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Arizona
Department of Education

C. DIANE BISHOP
Superintendent

March 2, 1992

Dear Colleagues and Friends of Ed:cation:

Arizona's Evaluation of Chapter 2 Program Effectiveness highlights the collaborative
efforts undertaken by the Governor's Advisory Committee, the Arizona Department of
kducanon (ADE) and the state's public school districts in response to Congress'
accountability mandates.

In evaluating Chapter 2-supported Training & Professional Development programs, the
Division of Research and Development and Chapter 2 Office surveyed many educators.
Their assessments of quality and appropriateness of training were the foundation upon
which this document is built.

I would like to thank the 379 district staff who helped evaluate state-administered
training under the Arizona Student Assessment Program. Although the ADE has a
strong interest in findings attributable to these individuals and their ADE counterparts
who participated in regional workshops, our report more broadly points out the depth,
quality and impacts of locally administered staff development programs.

I am particularly grateful to the 975 administrators, teachers and support services staff
who thoughtfully responded to one or more surveys. Forty-three district coordinators
provided listings of trainees, distributed questionnaires, answered inquiries about
programs or procedures and assembled materials. Without their cooperation, a major
portion of Arizona's evaluation could not have been realized.

Sincerely,
C. Diane Bishop
State Superintendent of Public Instruction

« 1535 West Jefferson, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 «
602-542-4361 3
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NORTHERN ARIZONA UNIVERSITY

CENTER FOR EXCELLENCE IN EDUCATION
Division of Educational/Field Services

March 2, 1992 /
P B. U T
FROM: Dr. Raymond Ver Velde, Chairman — Governor's Advisory Committee
TO: The Secretary — United States Denartment of Education

SUBJECT: The Chapter 2 Evaluation of Program Effectiveness

Many of us, as members of the Governor's Advisory Committee, witnessed sizable changes
in Arizona's Chapter 2 Program over the past decade. In 1981, we observed consolidation
of 29 categorical programs into what was then termed the federal education block grant.

In 1988, under the auspices of the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary School
Improvement Amendments, Congress joined states in acknowledging the successes being
portrayed locally in terms of innovation, flexibility and services to private school students.

Advisory Committee members are acquiring a genuine appreciation for the six targeted
assistance areas now specified within Public Law 100-297. During their frequent
examinations of program summaries and statistical data, especially at the LEA level,
members identify many positive trends.

+ Acquisitions in Arizona are increasingly focused upon outcomes. Districts gauge
benefit, not by how frequently items are checked out, but in light of student
performance. Refocused and far from a concept of buying “things,” use of local
Chapter 2 funds for library books and reference materials has diminished 21.8%
over three years. By contrast, amounts budgeted for classroom computers have
jumped 47.2%, highlighting the value districts ascribe to instructional technology.

« The Effective Schools Program came under scrutiny last year when the Advisory
Committee noted that LEAs had not selected this area for funding in the 1989/90
school year. Members authorized a competitive process for fostering local efforts.
Chapter 2-funded initiatives now comprise nearly $300,000 of district allocations.

Despite the positive results which committee members see, summaries of dollars spent and
students served tell only a portion of the story. As a result, and in response to our
legislative mandate, the Governor's Advisory Committee embarked upon an Evaluation of
Program Effectiveness, conducted by the Arizona Department of Education.

The document for which this letter serves as cover is bounded by research pinpointing
effectiveness of the largest of the targeted assistance areas: Programs of Training &
Professional Development. It is hoped that our report will amply reflect the quality of the
entire Chapter 2 Program and elicit an ongoing dialogue at the state and national levels.

—p
-

NAU Box 5774 Flagstaff, AZ 86011 (602) 523-2127 (602) 523-4268
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A. Tue OVERALL GoaLs OF ARIZONA'S CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM

‘N’ith passage in April 1988 of the
Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and

Secondary School Improvement
Amendments, Congress usheredinsixareas
of targeted assistance to education under
Chapter 2 of the Elementary and Secon-
dary Education Act (ESEA).

Entitled Federal, State, and Local
Partnership for Educational Improvement,
Chapter 2 solidified a series of robust
accountability measures. Chief among
these were the requirements placed upon

responsibilities under ESEA Section
1521(aX3):

e assistance to local educational agencies
(LEAs) in conducting their Effective
Schools programs and

o gtatewide activities tocarryout Effective
Schools programs.

Of$783,251 available for state usein SY 91
(school year 1990-91), the ADE reserved
56.4 percent of set-aside doliars for the

state’s Effective Schools Pro-

state educational agencies
(SEAs) to report the extent of
services being delivered and to
evaluate theirimpact uponeach
state’s educational climate.

In compliance with ESEA
mandates, the Arizona Depart-
ment of Education (ADE) has
completed its evaluation of
effectiveness for state and
locally administered programs
in the context of Arizona’s
existing Chapter 2 goals.

This report has been submitted
for review and comment by the
Governor’s Chapter 2 Advisory
Committee. Publication of the
EvaLuaTioN OF CHAPTER 2
EFFECTIVENESS is the final event

The Evaluation of
Chapter 2 Program
Effectiveness follows
the U.S. Department of
EBducation’s report
formotting puidance.

As a convenience fo
those readers whose
intent ia to view more
quickly the content
specified in Section
1522(a)(6)(B) of ESEA

Chapter 2, the
following parts are
recommended.

Requiremente related

to publication of this.

report are addressed
within Table 1; Part
I.C; Parts I1.C,I1.D and
ILE; as well as
Appendices 1 and 2.

gram. Because of available
Chapter 2 funding, ADE made
sizable inroads during the pe-
riod covered by this evaluation
in prescribing vigorous pupil
competency requirements
through the creation of the
Arizona Student Assessment
Program (ASAP).

This innovative endeavor,
underits operationalumbrella,
Goals For Educational
Excellence, represents
Arizona’s primary response to
the national Effective Schools
mandate. Thus, ASAP serves
as the springboard for
fundamental shifts in student
assessment and reform of

in a series of steps taken to make research

findings and subsequent analyses of -

programmatic impacts available to
Congress and the general public.

State Chapter 2 Goals

In planning annual expenditures tied to
an Effective Schools effort, the ADE
exceeds the requisite spending thresh-
old established by Congress, fulfilling

instructional delivery methods. Successful
implementation of ASAP depends upon a
restructuring of curriculum against a list of
requisite basic and higher-order skills, the
mastery of which the State Board of
Education considers essential to learning
in grades K-12.

To ensure successful implementation of
ASAP and thereby realize a majority of its
Chapter 2 goals, the ADE launched a
transitional program of Training &
Professional Development (T&PD).

J

Chapter 2
requires SEAs
to repori the
extent of
services and
evaluate their
impact upon
the state’s
educational
climate.




To gain an
appreciction
of local
Chapter 2
goals in terms
of dollar
commitments,
see Table 1 on
page 4.

The ADE provided these Chapter Z-
supported training services to represen-
tatives of Arizona public school districts, as
well as ADE liaisons who worked as
technical advisers in initiating ASAP.

Viewed solely in terms of progress made in
SY 91, this state-sponsored initiative came
to be seen as a dominant vehicle for driving
certain local educational innovations and
systemic reforms. In early planning of this
evaluation and as evidenced by findings
presented in Part ILA, researchers found
many reasons for including ASAP-related
T&PD activities within the EVALUATION OF
CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS.

Local Chapter 2 Goals

Each year the Arizona Department of
Education receives federal funding under
Chapter 2 that is delivered in the torm ot
financial assistance to the state’s local
educational agencies (LEAs). By restricting
requirements imposed upon public school
districts to those found solely within
regulations promulgated under ESEA, the
ADE assists in promoting its overall goals
of

* increased flexibility in a district’s choice
of allowable activities,

 significant reductions in local

administrative burdens, and

» full access by private school students to
services.

To gain a better understanding of specific
goals inherent in Arizona’s local Chapter 2
programs, the reader is invited to examine
Table 1, Three-Year Summary of Targeted
Assistance Areas, on page 4. This
information further clarifies Chapter 2
spending trends.

ADE’s process for Special Projects
applications, the mechanism used to allocate
local Chapter 2 funds, characterizes the
steps that must be followed to ensure

i

systematic consultation between parents,
educators and the community at large.
Ilustrative of increased planning and
consensus-building during each of three
school years, SY 90, 91 and 92, are the
dramatic, ten-fald increases in dollar
commitments to locally administered
Effective Schools programs.

State goals encourage innovation and
require the tracking of improvements in
student achievement whenever LFAs plan
Chapter 2-supported acquisitions. For
example, purchases of library books and
reference materials under Targeted
Assistance Area 2a mustsupport academic
pursuits in literacy, math, science and other
realms. Refocused and far from a concept of
buying things, 2a allocations have
diminished 21.8% over three years. By
contrast, procurement of classroom
computers accelerated by 47.2%, suggesting
the shifting emphasis and true impact
districts ascribe toinstructional technology.

The most compelling example of

-programmatic thrust among LEAs is their

11 percent increase, over three years, in
funding for local programs of Training &
Professional Development.

Throughout the twelve months covered by
Arizona’sevaluation, 66 districts spent more
than $2.1 million on Chapter 2-supported
T&PD activities. Seen purely in terms of
goal-setting, thissizable amount represents
38.9 percent of SY 91 avllars distributed to
Arizona's 197 participating districts.

Comparable to assertions made at thestate
level, local programs of Training &
Professional Development are recognized
as a key element of systemic change.
Findings presented in Part IL.B reinforce
the notion that T&PD activities
encompassed a majority of the Chapter 2
goals set at both local and state levels while
providing the critical ingredient for
educational restructuring and offering
assurance that all children have access to
the finest educational practices.




B. ALLOTMENT AND PROCEDURES FOR ALLOCATION OF CHAPTER 2

FunNDS

rizona's allotment nnder Chapter 2 i8

based upon the state’s population of
pupils, age five through seventeen. The
ADE received $6,232,511 in SY 91, the
period during which this evaluation was
conducted. Approximately 13 percent of
that amount was reserved for state-
initiated projects and leadership activities,
incluring the allowable portion -covering
program administration.

