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Evaluate is always looking for addi-
tional ways to help ATE projects
and centers improve their evalu-
ation endeavors.

We have recently added new mate-
rials to our Web site. Find these at
www.evalu-ate.org:

Our Web site has a new look!
Like other ATE centers, we

have incorporated a digital li-
brary to better help you locate
relevant evaluation resources.

Did you miss our presentation
at HI-TEC? Our session on
thinking like an evaluator to
enhance your next proposal
generated a lot of follow up
questions. Search “Demon-
strating Value” in our digital
resource library.

As always, if you have trouble lo-

ATE projects and centers

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

Assessing Professional

Development Impact

Evaluating the effectiveness of professional
development puzzles even the most skilled evaluator.

The primary challenges cited frequently include these:
® Qurgoals focused on changing teachers’ content
knowledge and/or attitudes about science.

e \We don't know how to link student achievement with
professional development.

® |tisimpossible to link student achievement to
professional development.

Joellen Killion

National Staff Development
Council

As a result, many evaluators settle all too often for the low-hanging fruit of
evaluating whether program elements are completed as proposed and if
participants found value in the program.

To address these problems, the National Staff Development Council published
Assessing Impact: Evaluating Staff Development. Several key ideas emerged for us
from this work, particularly how it is possible to link professional development to
student achievement using a theory of change model. A prominent author on the
subject, Carol Weiss, noted that change initiatives often lack clarity about how the
steps of the program connect to produce the outcomes intended. It is the
program’s components, the connection among them, and the assumptions upon
which the program is designed that constitute a program’s theory of change. We
can, therefore, model how professional development should impact student
achievement and use evaluation to determine whether that model is accurate. The
diagram below is a simple theory of change.

. ) N Professional devel- Implementation of the Student
cating a resource, let us know. opment on —_— pedagogy in the classroom — achievement
1 K f mathematics- that changes student increases

Call (269) 387-5895 and ask for specific pedagogy learning experiences

Lori, Stephanie, or Arlen.
or

Email: lori.wingate@wmich.edu

Conduit editor: Stephanie Evergreen

By examining the outcomes of each component, it is possible to support a claim
that a relationship exists among the components of the theory of change. In this
way professional development could be linked with changes in teacher practice and
subsequent changes in student achievement.

Killion, ). (2007). Assessing impact: Evaluating staff development. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Corwin Press.

Weiss, C. (1998). Evaluation, (2nd ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
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As often happens when one
reaches a birthday, we reviewed
our mission statement and
revised it to better reflect our core
work:

Evalualt|e advances the goals of
the ATE program by partnering
with projects and centers to

® strengthen the program’s
evaluation knowledge base

expand the use of exemplary
evaluation practices

support the continuous
improvement of technician
education throughout the
nation

Evalualt|e is operated by the
Western Michigan University
Evaluation Center, a leader in
developing the evaluation
discipline and a long-time
contributor to the improvement
of National Science Foundation
evaluations.

Evalualt|e is funded by the
National Science Foundation
under grant #0802245. Any
opinions, findings, and
conclusions or recommendations
expressed in this material are
those of the author(s) and do not
necessarily reflect the views of
the National Science Foundation.

What are you talking
about?

REAL ANSWERS

Every discipline comes with its own jargon
and terminology, and evaluation is no
exception. But since most evaluation terms
take the form of everyday language, it’s
easy for evaluators and their clients to
assume they’re talking about the same
things, when that might not be the case.

Consider, for example, this jargon-laden
sentence: “The evaluation will formatively
and summatively assess the merit and worth
of the evaluand’s process, outcomes, and
impacts.”

Below we give definitions of these terms as
they are commonly used by evaluators.

Evaluand: That which is being evaluated.

Process: Content, implementation, and
outputs of an evaluand.

Output: Tangible result of a project’s
activities (e.g., number of people served).

Outcome: Immediate change.
Impact: Long-term change.

Formative evaluation: Designed and used
to improve a project.

Evaluation Terminology

Summative evaluation: Designed to present
conclusions about merit or worth.

Merit: The intrinsic quality of an object.
(How good is the project?)

Worth: The value of an object in relation-
ship to a purpose. (How valuable is the
project?)

Translation: Process, outcomes, and impacts,
are aspects of a project that may be
evaluated. For example, an evaluation of a
professional development webinar for
faculty might examine the
effectiveness of marketing strategies
or satisfaction of participants. These
are aspects of process. The same
evaluation could gather data on
outputs, such as how many times
webinar materials were downloaded.
To assess impact, the evaluation
could include follow-up with
participants to discern if and how
they used the content to improve
student learning. The evaluation
results could be used in a formative
manner to make adjustments to the
next round of webinar offerings or in
a summative manner to report to NSF.
Conclusions about merit would be keyed to
criteria that define quality in professional
development. Conclusions about worth
would hinge whether the webinar met a need
in a cost-effective manner.

