, as well as the cognitive approach trainers employ in given situations.

One component that would enhance the information learned from evaluation would be the ability to link teachers to students within participating and non-participating districts. The lack of this teacher/student link prevented evaluators from being able to conduct a more refined analysis of teacher effect and the relationship between teacher effect and student outcomes. It is recommended that the teacher/student link become a prerequisite in data collection of future evaluation efforts as suggested in the original evaluation proposal. 

The Knowledge Measure would benefit from additional items of moderate difficulty within Scale 1 to better discriminate between high and low levels of knowledge in DDDM. Additionally, certified trainers would benefit from an item analysis at the group level given a sufficient group size for reporting. This item analysis would provide insight to more specific knowledge deficiencies of participants and would guide trainers to provide more specific data analysis and application skills training during job-embedded PD sessions.  

The following recommendations provide specific information for future ODP efforts. 

[bookmark: _Toc300311868]Region and ESD Leadership Level

Implementation of Oregon ODP training through job-embedded mechanisms looks very different from region to region and ESD to ESD. Some of this is to be expected because of unique needs. However, there should be some common elements across regions and ESDs. To assist in accomplishing this, it is recommended that ESD project leadership and trainers participate in regional check-ins with the ODP leadership and that standards for common practice be established through these check-ins. Face to face check-ins should occur at least quarterly, and monthly written reports should include content similar to what the content of quarterly check-ins. Check-ins should include discussion or reporting of progress of teams, both successes and challenges. Participation, timeliness, engagement of teams and leadership should be reported. 
· Quarterly check-ins (or monthly if possible) should include reports of progress, sharing of successes, and troubleshooting sessions for problems encountered in implementation. 
· Reports of progress should summarize the logistics of the Trainers’ activities: number of team meetings or PD events, duration, content integrated into these sessions, number of participants, etc. Reports of progress should identify an area of success and an area of challenge for which the group can troubleshoot or share solutions.
· Troubleshooting should involve the sharing of resources, task analysis, or other process activities that support the trainers in meeting these challenges. 
· An outcome of the check-ins should be the development and specifying of next steps for ESD project leaders and trainers related to their specific challenges. 
· It is recommended that all teams within an ESD or district conduct their usual meetings in a common location where they can see and hear the work of other teams to enable functional teams to provide indirect modeling for teams that are struggling or functioning at a lower level of productivity. 

[bookmark: _Toc300311869]ESD and District Implementation Level 

· It is recommended that ESDs bring data team leads and local ODP leaders together at least quarterly for face-to-face check-ins, training and dialogue to provide support and gauge progress. Again, a focus of conversation should be establishing and maintaining some common standards for implementation. 
· ESD and district leaders may benefit from intentional dialogue to identify peer models and rising leaders from within participant ranks in order to provide them with leadership and development opportunities. 
· ESD and district level leaders have received district profiles to assist in planning activities. It is recommended these leaders access the school level reports available through their logins at http://eval.oregondataproject.org to determine how schools may vary within districts to further develop differentiated plans for teams for the fall of 2011. 
[bookmark: _Toc300311870]Stages of Concern Questionnaire Results Recommendations Based on Profiles

[bookmark: _Toc300311871]Nonuser Profiles

Awareness Concerns (Nonuser profiles with peak at Stage 0 and Technical User profiles with peak at Stage 0 and a peak at Stage 6, Refocusing). 
Technical Users are those with a peak at Stage 6, but also a peak at Stage 0. Although there is a peak at Stage 6 which suggests a Use Profile, the Peak at Stage 0 suggests superficial use or ‘Going through the motions’ behavior, not true User behavior. 

· Clarify the purpose and focus of the Oregon ODP DDDM professional development. Help them understand this is not an ‘add-on’ or new program, but an integration and maximization effort. 

· Connect the project language to the language of the district so that the initiative is not viewed as something separate and different. Bridge the learning gap by using local terminology. If the local district uses grade level teams or PLCs then use this terminology instead of ‘Data Teams’.  

· Some confusion has resulted from trainers holding onto language from the Lead and Learn Center rather than ‘code-switching’ to the local language of change and local language that describes the team effort and job-embedded coaching. 

· Parrot the language they know or code-switch so that this isn’t viewed as something additional. Don’t use program specific vocabulary if it creates confusion for the participants. However, be explicit in connecting program specific language to DDDM principles. Keep the focus on the outcomes of the work, not on the program itself.  