As previously mentioned, more than 56
percent of the $783,251 reserved for state
use was applied to the ADE'’s Effective
Schools effort, including those Training &
Professional Development activities that
assisted local educationzl agencies in
implementing the Arizona Student
Assessment Program.

The ADE distributedalittle over 87 percent
of the state’s allotment to LEAs in SY 91.
$5,449,260 was allocated to 220 school
districts and rive accommodation districts
to address the supplementary educational
needs of 588,648 public school students
and 20,632 private school students in
grades K-12.

One hundred ninety-seven public school
districts, among the 225 potential applicants
for funding, submitted their SY 91 Chapter
2 applications. Districts participating in
the program were awarded 99.3% of all
available dollars. LEAs which chose to
forego Chapter 2 funding despite an
apparent need did so because of extremely
small allocation amounts.

Allocation Formula. The allocation
formula established by the Governor’s
Chapter 2 Advisory Committee and
approved by the Secretary of Education is
governed by the following criteria.

Enrollments — LEAs are credited with
student counts for the school year (July 1
through June 30) which precedes the twelve-
mounth period for which the allocations are
being made. Verified 40th-day student
counts are used for both public and private
schools participating in programs assisted
under Chapter 2.

ich Co i — (1) LEAs are
awarded an additional .05 weight for
“children living in areas with high
concentrations of low-income families”based
upon at least 49 percent of the student
population qualifying for the federal
program of free/reduced lunches; /2) LEAs
with “children from low-income families”
receive an additional .05 weight for each
Chapter 1-eligible child;and (3) LEAs with
enrollments of less than 500 students are
awarded a weight of .1 per student to offset
problems encountered by “children living
in sparsely populated areas.” A unified
district in Arizona whose K-8 or 9-12
enrollment is below 500 students also
qualifies for this additional fuuding
increment.

During SY 91, approximately $5.5 million
was allocated at the local level for all six of
the targeted assistance areas specified
under Chapter 2, Section 1531. Table 1
identifies amounts budgeted by districts
within these program areas and gives the
number of districts operating such
programs. Chart 1 displays a bar-graph
representation of impacts of local decision-
making during SY 90, 91 and 92. Clearly,
there are many Arizona districts which
foster innovative classroom practices
through programs of Training &
Professional Development and acquisitions
that are triggered by the infusion of
updated curricular content.

Of all
Chapter 2
dollars
available for
allocation at
the local level,
' 99.3%
reached 197
participating
districts in
SY 91.




Table 1

Three-Year Summary of Targeted Asgistance Areas

Chapter 2 Targeted
Assistance Areas

-]

1. Programs serving students at
risk and those whose educa-
tion entails higher costs

2. Programs to acquire and use:
a. Library Materials
b. Computere/Software
¢. Other Curricular Materials

3. Innovative programs:
a. Schoolwide Improvements
b. Effective Schools Program

4. Programs of Training &
Professional Development
(T&PD)

5. Programs enhancing personal
excellence and student
achievement, including:

a Ethics

b. . erforming & Creative Arts
¢. Humanities

d. Physical Fitness

¢. Comprehensive Health

f. Community Service

g Other

6. Programs enhancing school
climate and educational
programs, including:

a. Gifted & Talented

b. Technology Education

¢. Early Childhood Education
d. Community Education

e. Youth Suicide Prevaention
f. Other

7. Program Administra‘ion

TOTAL

Amount

$ 707,590

807,783
321,623
300,657

1,915,976

142,635

2,371
40,000

286,033

154,556

83,750
54,378

295,247
192,032

5,304,530

SY 80
Pexcent

No.of

Badgetod ofTotal Districts

Amount

SY 91
Peroesit

13.83%

15.2
6.1
5.7

36.1

29

16
1.0

5.6

3.5

34

119

g &

$ 636,409

734,613
344,479
372,182

25,759

2,105,389

126,185
8,400
4,343

45,812
6,210
234,664

141,301
2,600
94,205
31,360

181,780
256,159

5,411,650

11.8%

14.7
6.4
6.9

38.9

23

—

- »

No. of

Budgetsd ofTotal Districts

51

118

& 8

66

19

S

16

25

25

34

Amount

$ 548,032

632,022
473,476
321,137

9,097
273,845

2,127,466

1,000
126,867
5,700
2.810
39,788
7,337
199,610

145,226

83,608
36,006

243,553
297,573

5,574,153

SY 92

Pearcent  No.of

9.8%

11.3
8.5
5.8

38.2

2.6

Budgeted ofTotal Districts

44

106
62
59

79

32

23

1o
o i~

Source: Arizona Department of Education Chapter 2 Office. Annu:l Special Projects Applications: School Years 89/90, 91 and ‘92,




C. Pran For SELECTION AND EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS OF
TRAINING & PROFESSICNAL DEVELOPMENT

he natienal Chapter 2 Steering
Committee heard presentations at
conferences over the past three years which
strongly suggested that very few state

Arizona’s intent was to standardize the
survey protocols at each of the two levels
comprising its evaluation. This choice
helped unify focus, sampling strategies and

Targeted
Assistance

Area 4

accounted for

educational agencies possessed the data collection methodologies while the I‘nge‘z
resources needed to conduct in-depth, improving each survey’s relevance to the alcloorcna tlinfls
formal evaluations. of all six targeted - overall investigation scheme. during(;he
assistance areas. Mindful of time and resource constraints, first three
In their attempts to explain the critical the Arizona Department of Education years of
aspects of programmatic impact and chose to limit its evaluation of targeted ESEA.
effectiveness, SEAs were cautioned not to assistance areas to one or two major
extend their arena of study beyond that programmatic initiatives being operated
which might render them incapable of in SY 91.
offering any but the most topical of
assertions.
Chart 1
Three-Year Comparison of Targeted Assistance Areas
$2,500,000 -
$2,000,000 4 S
5 INEYgel]
$1.500,000 - i I
o BISY 92
':".:.
$1,000,000 - 2
3500,0‘00 - i:ﬁi 2eele 37070
e s 1 N o
30 & 2 I:I” _r__d;? ﬁ'l" e & 1
1 3 5 ]
At-Risk Programs of Effective Training in & Programs to Innovative
Programs Acquisition Schools Professional Enhance Projects
Programs Development Student
Achievement

Source: Arizona Department of Education Chapter 2 Office. Annual Special Projects Applications:

1"\
- o

School Years 82/90, 90/91, 91/92.




Qualitative
summaries of
various
targeted
assistance
areas
presented on
this page help
to acquaint
the reader
with the
rationale
behind the
ADE’s
selection of
Chapter 2-
supported
T&PD
activities for
evaluation.

Targeted Assistance Area 4, comprising
programs of Training & Professional
Development (T&PD), emerged as the only
area meeting criteria established at the
onset of planning. This one program area:

¢ accounted for the largest combined state
and local allocations,

e involved a substantial degree of
participation by Arizona districts,

¢ produced the greatest impact upon
educators and students, and

¢ embodied shared goals and focus at both
state and local levels.

Inreflecting upon ADE’s decision torestrict
the scope of the evaluation by narrowingits
selection of targeted assistance areas to
Aread,itis belpful to examine the inherent
difficulties linked to possible evaluation of
the otner 1ive areas.

Targeted Assistance Areas 1, 5 and 6.
Three of the six targeted assistance areas
consist of instructional activities that offer
services directly to students. Although
significant at the local level in terms of
Chapter 2 dollars allocated (see Table 1),
state-level expenditures in Targeted
Assistance Areas 1, 5 and 6 are relatively
small.

Attempts at the local level to assist ADE in
evaluating these areas were met by
predictable obstacles. Notable was the
expressed inability of districts to design
and implement pre- and post-assessments
of student gains attributable to the 163
different programs and to complete this
work within the allottec time.

Researchers felt that the flexibility
employed in designing curriculum and
programs in participating districts
precluded development of uniform
measurement procedures. In addition, the
potential for gaps in individual student
achievement indicators over a multi-year

1 Ll
.
- -

period pointed to anticipated shortfalls in
data collection which would later skew
results and influence statistical reliability.

Targeted Assistance Area 3. Chapter
2-controlled expenditures under Targeted
Assistance Area 3, while growing
dramatically, had not exceeded five percent
of all local allocations during the first three
years of ESEA.

Most local Effective Schools programs and
schoolwide improvement activities,
especially in urban districts with
enrollments of more than 5,000 students,
had been established using nonfederal
funds. As a result, LEAs which operated
their locally supported adaptations of the
national Effective Schools model in SY 91
were not eligible for consideration in this
evaluation.

Targeted Assistance Area 2. .Okn
expenditures for library books, reference
materials, classroom computers,
instructional software and other curricular
materials were virtually nonexistent in
SY 91. At the local level, however, these
important purchases made up the second
largest commitment of Chapter 2 funds.

Targeted Assistance Area 2 remained for
some time a viable candidate for evaluation
because LEAs consistently document the
extraordinary need for such expenditures.
Districts continue to view this program in
terms of its flexibility and responsiveness
to the decision-making prerogatives
entrusted to classroom teachers.

Hewever, Area 2 was not selected due
primarily to a lack of comparable
expenditures at the state level. Additionally,
the absence of uniform recordkeeping by
LEAs would have made collection of
verifiable teacher and student feedback
nearly impossible.

Researchers shared the obstacles
attributable toinvestigations of Area 2 and




other major areas with members of the
Governor’s Chapter 2 Advisory Committee
at the onset of the planning process.
Discussions eventually centered upon the
selection of Training & Professional
Development (T&PD) activities for the
state’s bilevel evaluation.

At the state level, researchers devised two
surveys involving both departmental
employees and district personnel
participating in ADE-administered T&PD
activities that were tied to Arizona's
Effective Schools effort.

At the local level the evaluation design
called for two additional surveys — one to
capture feedback from individuals who
served as district T&PD coordinatorsinthe
43-district study group and one to cover a
sample of the more than 5,800 trainees
involved in district training programs.