Good communication is critical. Evaluators
needs to understand the technical
terminology associated with a program’s
content area. Likewise, program personnel
should make sure they understand evaluation
lingo, even when—especially when—it’s
disguised as everyday language.



Featured Resource

Peggie Weeks

Evalualtle is pleased to announce the
addition of a new staff member:
Peggie Weeks.

Many of you are probably familiar
with Peggie. She has twice been a
program officer at NSF, where she
helped manage ATE and other
under-graduate programs, and she is
a regular proposal reviewer.

You may also have run into her on
your own projects. She chairs the
committees of two ATE centers—
CREATE, out of the College of the
Canyons in Santa Clarita, and the
NSF Materials Science Resource
Center, based at Edmonds
Community College. Peggie also is
the external evaluator for BioBench

at St. Louis Community College and
previously evaluated RoboRocks
and TechXPloration, both at
Middlesex County College.

£

In addition to her direct experience
with ATE grantees, Peggie taught
engineering and technology for 16
years at Corning Community
College, NY. Prior to teaching, she
was employed as a process engineer
at Corning, Inc.

Peggie is leading Evalualtle’s effort
to develop and facilitate an ATE
evaluation community of practice.
Please say hello to her at the PI
Conference and let her know what
would make evaluation more
effective in your project or center.
Stop by the staff page on our Web
site to send Peggie an email and
welcome her on board.

Metaevaluation Findings, Part 1

Evalualt|e staff member Lori Wingate reviews initial findings from a
review of ATE evaluations

“It was clear that different stake-
holders were included in the evalu-
ation process and that the evalua-
tion was responsive to program
needs. The report clearly includes
discussion of the connection be-
tween program values, evaluative
questions, and the data that were
collected to answer the questions.”

That comment was made by one of
the 30 evaluators who reviewed a set
of 10 ATE project and center
evaluations between March and
June. The review was part of our
study to determine the evaluation
needs of grantees within the ATE
program.

On average, the evaluations received
some of their highest ratings for
using minimally disruptive data col-

lection methods and integrating data
collection into regular project opera-
tions. “The degree to which the
evaluation became a part of the pro-
gram's everyday functioning was
notable,” remarked one reviewer.

The reviewers gave their lowest
ratings in the area of evaluation im-
pact, meaning they had concerns
that the information delivered to
clients may not have been especially
useful—for project improvement
purposes, for example. The raters’
comments suggest that the low rat-
ings in this area could be due to the
nature of the information produced
by the evaluation and/or how the
information was conveyed. “The
evaluation was difficult to read,”
explained one reviewer, “the format
could have been adjusted to help the

reader parse a report dense with
tables and data.” Another said,
“Limitations of the data used in the
evaluation affected the overall qual-
ity of the evaluation and restricted
the evaluators from making justified
conclusions.” So, while practical,
the evaluations were seen as having
room for improvement in terms of
their usefulness.

The reviewers used a rating system
based on the Program Evaluation
Standards to assess the evaluations.
The Standards are based on the
premise that evaluations should be
useful, practical, ethical, and valid.
Widely-used as a guide for evalu-
ators, more details about the Stan-
dards can be found at

www.wmich.edu/evalctr/jc
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Upcoming Workshop
Assessing Impact Joellen Killion is the deputy executive di-
Th Fri F 4-5. 201 rector of the National Staff Development
_ ursday & Friday, . ebruary 4-5, 2010 Council. She has been director of NSDC's
Rio Salado.Communlty College highly acclaimed NSDC Academy and its
Tempe, Arizona new Coaches Academy for school-based
Joellen Killion, Instructor staff developers.
. . . . Her recent publications
This two-day workshop provides guidance Register NOW [ESERIAoE: dely-used

and practical resources for measuring pro- to improve
fessional development impact through an
eight-step evaluation framework.

Why attend? Participants will:

Assessing Impact:
your impact Evaluating Staff Devel-
measurement! [ERZ2AEE

® [dentify the challenges associated with The regular cost of the workshop is $695,

on evaluating staff development but NSF funding provides a discount for

o : ATE-affiliated participants, reducing the

_&3 ® (Create a theory of change for their staff cost to only $295 (Maricopa Community

rlu development program. Colleges members pay $250)

T:‘U ® Develop an understanding of the Register for the workshop at the events

S evaluation process. section of our Web site:

; ®  Use the theory of change to design an WWW-eValu-ate-Ol‘g/ eventS~

2 evaluation framework for a staff devel- That is also where you can find location

= opment program. and accommodation information, including
recommended hotels and ground transporta-

e Examine resources to assist them in
evaluating their staff development pro-
gram.

tion.