· Cause data (Lead and Learn Center) = fidelity checks (EBISS). 
· Effect data = student outcomes, results, performance
· Teaming terms such as data teams = grade level teams = PLCs = vertical teams—the differences are in the function of the teams and these can change over time. 

· Find specific connections to structures or behaviors that may already be in place within the school or district. Have participants brainstorm ways they are using data to make decisions (EBISS, literacy data teams, etc.). Clarify how these existing efforts are connected to the work of the project and how the ODP is about enhancing the effectiveness of these efforts by building a common knowledge and skill base of the principles for Data-Driven Decision Making (DDDM). 

· For example, one purpose of the ODP is to increase participants’ knowledge and understanding of Oregon assessment data to enhance their efficiency in working with these data and understanding the use and limitations of these data for summative evaluation and for day to day instructional decisions. Facilitate a discussion on how increasing knowledge and understanding of the use and limitations of Oregon assessment data can benefit them in their work on improving student achievement.

· Another purpose of the ODP is to help participants integrate knowledge and understanding of principles of DDDM into existing efforts to use data for decisions. Facilitate a discussion of the ways participants are already using data in their day to day work and how the principles of DDDM taught through the project can be integrated into their existing efforts. Discuss the benefits of improving their knowledge and skills in this area.


· For Technical User Profiles with a Refocusing spike (Stage 6- indicates respondents are just going through the motions), the awareness and refocusing spikes could exist for a variety of reasons, thus trainers should monitor how schools respond to the work they are doing with them. 

· Do informal follow up questioning to gain insight from data team leaders to uncover concerns. 

· When there is a peak at Stage 6 (Refocusing) it means the respondents aren’t interested in getting additional information, they are most likely resistant. Therefore gentle/subtle probing is warranted. Probe to find out where the gaps are…they may not know what to ask for or why they should be interested in the DDDM practices encouraged through the ODP
· How can the trainer help support the data team to advance their work?
· How can the data team leader support driving the data team work deeper? 

· A spike in Awareness and Refocusing can also be a symptom of a lack of a common vision. Participants may need to have a common idea of where they are going with their work with you as a trainer in the ODP. 

· Probe what is being communicated by local leadership at staff meetings and at principal meetings at a district level, probe these areas to identify any disconnects. 

· A Technical User profile with a spike at Stage 6 may also indicate that participants are not interested in participating in the Oregon ODP and are simply going through the motions. While they are going through the motions, they are exploring alternative courses of action they believe have more value than current DDDM practices being promoted through the Oregon ODP. Thus, professional development needs to integrate evidence that supports the DDDM principles shared through the ODP as the most effective practices. It may be important to find out what teachers see as alternatives to DDDM in order to create appropriate and effective training. See gentle probing suggestions given above. 

· See suggestions for User Profile, Refocusing Concerns for additional information related to Stage 6. 

Informational Concerns 
This Nonuser profile is concerned with getting more information about the Oregon ODP DDDM professional development. Generally, they feel they do not know enough about the work of the project. They are not yet concerned about their role. These individuals need more general descriptive information about the innovation—the Oregon ODP. 
· What is the innovation? 
· What does it do? 
· What does it mean to be involved in the ODP?

· Information provided should not include a great deal of detail. They are not yet concerned about how they fit into the use or implementation of the innovation, so information should remain general to the innovation rather than personal involvement. Use the general information available on ODP website, http://oregondataproject.org such as the Overview PPT and Oregon ODP Life Cycle document to provide general information about the ODP and how the ODP is intended to fit into the state and local picture. 

Personal Concerns. 
Groups with this profile need to understand what the work of the ODP means for them personally. 
· What is their role in response to the ODP? 
· What is expected of them? 
· What are the outcomes? 
· How will they be evaluated?

· Special Case—the one-two split (Stage 2 is higher than Stage 1)–indicates that the participants are very concerned about how incorporating these practices will impact them. It is critical that training first address teacher concerns about how DDDM practices will impact them, or they will be resistant to training. Of secondary importance is to explain why DDDM may be more viable than other alternatives they deem as having more value.
[bookmark: _Toc300311872]User Profiles

Management Concerns
Participants manifesting a high Stage 3 concerns profile are most concerned with management, time, and logistical components of implementing the innovation (concerns include issues such as efficiency, scheduling, and organizing).