Rationale at the State Level

The Arizoua Department of Education
budgeted 25 percent, or approximately
$194,000, of its state set-aside monies in
SY 91 for ASAP-related Training &
Professional Development. Of this
amount, the ADE allocated $144,000
within its Effective Schools line item to
provide Arizona educators with the
knowledge and skills their districts
would require to implement the Arizona
Student Assessment Program.

A majority of LEA representatives
attended both a fall 1990 ASAP conference
and one of the 15 regional workshops that
were held in the spring of 1991. Research-
ers developed the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness(see Appendix 3)togatherthe
impressions of these participants and
request their assessments of the quality of
state-sponsored trzining they received.

The ADE earmarked an additional $50,000
of Chapter 2 set-aside funds under Tar-

geted Assistance Arez 4 for the training of
state employees who functioned as district
liaisons for the ASAP implementation
process. Because a small number of ADE
staff were involved, researchers used an
interview format (see the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire located in Appendix 4) to
investigate the effectiveness of in-service
training given the 15 ASAP liaisons.

Rationale at the Local Level

Selection of Targeted Assistance Area 4 at
the state level encouraged researchers to
review more fully the role which programs
of Training & Professional Development
play at the local level.

During SY 91, 66 districts or roughly one-
third of all participating districtsin Arizona
allocated Chapter 2 funds for T&PD
activities. Although a greater number of
districts chose to fund more sufficiently
other program areas, Targeted Assistance
Area 4 remained significant in terms cf its
monetary impact. A comparison of all
allocations (refer to Table 1) indicated that
T&PD expenditures accounted for the
largest dollar totals in each of the three
years following ESEA authorization.

Having established the rationale for
including locally administered T&PD
activities in the state’s evaluation, the next
phase of the planning process required
identification of a viable study group at the
LEA level. Among considerations was the
extent to which Chapter 2 funds were being
appiied in terms of program design and
district control.

Earlier inquiries of district contact persons
indicated, especially among larger LEAs,
that local T&PD matching resources more
than doubled whenever Chapter 2 funding
rose above an observable threshold of
$5,600.




Classroom
teachers are
frequently the
first to
recognize the
long-term
benefits of
staff develop-
ment.

Reasonable proepects for limiting the size
of this emerging study group revolved
around the fixed $5,600 cutoff. The
primary intent was to drop from formal
evaluation any incidence of Chapter 2
funding linked to one-time in-services or
training not fully identified with an
ongoing T&PD program.
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The survey design incorporated arealization
that trainees attending Chapter 2-
supported T&PD activities would possess
the critical assessment skills needed to
measure benefits they had derived from
training.

As professional educators, their feedback
on program impacts would, therefore, help
ensure accuracy of evaluative data.

Evaluating programs at the local level
centered on the statistical adequacy of the
emerging study group. There was an
underlying rationale for restricting the
size of this group. Researchers felt that
trainees from districts with greater dollar
commitments to training would find the
majority of questions highly relevant and
easy toanswer. Yet, the study group had to
be large enough to ensure responses in
sufficient numbers, termed a valid N

!

count, so as to preserve the statistical
reliability of coliected data.

In contrast to concerns regarding the
exclusion of some feedback, note that
researchers barred from scrutiny merely
1.9 percent of the amount budgeted during
SY 91 for Chapter 2-assisted T&PD
activities. More than 98.1 percent of selected
T&PD expenditures and the resulting
impact of these dollars remained available
for study, although the final LEA study
group was confined to just 43 of the 66
participating districts.

The following data define the study group
in terms of its proportional representation
within the larger membership of the 66
districts operating Chapter 2-supported
T&PD programs and in relation to the 220
districts in Arizona which enroll students.

Relative Characteristics of the
43-District Study Group
Category Study Asa%of Asa%of

Group 66 Arizona
Total Districts Districts
Students 476,645 94% 73%
Schools 613 90% 58%
Total
Certified 28,199 93% 70%
Staff
Adminis-
trators 1,387 91% 65%
Teachers 24,575 93% 71%
Support
Services 2,237 91% 65%
Staff

As shown, the study group comprised 43
districts which included 73 percent of
Arizon2’s overall student enrollment and
70 percent of all certified personnel
employed in public schools. This group also
encompassed 58 percent of the state’s public
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schools and, most significantly, 71 percent
of our K-12th grade teachers.

The Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire
placed a strong emphasis upon the
impressions of 43 individuals who served
as district T&PD coordinators. Researchers
developed this instrument to investigate
the structure and administration of T&PD
activities within the study group.
(Appendices 5 and 6 contain the two survey
instruments used to evaluate locally
administered T&PD programs.)

This discussion of Arizona’s Evaluation Plan
concludes with a notable assertion: selection
rationale atboth state andlocal levelsrested
heavily upon the extent to which LEAs
embraced T&PD activities as their primary
means of influencing structural change and
educational reform.

The magnitude of potential impact upon
the state’s educational community, in terms
of the numberofstudents and publicschools
within the study group, is suggested by
Table 2, Characteristics of Districts with
Chapter 2-Funded T&PD Programs.

To contrast the 43 districts in the study
group with theremaining 23 districts which
also participated during SY 91 in Chapter
2-funded staff development, refer to
Figure 1, Dispersion of Locally
Administered Programs of Training &
Professional Development. Figure 1displays
the location of each of the 66 public school
districts andillustrates the acceptance that
T&PD programs have gained throughout
Arizona. &
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Table 2
Characteristics of Districts with Chapter 2-Funded T&PD Programs

Within Group Administrators Certified Student No. of
it it o e Eomlnens ol
Alhambra Elementary 22 420 22 464 - 8,720 10
Amphitheater Unified 96 726 102 924 15,980 16
Apache Junction Unified 18 197 58 273 4,386 5
Catalina Foothills Unified 8 182 15 205 2,579 4
Chandler Unified 42 598 77 717 12,010 14
Chino Valley Unified 8 88 7 103 1,521 3
Crane Elementary 13 244 6 263 5,309 5
Creighton Elementary 15 300 28 343 5,381 7
Deer Valley Unified 41 845 50 9386 16,833 18
Flagstaff Unified 43 633 56 732 12526 18
Flowing Wells Unified 20 254 20 294 5,720 8
Ganado Unified 11 116 15 142 2,020 4
Gilbert Unified 24 566 80 870 11,497 12
Glendale Elementary 28 485 22 535 9,643 12
Glendale Union High 47 795 55 897 13,162 9
Indian Qasis-Baboquivari Unified 11 86 6 103 1,007 4
Isaac Elementary 18 269 11 298 5,568 6
Kyrene Elementary 26 550 39 615 11,219 13
Lake Havasu Unified 14 213 10 237 4,494 6
Laveen Elementary 7 108 6 121 1,753 2
Litchfield Elementary 5 73 3 81 1,561 3
Madison Elementary 16 215 9 240 4,078 6
Marana Unified 26 374 26 427 8,020 11
Maricopa Unified 5 52 13 70 936 3
Mesa Unified 114 3,292 212 3,618 67,695 62
Page Unified 9 177 32 218 2,960 4
Paradise Valley Unified 56 1,489 82 1,627 28,657 30
Pendergast Elementary 15 235 11 261 4,364 5
Peoria Unified 60 1,153 131 1,344 21,900 23
Pheenix Elementary 29 442 14 486 8,609 16
Phoenix Union High 59 1,194 111 1,364 21,495 16
Roosevelt Elementary 48 584 25 657 11,228 18
Scottsdale Unified 53 1,161 70 1,284 21,076 25
Sierra Vista Unified 23 344 26 393 7,065 8
Sunnyside Unified 35 697 58 790 14,210 17
Tempe Elementary 52 786 51 889 11,056 23
Tempe Union High 26 584 155 765 8,916 4
Tolleson Unicn High 18 155 12 186 2,603 2
Tucron Unified 178 2,805 468 3,451 60,556 108
Washington Elementary 58 1,287 46 1,391 23,894 32
Williams Unified 3 45 3 31 747 ]
Yuma Elementary 31 429 15 475 9,203 15
Yuma Union High 17 293 26 336 6,608 3
Study Group Totals SY 91 1,448 25,541 2,284 29,273 497,765 613
% of Study & Nonstudy Groups 91% 93% 91% 93% 94% 90%
% of all Arizona Districts 65% 71% 65% 70% 73% 58%
Study Group Average 681 11,596 14
Nonstudy Group Totals SY 91 147 1,938 231 2,318 32,832 66
% of Study & Nonstudy Groups 9% 7% 9% 7% 6% 10%
% of all Arizona Districts 7% 5% 7% 6% 5% 6%
Nonstudy Group Average 101 1,427 3
Total of Study & MNonstudy Groups 1,595 27,479 2,515 31,589 530,597 679
Total of all Arizona Districts 2,242 35,929 3,535 41,706 683,876 1,059

Source: Research and Development, Arizona Department of Education. School District Employers Report, School Year 1991.
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Figure 1
Dispersion of Locally Administered Programs of Training & Professional Development

@ LEAs included in the 43-district study group
O LEAs not included in the evaluation surveys

Sixty-six local educational agencies (LEAs) in
Eleven Arizona Counties operate Chapter 2-funded
Programs of Training & Professional Development
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Part 11

EVALUATION OF
CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM
EFFECTIVENESS

L
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verview. This poertion of the report

\_J' describes and explains the four
separate, but interrelated, areas of
investigation making up the Chapter 2
evaluation. To gather data, the Arizona
Department of Education (ADE) Research
and Development Divigicn initiated two
surveys ai ¢he state level and two at the
local level. The framework for Arizona's

evaluation effort is formed by these survey

instruments.

Sections A and B clarify protocols for
individual surveys in relation to focus,
sampling strategy and data collection
methodology. The specificfindings reported
for each of the four surveys are discussed in
terms of their sigmificance within the
ocverall evaluation. scheme. Part II
concludes with several interrelated
perspectives, namely sections C, D, and E,
which highlight notable changes in
educational services, effects upon Arizona’s
students and teachers, and effectiveness
indicators pertinent to this evaluation.

State-administerad Training & Professional
Development (T&PD)encompassed a major
statewide conference and regional
workshops for local educational agency
(LEA) staff. All these activities were
conducted during the SY 91 evaluation
period. Also included wcre orientation
sessions delivered to ADE employees
assisting school districts in their pursuit of
strategies conducive to implementing the
Arizona Student Assessment Program
(ASAP).

At the state level, the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness uncovered impacts
experienced by local district representa-
tives who participated in the fall 1990 ASAP

conference and follow-up workshops in
spring 1991. A second survey, the ASAP
Liaison Questionnaire, gauged the
effectiveness of training and orientation
given to ADE staff working as technical
liaisons tofacilitate the state’sinavguration
of ASAP.

Together, these surveys performed the vital
role of investigating the capacity of ASAP-
related Training & Professional Devel-
opment to foster the establishment of this
statewide initiative for educational
innovation and systemic reform.

In similer fashion, two complementary
surveys were utilized to appraise locaily
administered T&PD activities in light of
their potential to further educational
restructuring and to assure access for
children to the finest educational practices.
The Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
asked Arizona’s educators to assess the
effectiveness of local T&PD programs
while a second survey, the Chapter 2
Coordinator Questionnaire, examined
administrative structure and the
established systems for providing local staff
with Chantar 2-supported staff development
opportunities.

Part II.B explains the portion of the
Chapter 2 evaluation dedicated to study at
the local level. Its contents are pivotal to
gaining an understanding -of the signifi-
cance attached to the entire report.

Analysis of locally administered T&PD
programs yielded a wealth of insights into
what is undoubtedly the dominant vehicle
for effecting excellence among Arizona’s
teachers, administrators and support
gervices personnel. 4

'

s

To evaluate
the effective-
ness of
Arizona’s
Chapter 2
Program,
researchers
developed
four
surveys—two
at the state
level and two
at the local
level.
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A. STATE-ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS OF TRAINING & PROFESSIONAL

DeveLOPMENT (T&PD)

1. State Funds Allocated for T&PD Activities under the
Arizona Student Assessment Program (ASAP)

The evaluation of state-administered
programs of Training & Professional
Development involved two surveys. First,
the Survey of Conference Effectiveness

investigated the impact of the training-

experienced by LEA staff engaged in
learning about the workings of the Arizona
Student Assessment Program. This survey
was distributed to local district
representatives who participated in one of
the ASAP regional workshops supported
by Chapter 2 funding which were held in
SY 91.

A second survey, the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire, probed a disparate but
complementary aspect of training. ADE
employees serving in the technical
assistance role of ASAP liaisons assessed
the efforts put forth by the state educational
agency (SEA) to prepare them for
introducing ASAP on the district level.

Excluding Chapter 2 expenditures for
ADE oversight and program adminis-

tration, $587,439 was available in SY 91
for a variety of targeted assistance areas.
Thirty-three percent or $194,000 was
budgeted for the state-administered
program of Training & Professional
Development selected for evaluation.

Of this amount, approximately $144,000
was dedicated to the training of local dis-

‘trict representatives attending one major

statewide conference and follow-up
regional workshops held in support of
the state’s Effective Schools effort, of
which the Arizona Student Assessment
Program is an integral part.

In addition to supporting this statewide
initiative through the fall 1990 conference
and spring 1991 workshops, another
$50,000 was earmarked for the training
needed by state ASAP liaisons to enable
them to assist districts in ASAP
implementation.

2. The Number and Types of Participants Involved

uring SY 91, state administrators

first introduced the Arizona Student
Assessment Program and devised a
coordinated plan for training local district
representatives about ASAP. Full
implementation of the instructional
aspects of ASAP as well as the testing
portion of the program is scheduled for
September 1993.

Sixteen individuals employed by ADE
served as liaisons to districts throughout
the state. These liaisons facilitated imple-
mentation of ASAP’s instructional and
assessment strategies for classroom use
and emphasized the necessity for adoption
of the complete set of essential. skills,
including basic and higher-order skills,
upon which ASAP is based.

3.3

Vo

Evaluation of
staie-
administered
T&PD
programs
involved two
surveys.
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In October 1990, ADE sponsored a single
statewide ASAP conference which
introduced the main elements of the new
program to local administrators, teachers
and other educators. ASAP liaisons
conducted fifteen regional workshops
during the spring of 1991. These training
sessions focused upon exercises tied to
district asceptance and understanding of
the new assessment and instructional

program.

ADE surveyed 388 participants as they
departed the spring 1991 regional
workshops. A comparable exit survey of
participants who had attended the October
1990 statewide conference was not pos-
sible. However, researchers recognized
that many of the participants attending
spring workshops also would have
participated in the fall conference.

Therefore, the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness was designed to solicit
responses relative to both of these training

components. This cross-matching of
individuals attending ASAP training under
two distinct formats yielded useful
longitudinal information on the effec-
tivenes: of state-sponsored training and
technical assistance that would not
otherwise have been available.

Prior to the scheduling and conduct of
regional workshops, ADE staff underwent
extensive ASAP in-service training. Topics
for these sessions included curriculum
development and alignment, ingtructional
practices and content delivery strategies
as well as briefings on the emerging
aspects and unresolved problems asso-
ciated with ASAP.

For the Chapter 2 evaluation, 16 ASAP
liaisons were questioned regarding the
impact training had upon them. The ASAP
Liaison Questionnaire was the primary
survey instrument userd hy waearches to
conduct interviews and collect information
from each of these ADE employees.

3. Survey of Participants Attending Statewide ASAP

Training
¢ Focus

t the state level, the EVALUATION OF

CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS
focused on the perceived impact of Train-
ing & Professional Development activities
supporting ADE’s establishment of the
Arizona Student Assessment Program.
Researchers investigated all such state-
sponsored training conducted during SY 91.
Benefits and effectiveness of training were
measured in two research components,
each dependent upon separate, but
interrelated, survey instruments.

The Survey of Conference Effectiveness
examined the attitudes and impressivas of
LEA participants toward an introductory,

state-sponsored ASAP conference in the
fall of 1990 and additional regional
workshops held some six months later. The
unique nature of the Arizona Studeunt
Assessment Program strongly influenced
the development process needed to achieve
an appropriate LEA training sequence.
Therefore, a brief explanation of ASAP
follows.

ASAP embodies an innovative approach to
continuous assessment of student
performance which, in turn, has prompted
a fundamental shift in the administration
of achievement testing, a change in
instructional delivery methods used in the
classroom and a revision of the curriculum
being employed to teach Arizona’s K-12
public school students.

~
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The testing portion of ASAP represents an
uncommon departure from traditional,
nationally normed tests used in Arizona
since the early 1980s. The performance-
based assessments, constructed from a list
of state-approved essential skills, are
intended to supplement the more general
multiple-choice tests given annually to all
studcats in all grade levels.

Bringing ASAP on line necessitated the
creation of a dual testing program wherein
the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) and
the Tests of Achievement and Proficiency
(TAP) would be administered by districts to
all students in the first semester followed
by limited ASAP pilot testing in the second
semester for studentsin grades 3,8 and 12.
This represented a modification in district
scheduling of student testing which had
previously been conducted in April.
Instructional aids for teachers in grades
1-12 also had o be iniwegrated into the
curriculum to prepare students aca-
demically for this new style of assessing
their achievement.

Because ASAP embodied suchk innovation
and reform, it was crucial that the Survey
of Conference Effectiveness be designed tn
focus directly on the following elements:

» the technical knowledge required of
facilitators to conduct T&PD sessions,

e the utility of handouts and other
materials,

¢ the effectiveness of formal presentations
and small-group exercises,

* the level of understanding acquired by
local district personnel regarding ASAP
and its departure from traditional
student assessment methods.

The survey asked participating K-12
educators for evaluations of both the fall
1990 and spring 1991 ASAP familiariza-
tion sessions.

4 METHODOLOGY

The ADE Research and Development
Division (R&D) designed a survey
instrument to measure the LEA per-
spective regarding the impact of ASAP-
related Training & Professional Develop-
ment provided by the state. As an aside,
ADE staff were interested in using the
evaluation results to assist in determining
the type and amount of technical assis-
tance that would be required by LEAs to
complete ASAP implementation following
the SY 92 pilot testing.

The Survey of Conference Effectiveness
was designed to collect data in three parts.
First, researchers requested respondent
demographics. In Part 2, questions were
asked regarding the effectiveness of the
regional workshop attended by survey
respondents. Because the Chapter 2
evaluation was begun after the October
1990 conference had been held to introduce
ASAP, Part 3 of the questionnaire asked
respondents whether they had attended
that fall conference. If so, they were asked
to answer questions on its effectiveness
and outcomes.

The survey instrument specifically
examined the effectiveness of the ASAP
staff facilitators, the quality of ADE-
developed handout materials, the
usefulness of small group sessions and
whether participation by local district
personnel led to increased understanding
of the ASAP goals, objectives and the
required implementation tasks.

This survey was distributed at the con-
clusion of each of 15 regional workshops
heldin March and April 1991. A total of 388
participants completed questionnaires.
Their responses provided researchers with
major content groupings of collected data,
representative of the survey’s three parts.

o
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Districts used
the
assessment
materials
developed for
the ASAP
regional
workshops to
convene their
own follow-up
sessions
{ocally.

Appendix 3 contains the survey
instrument, which is outlined below, and
survey results in their entirety.

Survey of Conference
Effectiveness Qutline
Part 1. Respondent Demographics
a. Participant Characteristics
b. Educational Attainment
c. Job Descriptors
Part 2. Delivery of Today’s ASAP Training
a. ADE StaffServingas Facilitators
b. Handouts and Presentation
Materials
¢. Small Group Session
Effectiveness
d. An Overall Perspective of the
Workshop
Part 3. October 1990 ASAP Conference
a. Attendance
b. ASAP Conference Effectiveness

® FmNbpINGSs

Three hundred and eighty-eight LEA
educators attending the spring 1991
regional workshops completed and
returned survey instruments to ADE.