· Help these individuals understand how the practices promoted through the Oregon ODP can be integrated into existing structures and routines to enhance efficiency of implementation. 
· Provide these individuals with tools and resources (see the Oregon ODP website for resources) to streamline logistics and structure their ODP related work.

Consequence Concerns
Users in this profile are most concerned with the impact of the actions promoted through the Oregon ODP on students and how to evaluate impact on students.

· These individuals need to know more about the intended impact on student performance and competence, and what changes are needed to increase student outcomes.
· Professional development needs to integrate evidence that supports DDDM as the most effective practices. Bring research-supported student benefits into the content of team meetings
· These participants need more information about the assessment principals and appropriate uses of assessment data. The Popham book, Test Better Teach Better provides specific information on the connection between testing and teaching and student outcomes. The Study Group Syllabus provides a detailed list of the chapter content. The syllabus can be used as guide for identifying the chapters that address basic assessment principles. The syllabus is provided at http://data.k12partners.org/content/certification-materials It will be important to give this group of teachers more information about the benefit of DDDM for students as well as other information that explains the benefit of the desired DDDM behaviors.

Collaboration Concerns
· User profiles with a peak at Stage 5, Collaborating, are open to and engaging in DDDM practices. They are most interested in working with others to coordinate and facilitate use of DDDM practices in their classroom and school. Thus, it is important that these teachers be provided opportunities to discuss these topics with other teachers within and outside of their schools. This may be accomplished in face-to-face settings (training sessions, data team meetings, school faculty meetings, etc.) or virtually (Skyping, Wikis, Blogs, Moodle, etc.). 

Refocusing Concerns
· User profiles with a high Stage 6 concerns profile are interested in the greater good that the innovation provides and the possibility of making changes to the innovation or replacing it with another more powerful innovation. This profile reflects that the individuals have definite ideas about possible alternatives to the current innovation.

· Thus, professional development needs to integrate evidence that supports the DDDM principles shared through the ODP as the most effective practices. It may be important to find out what teachers see as alternatives to DDDM in order to create appropriate and effective training. See gentle probing suggestions given in the Nonuser profiles with a high Stage 6. In some cases, alternatives may represent appropriate evolution of participants work as they grow in knowledge and understanding. 
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Building efficacy involves building knowledge and understanding of principles and practices promoted through the Oregon ODP professional development in order to build participants’ confidence to act on their learning and to persist in the face of obstacles. 

· In order to address teacher knowledge, efficacy, and subsequently concerns, direct instruction and peer modeling are recommended. 

· Direct instruction related to DDDM practices will concurrently build the requisite knowledge base and increase related forms of efficacy (confidence). (See tools, resources and suggested activities under Knowledge Measure section). 

· Identify the scales where participants indicated low to moderate efficacy (See district profiles). It will be important that training sessions integrate content from these scales into data team meetings to target expanding knowledge through direct instruction. 
· For example, groups with low efficacy in identifying and accessing data are probably unsure of what data are appropriate for a particular situation. 
· Groups with low efficacy in data technology use may not have access to technology, or they may be dealing with new technology that confuses or intimidates them. Direct, explicit instruction on specific steps for technology use will be helpful. 
· Individuals with technology use issues generally need step-by-step instructions, step-by-step modeling, followed by guided practice. 

· Explicit instruction is important for all scales. Instruction should be followed by opportunities to apply learning in situations where participants can experience success and immediate reinforcement. Care must be taken to avoid instruction or activities that seem patronizing to adult learners.  

· Carefully designed groups (face-to-face or virtual) may serve to support both collaboration concerns and knowledge building, thus building efficacy.  

· Assure that skilled and knowledgeable peers are situated within groups and activities planned to target important knowledge areas and coordination of efforts, will serve to address both efficacy and knowledge issues.

· Peer modeling is another powerful tool that serves to increase both knowledge and confidence. 

· Peer models may be real time or video models. It is recommended ESDs bring teams together periodically to accomplish a specific task so that teams can view each other in action. Models will need to engage in “think-alouds” when engaging in relevant covert mental processes related to DDDM. 

· Role-play is another effective method for improving knowledge and efficacy and participants’ flexibility in applying new learning.