A total ccunt of participants for all 15
workshops is not availabie to compute an
accurate response rate. However, ADE
workshop facilitators estimated that the
388 respondents represented appioxi-
mately three-quariccs of total workshop

participants.

Respondent Demographics. Complete
descriptive statistics characterizing
respondent demographics reported for
Part 1 of the survey are contained in
Appendix 3 and also are highlighted here.

Spring 1991 Regional Workshops
Respondent Demographics

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

60 percent female

90 percent white

74 percent with a bachelor’s or master’s
degree

10 percent with Ph.D.

88 percent held degree in education-related
field

PRIMARY JOB CLASSIFICATION
44 percent clasaroom teachers
27 percent administrators
14 percent school principals

YEARS IN CURRENT POSITION
13 percent lesa than 1 year
36 percent 1 to b years
22 percent 5 to 10 years
29 percent more than 10 years

INVOLVEMENT IN
IMPROVEMENT
57 percent not .n a site-based school
improvement team
89 percent participate in schoolwide
improvement activities

SCHOOLWIDE

OCTOBER 1990 ASAP CONFERENCE
ATTENDANCE
63 percent of regional workshop participants
also attended the fall conference

As reported, 44 percent of regional work-
shop attendees were classroom teachers,
followed by district administrators (27%)
and school principals (14%). The workshops
were intended to provide training in the

()
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administration and implementation of
ASAP tasks and objectives.

As a result, these jcb classification statis-
tice suggests that the workshop infor-
mation also wou 1 be communicated
indirectly to the larger cross-section of
district and school staff, including class-
room teachers and policymakers in school/
district administration.

Similar to the statistics reported for
individuals participating in district T&PD
activities, statistics generated by
attendees at the ASAP spring workshops
indicated that more than half (57%)
were not part of site-based school
improvement teams.

However, nearly 90 percent did participate
in schoolwide improvement activities. This
is a favorable statistic in terms of ASAP
implementation because these individu-
als are most likely to share the content of
their training with a variety of additional
school or district staff members.

Finally, 63 percent indicated that they also
had attended the October 1990 ASAP
conference. These individuals provided the
information on conference effectiveness
requested ir Part 3 of the survey.

Delivery of ASAP Workshop Training.
In Part 2 of the survey, regional workshop
participants were asked a series of
questions regarding the delivery of their
training. Many of the questions requested
the professional opinion of trainees.

Responses were expressed in relative
levels of agreement or disagreement with
statements written in the affirmative
which inquired atout some aspect of
individual workshop experiences.

Four of the domains queried are presented,
starting in the adjoining column, and may
be further clarified as the reader reviews
Appendix 3.

Area:

Domain:

Inquiry:

Results:

Workshop Facilitators (ADE
Staff)

Preparation and Facilitation
(Questions: Part Z.A4.1 — 2.A.5)

Questions focused on the
facilitator’s preparedness to
conduct the workshop; their
ability to communicate goals,
facilitate discussions, answer
participants’ questions and help
increase understanding of
ASAP.

Overall, 89 percent of the re-
spondents felt that the facil-
itators did a good job of
answering questions andleading
discussions which helped them
in their understanding of ASAP.

Agree
54.4%

POSITIVE RANGE ]

Combined
88.8%

Strongly Agree
34.4%

Disagree
9.4%

NEGATIVE RANGE

Combined
11.2%

Strongly Disagree
1.8%

on
—~ s

Facilitated
discussions
among a
small group
of
participants
often helps
bring
important
issues to
everyone's
attention.
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Domain:

Inquiry:

—— e IR T

Workshop Handouts
Presentation Materials

Utility of Materials
(Questions: Part 2.B.6 —~ 2.B.8)

Questions focused on the
usefulness of materials as tools
which assist in understanding
required tasks, support ASAP
activities and help in informing
other staff members.

and

As seen above, 89 percent of the
respondents gave facilitators a
very positive rating for per-
forming their functions well.
However, over 93 percent
responded positively toquestions
on the utility of the handout
materials, as shown in the data
response figures below.

50.8%

POSITIVE RANGE

Combined
93.3%

Strongly Agree
42.5%

6.1%

Disagree

NEGATIVE RANGE

Strongly Disagree Combined
0.6% 6.7%

Area:

Domain:

Inquiry:

e P e

Workshop Small

Discussions

Group

Hands-on Tasks and Open
Discussions
(Questions: Part 2.C.9-2.C.12)

Questions focused on activities
and format of the small group
gsessions including the
usefulness of hands-on tasks
and the opportunity to clarify

Results:

issues and engage in dialogue
about ASAP.

Overall, more than 86 percent of
respondents reacted favorably
to the hands-on tasks and open
discussion format. However, this
domain of questions about the
workshops received the lowest
Strongly Agree (30.5%) and the
highest combined negative
(13.8%) ratings.

The following domain on the
general impressions of the
workshops received the second
lowest Strongly Agree (33.6%)
and the second highest combined
negative (10.9%) ratings in the
survey.

POSITIVE RANGE

Combined
86.2%

Strongly Agree
30.5%

Disagree
12.7%

NEGATIVE RANGE

Strongly Disagree Combined
1.1% 13.8%

Area:

Domain:

Inquiry:

) M
2"
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Workshop Overall Impressions

Workshop Organization and
Utility
(Questions: Part 2.D.13-2.D.15)

Questions focused on how well
the workshop was organized,
the suitability of the format
used to present and discuss
ASAP issues and the work-
shop’s usefulness in increasing
understanding of AS..P goals,
objectives and future district
activities.




Results: Overall, 89 percent of respcn-
dents reacted favorably to
organization and format suit-
ability concerns, whilenearly 11
percent expressed negative

general impressions.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
55.4% 33.6% 89.0%
NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
9.7% 1.2% 10.9%

Workshop Results. In evaluating the
small group sessions conducted during the
spring 1991 regional workshops, respon-
dentsindicated that they viewed the hands-
on tasks they were asked to perform and
the degree to which they were able to
clarify issues or engage in useful dialogue
about ASAP less favorably , generating a
combined negative response of about 14
percent, then they viewed the effective-
ness of facilitators and workshop materi-
als, which received negative ratings of
11.2 percent and 6.7 percent, respectively.

However, overall workshop effectiveness
received an overhwelmingly positive
response from nearly 90 percent of the
respundents, indicating that the work-
shops were well-organized and provided a
useful forum for increasing under-
standing of the ASAP goals, objectives
and implementation requirements.

Delivery of ASAP Conference
Training. Participants in the spring
1991 regional workshops who also had
attended the October 1990 ASAP confer-
ence were asked to complete Part 3 of the
Survey of Conference Effectiveness.

Questions in three informational domains
were included. The first domain consisted
of statements on conference effectiveness
in terms of providing a clear understanding
of ASAP responsibilities, including goals
and objectives of the new program.

The second domain dealt with the ability
of facilitators to answer participants’
questions concerning ASAP. Finally, the
third domain focused on the usefulness of
the conference in terms of preparing
districts for the spring workshops and for
initiating the implementation of ASAP.
Descriptive statistics for Part 3 of the sur-
vey are contained in Appendix 3. Summa-
ries of statistics by domain are presented
below.

—— eI DGR e

Area: Conference Introduction to the
ASAP

Domain: Effectiveness of Goals and Tasks
Information
(Questions: Part 3.1,3.2and 3.4)

Inquiry: Questions focused on how
effectively the fall 1990 ASAP
conference provided informa-
tion on ASAP goals and objec-
tives, the tasks required of
districts to implement the
program and the contrast
between ASAP and traditional
student assessment systems.

POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
55.1% 25.4% 80.5%
NEGATIVE RANGE

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
17.0% 2.4% 19.4%
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Area: Conference Facilitators

Domain: Preparation and Facilitation
(Question: Part 3.3)

Inquiry: Question focused on ability of
facilitators to answer questions

on ASAP.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
53.2% 17.4% 70.6%
NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Sirongly Disagree Combined
23.8% 5.5% 29.3%
—— TSR
Area: Preparation for Spring
Workshops

Domain: Utility and Applicability
(Question: Part 3.5)

Inquiry: Question focused on
effectiveness of the fall
conference to prepare district
personnel for the spring 1991

ASAP regional workshops.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
52.0% 30.0% 82.3%
NEGATIVE RANGE

Disagree Strongly Bisagree Combined
15.2% 2.5% 17.7%

¢ COMMENTS

The statistics yielded by the Survey of
Conference Effectiveness indicated a posi-
tive trend in benefits derived from T&PD
activities associated with the Arizona
Student Assessment Program. Part 3 of
this survey revealed that the combined
negative responses generated by the
October 1990 ASAP conference were
higher thar those for the spring work-
shops. However, these results were not
unexpected in light of the nature of the fall

. conference.

This statewide conference constituted the
first formal introduction of ASAP to LEA
staff. As a radical departure from tradi-
tional achievement testing, ASAP
engendered extensive alterations in
testing procedures which permeated
throughout the iuswuciionai wufrastruc-
ture of the existing educational system.

Establishing ASAP instructional methods
meant realigning curricula and revamping
student testing methodologies. Because
the fall conferencs heralded these changes,
overall satisfaction with the event was not
expected to be high. The combined negative
score of nearly 30 percent given to the
ADE facilitators on their ability to address
questions regarding ASAP reflects the
frustration felt by the LEA participants.

In responding to the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire, the ADE facilitators
admitted that they did not even know the
answers to numerous questions because
the ASAP implementation process was still
evolving. This fact also accounts for the
negative reaction of 20 percent of the
participants to statements about the over-
all usefulnessofthe conference in providing
clear information on the new program.

The incidence of negative responses
declined, however, to a range of 7 to 14
percent for the questions probing the
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effectiveness of the spring workshops. This
improvement in satisfaction may be
attributable to the increased availability of
ASAP information as development
proceeded.

During the intervening four to six months
between the fall 1990 conference and the
spring 1991 workshops, district
administrators and classroom teachers
received an increased amount of more
specific ASAP instructional material.

Additionally, the ADE facilitators pos-
sessed more training, experience and
general knowledge about the ASAP by
the time the workshops were held.
Facilitators had received extensive
instruction in the areas of cuiriculum
development, instructional support and
assessment design under an ADE staff-
training component which is described in
the following section.

The ASAP Liaison Questionnaire,
discussed extensively on page 23 and
throughout the rest of Part I1I1.A.4,
investigated the Training & Professional
Development activities developed for the
ADE staff who served as conference and
workshop facilitators in their capacity as
the ASAP liaisons to Arizona LEAs.

During the
intervening
months
between the
fall 1990
conference
and the
spring 1991
workshops,
district
personnel met
to share
ASAP
instructional
materials and
discuss local
assessment
activities.
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4. Survey of Arizona Depariment of Education Staff
Serving as Liaisons to Districts under ASAP

s discussed in the previous section,

implementation of the Arizona Stu-
dent Assessment Program required the
support of many employees of the state
educational agency (SEA) as well as LEA
personnel. ADE staff played a crucial role
in the conceptual development and even-
tual implementation of ASAP.

The operational design was developed
initially during SY 91 by staff of the
Educational Services Division using
Chapter 2 funding as seed money. When
specific goals and objectives evolved from
exploration of this novel approach, the
scope and parameters of the program
were determined and agreed upon by
State Superintendent C. Diane Bishop, and
the Avuik waminstration. The Arizona
Legislature concurred in these delib-
erations. As a result, additional ADE staff
members were assigned ASAP imple-
mentation responsibilities betweenJuly and
November 1990.

¢ Focus

In SY91, 16 ADE employees from the
School Improvement Unit were asked to
serve primarily as liaisons between the
ADE and local district personnel. Their
main tasks included assisting LEAs with
the coordination and planning of ASAP-
related tacks, developing appropriate
instructional and assessment strategies,
and functioning as conduits through which
ASAP implementation information would
flow between the state and the school
districts.

The focus of this investigation centered on
the impact and effectiveness of Chapter 2-
supported Training & Professional

Development in-services that these ASAP
liaisons were given to prepare them for
assuming their unique positions.

€ METHODOLOGY

To gain a better understanding of their
ASAP-related T&PD activities, preliminary
interviews were scheduled with seven of
the sixteen ASAP liaisons. During these
initial discussions, it became clear that the
type of staff development and in-service
training which the ASAP staff experienced
was significantly different in emphasis,
structure, content and purpose from
training routinely offered to local district
administrators, classroom teachers and
support services staff. The difference
resulted directly from the distinctive
nature of the ASAP itself.

Asopposed to teachers or administratorsin
well-defined jobs with clearly delineated
performance goals, ADE staff responsible
for assisting with ASAP found themselves
in the position of both learning about, and
creating, their duties and performance
guidelines. No precedent existed in
Arizona or any other state which could
provide either functional guidance or
training models.

In addition to hignlighting their unusual
job situation, the ASAP liaisons revealed
that most of their in-service training was
conducted by other ADE staff.

That is, the individuals primarily respon-
sible for the conceptual development of the
program had also served as in-service
providers for new ASAP staff members.

At the start, the primary in-service goals

centered on bringing the new staff up-to-
date with the developmental status and
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underlying philosophy of the Arizona
Student Assessment Program.

Subsequent in-service sessions focused on
ASAP problem resolution and imple-
mentationstrategies. These brainstorming
sessions eventually led to a clearer
definition of ASAP activities and helped to
determine the knowledge base required to
enable ADE staff successfully to serve
districts and schools in the supportive role
of ASAP liaisons.

As a result of these preliminary interviews,
the methodology used to investigate
ASAP-related T&PD activities was
altered significantly. Instead of con-
structing an objective survey instrument
similar to those developed for use.at the
local level, researchers would conduct a
one-on-one interview with each member of
the ADE ASAP staff. This decision was
based on four factors.

First, the nature of the in-service training
received by ASAP liaisons differed
significantly from the LEA model wherein
T&PD activities offered clearly defined sets
of skills or knowledge that were to be
communicated to the participants. While
the formats employed for local T&PD
sessions varied among workshops, seminars
and conferences, the format used for
training the ASAP liaisons was based upon
small group discussions.

Second, tke participants in the ASAP
T&PD activities were, for the most part,
the same each time. Within LEAs, T&PD
activities were not confined to a common
group of individuals with similar job
descriptions.

Third, the content of the ASAP in-services
always concerned the same subject, the
ASAP initiative. In contrast, T&PD
activities offered at the district and school
level spanned a wide variety of content
areas. Finally, the number of individuals
involved in state ASAP staff \raining was
very small when compared to the number

of LEA staff participating in state-
sponsored T&PD ac ivities.

A three-part outline of standardized
discussion questions (see Appendix 4) was
constructed as the survey instrument from
which the interviews could be structured.
In the first part of the formal interview,
survey questions focused on the learning
process ADE staff experienced during their
initial ASAP training as well as on the
adequacy of the training designed to prepare
them for their role as ASAP liaisons.

The second portion of the interview dealt
with the spring 1991 regional workshops,
questioning the effectiveness ‘of the ADE
staff persons conducting the sessions and
the degree of success achieved in meeting
the primary goals and objectives of these
workshops. The final part of the interview
centered on the individual’s role in the
Octnber 1990 ASAP conference and
questioned the success of that conferencein
meetingits established goals and objectives.

4 Fmnpmngs

ASAP In-service Training. Most of the
ASAP liaisons who were interviewed
described their role as one of assistance to
LEASs in establishing ASAP implementa-
tion plans. To fill this role, they were
required to attend ASAP in-service train-
ing primarily conducted in-house by ADE
staff. The only facilitator for this training
was the state ASAP direcior, who had been
instrumental in developing the program’s
main goals and objectives.

Due to time constraints which hurried the
ASAP’s developmental pace, ADE staff
were required to begin implementation at
the district level while undergoing train-
ing to learn how to accomplish this feat.

ASAP liaison in-services were scheduled at
regular intervals. During these training
gessions, staff were guided through various
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aspects of the ASAP, such as reviewing
Arizona’s essential skills, curriculum
alignment strategies, scoring rubrics
associated with the new student
assessments and determining scoring
criteria tbrough the selection of anchor
papers.

An important finding demonstrated by
interview accounts was that the in-service
training did not, in and of itself, constitute
the primary source of the ASAP knowl-
edge and skills required by staff to perform
their duties.

Additionally, because refinements to the
ASAP program were to be made by the
same individuals who were attending the
Chapter 2-supported staff training,
definitive answers and guidance for many
aspects of the ASAP program were not yet
available. Consequently, the structure of
the in-service sessicns fostered collective
discussions from which consensue wge
reached upon solutions to problems
arising from implementation issues which
had to be officially defined and clarified.

The result was that all ASAP liaisons
participated in an evolutionary process
concerned with delineating, refining and
solving a myriad of unanticipated prob-
lems. Selected summaries of interview
responses to the ASAP Liaison Ques-
lionnaire appear in the preceding column
and complete results are included in
Appendix 4.

Training Process in General. The first
interview questions put to ASAP liaisons
attempted to ascertain their overall

impressions of in-service training
developed and provided by ADE.

Adequacy of Training. The first portion
of the interview also questioned whether
the training ADE staff received had
adequately prepared them for their role as
ASAP ligisons. Their responses were not
uniform. Some responses suggested the
formal in-services only provided the very
minimum of information and that the real

learning came from discussions and reading
outside of the training sessions.

COMMENTS ON THE PROCESS FOR
TRAINING ASAP LiAisons

» Most [of the in-services] presented very
clearly defined goals and were very efficient
in providing what ADE staffneeded toknow.

» The in-services involved learning about the
basic premises of ASAP and then reading
and discussing amongst [ourselves] the
many unanswered questions that still
needed to be worked out.

» Monthly meetings were held. There were a
lot of discussions and questions. We
practiced scoring the assessmentaand[then]
discussed differences in the results. The
entire process was well-organized.

» Thebasic organization was verygood. There
were differences of opinion, but the process
got us through and provided answers to
moet of the questions.

» Learning ASAP was a process. At the
beginning, the ASAP director provided the
in-services and knowledge of the program.
However, each ADE stafl’ person had to
spend a lot of time reading and discussing
with colleagues what ASAP was all about.

Others suggested that the in-services
provided the forum for the knowledge they
acquired and in that way successfully
prepared them for their duties. A selected
summary of responses to this area of
inquiry appears on the next page.

Throughout the interview discussions,
mention is made of the need for staff to
undertale a substantial amount of outside
reading ¢nd research. This was necessary
because Loth trainers and trainees were
learning as they went along. No similar
assessment program or prototype existed
in Arizona or any other state which could
provide a model or blueprint. While there
was a structure to the in-service sessions
in a global sense, most details of
implementation had to be developed
collectively through staff interaction and
consensus.
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ADEQUACY OF ASAP LzaisoN
PREPARATION

» [Regarding the in-services] Yes, ASAP staff
grew along with the evolution of the ...
program.

» Yes, very well. I know for some it did not,
but for me it worked well. The training gave
me a clear understanding of ASAP.

» The sesdions on assessment scoring were
exceptional.

» (1] felt incredibly on my own. {I] had to
constantly go back and talk to the director
and review research writings to gain new
knowledge and new perspectives. However,
this was necessary because of the new
territory that was being covered.

» ASAPmoved toofast. It was not well thought
through. [T1 felt that all of the information
on the ASAP program (status and problems)
was not being passed along to the ADE staff
and to the districts.

» The structured in-service sessions were less
important than the peer-to-peerinteraction.

Staff Input on ASAP Development.
When queried about their role in the
development of the ASAP, nearly all 16
ADE staff members indicated that they
had virtually no role in the initial planning
and conceptualization.

Many indicated that this caused problems,
some of which could have been avoided if
more input from the ADE program area
specialists had been requested. A seiected
summary of responses is presented in the
next column.

Interestingly, many of those interviewed
stated that while a sense of exclusion from
the process was present at the beginning of
{heir training, the program later evolved to
encompass a much more cooperative
developmental process.