· Providing opportunities to role-play expected typical behaviors in a data team meeting or group discussion of use of data for making decisions. 
· Facilitate role-play opportunities that highlight challenging team processes (dealing with difficult people, 

[bookmark: _Toc300311875]Moderately High to High Efficacy

Participants with moderately high efficacy to high efficacy may fall into several different groups depending on their commensurate level of knowledge. If participants’ efficacy is moderately high to high, but their knowledge is low, then careful, sensitive intervention is warranted. If participants have concomitant moderately high to high efficacy and knowledge, then these participants need to be nurtured and their knowledge, efficacy and leadership role expanded. 

· Participants with higher efficacy and lower knowledge need careful intervention to elicit the source of misplaced confidence. These participants are most likely going through the motions of DDDM and have high student performance that is totally unrelated to their actions, thus the consequence of low knowledge is never seen. For example, traditionally high performing schools or districts that have not yet been challenged by the state or federal accountability programs may not realize what they don’t know because they believe that what they are doing with data is working. Several simultaneous approaches may be taken with these participants. 
 
· Encourage these participants to look at growth data than summative outcome data. In traditionally high performing schools or districts, students arrive already high achieving. These schools are particularly challenged in their ability to nurture and grow high achieving students, yet they are usually unaware of this due to the focus of most accountability on getting all students to meet standards, rather than growing all students to the next level. 
· Prior to meeting with groups that exhibit this type of profile, explore the probability curve to see whether these schools have an above or below the state average profile. This tool may provide an opening to discuss how the school is intentional in providing enrichment to high performing students. The link to the curve is http://www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=3155 
· It is also important to look at whether these districts demonstrate consistently high achievement at all levels, or whether the pattern of performance for higher grade levels dips compared to lower grade levels. This is usually indicative of a lack of challenge for the higher performing students in earlier grades. 
· Gently probe these individuals for their knowledge relevant to DDDM and interpreting, evaluating and applying based on data. Because these individuals have high efficacy and low knowledge, they do not believe they need to learn. Thus, learning experiences need to be presented carefully, and within the context of what they believe they already know. Blunt pointing out of misconceptions may build resistance; therefore it is important to uncover misconceptions through gentle probing and then modeling of appropriate interpretations, evaluation and application. 
· Groups exhibiting this profile need careful intervention and patience. They believe that what they are doing and what they know works because they have high student outcomes regardless of their actions. Thus, helping them to establish plans and goals around changing adult behaviors may be a first approach. For example, you may want to have these groups intentionally monitor and record how frequently they include enrichment in their lesson plans, or have them review the levels of Bloom’s that are reflected by the student engagement activities they conduct during instruction. Are they integrating enough higher level tasks to encourage students to stretch and grow? 
· Another way to approach this group is to look at achievement gaps within the school or district. Often high performing schools and districts have pockets of students that are not high performing, but go unnoticed because of compensatory effects of the accountability programs. Are all groups performing equally well? If not, what hypotheses can be developed and plans made to uncover the factors impacting the gaps? 

· Participants with high efficacy and high knowledge need encouragement, validation and support to ensure they continue to feel valued for that knowledge. Additionally, these individuals or groups provide a pool of potential peer models for working with teams or individuals that are lower in knowledge and efficacy. 

· Identify these individuals for leadership development. 
· Validate and confirm their knowledge when appropriate within team or group work sessions. 
· Encourage these individuals to think aloud as they process DDDM within a team or professional development setting.  
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Profiles reflecting low to moderate levels of knowledge need intentional, direct instruction with regard to content and skill integrated into professional development opportunities and data team or other job-embedded training opportunities. Groups reflecting this type of knowledge profile must receive explicit instruction on the content and skills that are deficient, otherwise these groups will ‘go through the motions’ without developing the personal knowledge necessary to engage in effective DDDM. At a minimum, data team and other job-embedded opportunities should include a content building activity until these groups demonstrate increased knowledge.