Liaison INPUT TO ASAP DEVELOPMENT

» None whatsoever. None in development of
the performance-based assessments. None
in the essentisl skills or the ASAP
philosnphy. However, some other ADE staff
did help with the development of the
assessments because it was their area of
expertise.

» Not much. Directions were always set up by
the ASAP director. But we needed this type
of leadership due to the complexity of the
ASAP program. It could not have been done
by committee.

» Ninety percent ADE administrators, 10
percent ADE staff. This was the balance of
input to the development of the ASAP

. program. We had to buy into the vision. We
were told the vigion instead of being asked
about it.

» Moderateamount. Participation inmeetings
and discussions really had an impact. The
input from the districtereally had animpact
as well.

» Lack of participation is not necessarily bad
however, because a committee process would
have killed the whole development of the
ASAP. Decisions needed to be made. This
has not caused & lack of ownership (on my

part) toward the program.

» Initially, there was no input from ADE
staff. However, this has changed
considerably because ASAP has changed.
At the beginning, leadership was necessary
to get things done. Now, ADE staff have
considerable input into the program and its
actual implementation.

Workshop Preparation and Effec-
tiveness. In the second portion of the
interviews, questions were asked con-
cerning the adequacy of staff preparation
for the spring 1991 regional workshops.
These discussions focused not only on the
perceptions of the ASAP staff facilitators
on whether all of the workshop goals and
objectives had been met successfully but
also on whether participants actually
received useful information and training
on ASAP as a result.of their attendance.
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Statements made during the interviews
indicated that ADE staff had mixed feel-
ings about whether their T&PD activities
had adeqguately prepared them for the task
of hosting these workshops. The sum-
mary of selected statements presented
below reflects the general senfiment of the
16 ADE staff members interviewed.

PREPARATION o7 ASAP LIAISONS AS
WORKSHOP FACILITATORS

» No. Workload outside of ASAP duties
prevented some staff from preparing
adequately for these sessions. However, the
feeling was that they were generally well-
prepared for [the workshop] ASAP duties.

» Yes, generally well-prepared to conduct the
workshop.

» [I1didn’tfeel we!l-prepared psychologically,
but the materials helped a lot to get through
the sessions. After the meeting was over, 1
felt very good about it.

» For the moat part, yes. But ... not necessarily
from the ADE ASAP in-service training
process.

The ADE ASAP staff also were asked if
they had a clear sense of what their
responsibilities would be concerning
conducting the workshops. For the most
part, their responses indicated that their
T&PD in-services had provided them with
a clear agenda and goals prior to : ..e start
of the sessions.

Wken asked whether or not they were
successful in communicating the goals and
objectives of the workshops and whether or
not they were successful in meeting these
goals, staff responded positivelyin all cases.
This indicates that while some of the ADE
ASAP staff had reservations about
whether they were adequately prepared

to conduct the workshops, in general they
felt they did a good job of providing the
necessary information and assistance to
the LEA participants. Many statements
indicated that use of effective handout
materials and a clearly defined agenda
coupled with small groups and a lot of open
discussion between the participants greatly
contributzd to the success of the work-
shops. This cooperative, interactive style of
training is in contrast to the classical
teacher-student model ofin-service training
in which information is only handed down
from the speaker to the listeners.

As seen previously, responses to the
interview questions reflected the
incomplete, open-ended nature of the ASAP
initiative. That is, a condition of continual
development existed as opposed to a process
of implementing an established set of
activities, skills and required knowledge.

An apparent outcome of the interview
discussions concerning the workshops was
the fact that the LEA participants were
undergoing the same type of learning
experience with ASAP as that in which the
ADE staff were immersed.

Indeed, flexibility is a hallmark of the
ASAP program and districts have great
leeway todevelop theirownimplementation
plans as long as the intent of the program—
which is to instruct and assess students on
the complete battery of required essential
skills—is met.

Effectiveness of ASAP Communi-
cations. A few of the persons interviewed
did not feel that the workshops were com-
pletely successful in communicating all of
the necessary ASAP information to the
LEA participants. That is, liaisons believed
some of the participants left the workshops
with unanswered questions and were stilla
bit unclear as to what was expected of
them. The selected statements presented
below reflect the general comments of the
interview group.
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ADEQUACY OF ASAP INFORMATION

» Yes, our group asked a lot of questions.
Some left very confident while some left
frustrated that other districts were ahead
of them.

» Not totally clear, but more so than if the
workshops had not been held. Some of the
participants were being exposed to ASAP
for the first time.

» Yes, [instruction on the ] District Assessment
Plans gave the districts the information
they needed to take back to their local
organizations.

» Theyleft with aclearer understanding than
when they came in, but it wasn't a perfect
understanding of ASAP. No one had this.

Overall, the ADE ASAP staff made very
positive statements about the handout
materials prepared for the workshops and
felt that hands-on activities practiced
during each session were very useful in
helping district participants to understand
elements of the ASAP program more
clearly.

Finally, only two of the sixteen persons
interviewed gave the overall effectiveness
of the workshops an average rating. All of
the others felt that the sessions were very
useful and successful in achieving what
they were intended to accomplish.

October 1920 ASAP Conference. In the
final portion of the interviews, the ASAP
liaisons were asked to discuss their roles
and activities at the October 1990 ASAP
Conference. Discussion focused on their
preparation for assisting with the activi-
ties of the conference, including hosting
small group discussion sessions, making
presentations on particular aspects of
ASAP and answering questions on the
program.

As reflected in the selected summary of
statements presented below, comments
were mixed concerning the conference

preparedness of staff resulting from their
earlier T&PD activities.

ADEQUACY OF CONFERENCE
PREPARATION

» [I] did not feel as well-prepared for the fall
1990 conference as I did for] the spring
1991 regional workshops. [The] spring
workshops gave me more time to become
knowledgeable about ASAP and its many
components.

> [I] felt more prepared for the fall conference
than for the spring workshops because the
breakout sessions [that] some staff led
concernedtheir own particular contentarea

specialty.

» (1] did not feel confident going into the fall
conference because ASAP had tco wmany
unanswered questions at the time.

» Yes,[I}felt confidentin the information and
what needed to be accomplished.

While some staff responses were negative,
most felt that the October 1990 ASAP
Conference was well-organized and that it
presented the essential features of the
ASAP. However, a number of the ADE staff
believed that LEA participants did not
necessarily leave the conference feeling
confident about what was expected of them
or with complete information.

Due to the brief time lines associated with
the ASAP developmental process, not all
details had been addressed in time for the
October 1990 conference. Participants
requesting specific informaticn on
implementation questions, for example,
could not be helped because the answers
were not yet known. Definitive guidance
was lacking for several aspects of ASAP
since many associated guestions had to be
defined and clarified before answers could
be formulated.
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¢ COMMENTS

As reflected in these interviews conducted
with ADE ASAP staff, the Survey of
Conference Effectiveness also revealed that
LEA personnel who participated in both
the fall conference and the spring workshops
felt that the October 1990 ASAP Conference
was less successful at informing districts
about the activities required under ASAP
than were the spring 1991 regional
workshops. As reported in Part II.A.3, the
LEA participants also gave generally lower
approval ratings for the effectiveness of
ADE staff facilitating the fall 1990 session
than they did for ADE facilitators of the
spring 1991 workshops.

Overall, LEA participants gave high positive
ratings for the effectiveness of the state-
sponsored training they received in the
spring workshops and felt that the materials
and information they acquired could be
shared with additionai district staff persons.

In contrast to the LEA staff experience,
interviews with ASAP liaisons concerning
their in-service training revealed mixed,
but generally positive, reactions toquestions
concerning the effectiveness of these T&PD
activities. However, it is clear that the
circumstances under which the ASAP was
inaugurated precluded the smooth
integration of knowledge and skills which
would have enabled ADE staff to serve
more effectively as liaisons to the LEAs
during the introductory stage of the
program.

Since this evaluation was conducted in
SY 91 while the ASAP was still under
development, the question of whether or
not the ASAP staff in-services provided all
of the information that staff required to
carry out their duties is irrelevant. The
more informative question is whether the
ASAP in-services enabled SEA staff to
communicate their ASAP knowledge, albeit
limited knowledge, effectively to district
staff.

Itis clear from survey responses, especially
in terms of voluntary self-evaluations
shared by the majority of ASAP liaisons,
thata positive progression occurred between
June 1990 and May 1991 regarding the
outcomes of the in-service training delivered
to these individuals. While many felt
insecure initially about their ability to
perform ASAP duties, the ongoingin-service
sessions evidently provided the ASAP
liaisons with a steady and demonstrable
development path towards achieving
effectiveness and success. &
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B. LocaLiy ADMINISTERED PROGRAMS OF TRAINING & PROFESSIONAL

DeveLopmeENT (T&PD)

1. Local Funds Allocated for T&PD Activities

Evaluation of locally administered
programs of Training & Professional
Development encompassed two surveys.
The Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
was mailed to educators within the 43-
district study group (refer to Part 1.C) who
attended staff development sessions
during SY 91. This survey investigated the
training experienced by teachers,
administrators and support services staff
while identifying the type and effectiveness
of content delivered as well as relevant
instructional outcomes.

The Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire,
on the other hand, offered a separate but
complementary perspective. T&PD
coordinators within the previously iden-

tified study group (see Table 2, page 10)
were queried about the organization and
administrative procedures of their T&PD
programs that were supported through
allocations of Chapter 2 monies.

Including amounts designated for admin-
istration of local Chapter 2 programs,
Arizona public school districts were
allocated $5,411,650 during the evalua-
tion period. Table 1 on page 5 breaks out
these local SY 91 allocations and reports
the proportional share ascribed to all
targeted assistance areas.

Nearly 40 percent of available Chapter 2
funds, or $2,105,389, was allocated to
Targeted Assistance Area 4, Programs of

Chart «
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Of the more
than $5
million in
Chapter 2
funding that
went to
Arizona
school dis-
tricts in

SY 91, 40
percent was
spent on LEA
programs of
Training %
Professional
Development.
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The average
Chapter 2
T&PD
allocation for
study-group
districts in
SY 91 was
almost
$48,000.