· Resources for building knowledge exist within the Oregon ODP Resources. The Instructional training section of the web-site includes links to a variety of resources that can be carefully selected and used to meet the unique knowledge development needs of any profile. Start with the Certification page: http://data.k12partners.org/content/certification-materials 

· The Study Group Syllabus provides guidelines for the major content and skill areas targeted by the Oregon ODP. Links to specific materials are embedded in certification web-page.  
· Resource Guides for Strand Professional Development
· These guides provide details about the contents and logistics for the video modules available for trainers. 
· Presentation and Support materials are linked to this page. These resources provide graphics, factual statements, and activity guidelines for the strand professional development. Elements of these materials can be selected to target a specific content or skill area.
· Training videos provide instruction and modeling for all content covered in the strand PD. Select a video segment to use for content building in team meetings, PD events or other group opportunities for job-embedded PD.
· The training videos can also be used as the focus of group study for teams.
· The certification training resources available at http://oregondataproject.org/content/certification-materials include supplemental materials that are designed to deepen knowledge and understanding of the assessment content, particularly the content related to interpreting OAKS reports and applying this information to actions. The Frequently Asked Questions link includes the FAQs that target the basic principles of testing and teaching. The Inference Checking Cards contain reports and questions for guided work on interpreting OAKS reports. These are also available at http://data.k12partners.org/content/certification-materials 
· The FAQs and Inference Checking Cards are recommended for use with a certified trainer or a peer model that has demonstrated high knowledge and efficacy. This is important. Having teams engage in the FAQs and particularly the Inference Checking Cards without having a high knowledge peer or trainer could lead to furthering or supporting over-inference and misinterpretation. Low knowledge groups need to be redirected when they misinterpret or over-infer from these reports. Trainers or peer models should engage in think aloud strategies to model how they interpret and use the information, verbalizing what inferences are supported by the report, and verbalizing the limitations of the report. 
· The FAQs and Inference Checking Cards can also be used in a formative assessment manner for trainers or data team leaders to elicit areas of strength and weakness in participants’ knowledge. 

· Sharing of materials developed by other trainers can also help. Certified trainers have personalized some of the materials to provide the information in a different, but appropriate manner, or to chunk the information for a limited time period. Sharing these resources is important. Not only does the sharing help decrease everyone’s burden in developing support materials, but it also provides additional vetting of the congruence of the content with the original materials. 

· Another tool for increasing knowledge, particularly about group process, is to use the observation tool (see attached) to initially guide groups through an effective data team process, or to identify areas in a team’s process that need to be addressed either with content or with process tools. 
· Step by step---while using the observation tool with a team, reflect on each step and how to support teams accomplishing each step rather than just the end goal. 

[bookmark: _Toc300311878]Moderately High to High Knowledge

Profiles that reflect high moderately high to high knowledge are rare at this point. These profiles usually manifested in districts that had low numbers of respondents, reflecting the district had a small number of highly knowledgeable individuals. 

· Groups with low or moderate knowledge profiles need help identifying individuals with higher knowledge so these individuals can be encouraged and supported to provide peer modeling and local leadership. 
· Groups with low respondents, but high knowledge need to increase response rate to the Knowledge Measure to determine whether the results are indicate of a few individuals, or if the results are more representative of the larger group of participants. 

Knowledge Measure
All Participants: Fall 2010 and Spring 2011
2010	
Scale 1: Making Instructional Decisions Using Data 	Scale 2: Interpretation, Evaluation 	&	 Application Using Data	53.8	53.7	2011	
Scale 1: Making Instructional Decisions Using Data 	Scale 2: Interpretation, Evaluation 	&	 Application Using Data	56.3	59.5	
Mean Percent of Points Earned


4 Year Trend in Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding in Reading
ODP Students	



2007-2008	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	73.3	75.58	77.41	79.61	NonODP Students	



2007-2008	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	76.31	78.23	78.87	80.52	


Comparative Gain in Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding in Reading for Years 1-3 of 
DATA Project Implementation
ODP Students	
Gain 2008 to 2009	Gain 2009 to 2010	Gain 2010 to 2011	2.280000000000001	1.829999999999998	2.200000000000003	NonODP Students	
Gain 2008 to 2009	Gain 2009 to 2010	Gain 2010 to 2011	1.920000000000002	0.640000000000001	1.649999999999991	


4 Year Trend in Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding in Math
ODP Students	



2007-2008	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	68.39	71.32	74.37	60.54	NonODP Students	



2007-2008	2008-2009	2009-2010	2010-2011	73.0	74.15	75.66999999999998	62.33	


Comparative Gain in Percentage of Students Meeting or Exceeding in Math for Years 1-2 of 
DATA Project Implementation
ODP Students	Gain 2008 to 2009	Gain 2009 to 2010	2.929999999999993	3.050000000000011	NonODP Students	Gain 2008 to 2009	Gain 2009 to 2010	1.150000000000006	1.519999999999996	Gain in Percentage Points
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