Training & Professional Development. This
sizable amount represents a 10 percent
increase over the prior year’s allocations
by LEAs for Area 4 which points to the
growing significance attached by the 66
participating districts to the provision of
various T&PD activities for their
personnel.

One distinction between study-group and
nonstudy-group districts is the size of the

average allocation of Chapter 2 funds for
local T&PD programs. The 43 districts in
the study group received an average
allocation of $47,847, ranging from a low of
$5,852 to a high of $428,568. In contrast,
the group of 23 participating districts that
were not surveyed had an average Chapter
2 T&PD allocation of just $1,989, ranging
from a low of $400 to a high of $5,594.

2. The Number and Type of District Staff Involved

he public school districts studied in this

portion of the Chapter 2 evaluation are
representative of all 66 districts in Arizona
which operate Chapter 2-funded programs
of Training & Professional Development.

In fact, the districts in the study group
account for 73 percent of our public school
students and 58 percent of all schools in the
state. The study group is comprised of 43
districts with 43 local T&PD coordinators
and a universe of teachers, administrators
and support services staff totaling 5,819
individuals who attended at least one
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activity during
the 1990-91 school year. Random sampling

of this trainee universe assured research-~
ers that survey responses would mirror the
points of view held by 71 percent of the
state’s K-12 teachers and 70 percent of all
certified staff in the study group.

The evidence of positive impacts upon
students uncovered by the locr ! surveys, as
well as subsequent findings of T&PD
effectiveness, gains added weight
considering that teachers made up over 88
percent of the sampled -universe while
approximately 6 percent were admin-
istrators and another 6 percent worked as
support services staff.

3. Survey of District Administrators, Instructors, and

Support Services Staff

& Focus

t the local level as at the state level

having been discussed previously in
section A, the Evaruarion oF CHAPTER 2.
ProGram EFrFecTivenNess focused upon
Training & Professional Development
activities. Though complemented by a
subsequent questionnaire given district
T&PD coordinators, the Local Chapter 2

‘1
L

Evaluation Survey gathered the bulk of
the evaluative dataon locally administered
programs of Training & Professional
Development funded by Chapter 2 monies.

Administrators, teachers and support
services staff who participated in local °
T&PD activities during SY 91 were tar-
geted due to their apparent expertise in
day-to-day assessments of programs and
student performance.
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The ADE Research and Development
Division s‘aff constructed a survey
instrument to measure a variety of trainee
characteristics and to collect specific
information on the multitude of training
courses attended by LEA staff in the 43-
district study group. Specifically, the sur-
vey contained the four major articulations
listed below.

RESPONDENT DEMOGRAPHICS
 Participant Characteristics
e Educational attainment
 Job descriptors '

TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS

¢ Number of students taught

e Subject areas taught

e Grade levels taught

e Percent of at-risk students taught

INDIVIDUAL COURSE EVALUATIONS

* Content, format and focus

e Instructor and presentation materials
e Implementation of acquired skills

» Impact on job and students

OVERALL TRAINEE IMPRESSIONS
» Reasons for participation
o Effectiveness of training

4 METHODOLOGY

The design of Arizcna’s evaluation of
Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs was
based on two fundamental considerations.
First, the main purpose of the evaluation
was to provide state-level information on
T&PD programs to the U.S. Department of
Education.

This information would be constructed out
of local Chapter 2 evaluation survey data
gathered from administrators, teachers

and support services staff participatingin .

Chapter 2-supported staff development
activities in districts around the state.
Second, it was decided that the Arizona
evaluation also should provide infor-
mation to participating districts on their
respective programs.

Sampling Strategy. This second
consideration demanded that an adequate
number of individuals be sampled from
each district individually to ensure that
statistically valid inferences could be made
concerning each local program.

To develop a database of T&PD
participants at the LEAlevel, district T&PD
coordinators were asked to compile and
submit to the ADE a list of all staff persons

in their districts who had participated in .

Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities during
theevaluation period. The participants were
classified according to their primary job
descriptors (administrator, teacher or
support services staff).

Responses to this request documented 5,819
individuals in the 43-district study group
who had participated in these activities

during SY-91. Five thousand one hundred
" Thirty-nine of these individuals were

classified as teachers, 334 were
administrators and 346 were classified as
support services staff.

Based on this distribution of the three
descriptivejob categories, it was determined
that the universe of administrators and
support services staff was insufficient to
provide reliable results at the district level.
Because of this, the sampling process was
divided into two separate procedures.

First, using the listof participatingteachers,
a random sample of 35 individuals was
selected from each district. For districts
reporting less than 35 teacher participants,
all of the individuals were included in the
study. This resulted in an overall selection
of 1,212 teachers across the 43 districts in
the study group. :

With an assured nonresponse level of
approximately 5 individuals per district, it

was expected that each district would have

evaluation results based on approximately
30 responses for this category.

Wwa
.

Statistically
valid data
were collected
for each of the
study-group
districts and
for the state
as a whole.
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Because they contained fewer than 35
participants per district, all 43 LEA lists
of administrators and support services
staff were ccnsolidated into a single state-
level data set. For each category, arandom
sample of 100 individuals was selected. It
was felt that this number would provide
sufficient observations from which
researchers could formulate valid state-
level information on these categories that
would constitute adequate representation
when combined with statistics for the
teacher category.

Since the primary emphasis was on devel-
op.ag an evaluation of district Chapter 2-
funded T&PD activities for the state as a
whole, the sample taken from each cat-
egory was compared to the distribution
initially supplied by the districts. The com-
parison follows.

Universe of Eligible Staff
Category Total Percent
Teachers 5,139 88.3%
Administrators 334 5.7%
Support

Services 246 —29%
Total 5,819 100.0%

Sample Selected from

Study Group Universe
Category Sample Percent
Teachers 1,212 85.8%
Administrators 101 2%

Support

Services 29 19%
Total 1,412 100.0%

Rased on the distributions obtained from
the sampling process, it was felt that the
state-wide statistics were reflective of the
population from which they were drawn.
In addition, breakouts by job category
also contained enough observations to allow

inferences on all participants. However,

the detailed 1 2ports constructed for each of

the 43 districts are based only on teacher

responses due to the much lower number of

observations gathered for administrators
and suppcert services staff.

Survey Distribution and Return.
After development ofthe LEA-participant
database and determination of the
sampling process, ADE researchers
designed the survey and worked in concert
with district Chapter 2 T&PD coordinators
to distribute the survey instruments.

The sample database that was then
developed was used by both the ADE staff
and the T&PD coordinators to track the
distribution and return of survey
instruments. At the district level, each
T&PD coordinator was responsible for the
distribution and collection of surveys to
targeted tr=ineas insclvding follow-up of
surveys not returned by the assigned
deadline.

¢ FmnpinGs

The coordinated survey distribution,
collection and verification process described
above resulted in a 100 percent response
rate for the study-group districts. That is,
all 43 districts submitted at least one
completed survey to the ADE.

Tracking within each district, by individ-
ual, of survey distribution and comple-
tion, resulted in the return of 975 of
1,212 survey instruments distributed to
district administrators, teachers and sup-
port services staff.

This cooperative effort generated an
overall survey responge rate of 69
percent. Only six of the 43 districiz had
response rates less than 50 percent. 1t.ese
return rates by job classifications were 57
percent for teachers, 71 percent for
administrators and 53 percent for support




services staff. Twenty-nine surveys were
returned to the ADE with no job identifier.

Complete survey information is pre-
sented in Appendix 5. Major highlights
are reported on the pages which follow.

Respondent Demographics. Part 1 of
the survey. covered participant charzcter-
istics. As shown below, more than three-
quarters of the respondents were female,
89 percent white, 93 percent held a
bachelor’s or master’s degree and over half
had been employed for 5 or more years in
their current positions.

PARTICIPANT CHARACTERISTICS

975 Total Respondents

76% Female

89% White

93% With Bachelor’s or Master’s
Degrees

55% Employed in Current Position &
or More Years

When respondents were asked about
participation in site-based or schoolwide
improvement activities, 62 percent
indicated they were not members of site-
based improvement teams but 71 percent
did participate in schoolwide improvement
initiatives.

Demographics associated only with
responses from the teachers follow.

TrACHER CHARACTERISTICS
* Average Class Size: 25

* Grades Taught:
63% Preschool - gr1ade 6
37% Grades 7 - 12

* Teaching Experience:
58%reported teaching more than 10years
21% reported teaching less than 5 years

¢ Subject Areas taught:
45% General subjects, Preschool through
grade 6
13% Math and science
14% Language arts

To understand more about classroom
characteristics in terms of the students
being taught, teachers were asked if at
least 50 percent of their pupils could be
considered at risk (students having char-
acteristics recognized as increasing the
likelihood that they will drop out of the
educational system). In response, one-
third (33%) of the teachers indicated this
was true. (See Appendix 4, Disaggregated
Data.) A discussion of the size of the at-risk
population involved can be found on page
41 and in Part II1.D.

Primary Reasons for I articipating in
T&PD Activities. In Part 3 of the survey,
participants were asked to indicate the
primary reasons for their participation in
district T&PD activities during the 1990-
91 school year. A summary of these
responses follows.

HicersT PosITIveE RATINGS

72% To acquire effective instructional
delivery skills
.69% To provide more quality
instruction and /or services to at-
risk pupils

67% To learn about innovations in the
restructuring of curriculum for
effective teaching and learning

HicHEST NEGATIVE RATINGS

31% Do not participate to learn about
national/local models of
continuous pupil assessments
Do not participate to improve
classroom management and
effective recordkeeping skills
Do not participate to expand their
knowledge of academic content
directly related to current position

24%

24%

Throughout the survey, the highest posi-
tive ratings are given consistently to those
T&PD activities that concern instruc-
tional practices—instructional delivery,
services to at-risk students, restructuring
curriculum and effective teaching and
learning methods.
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One-third of
the teachers
responding
said at least
50 percent of
their pupils
were at sk of
not complet-
ing their
education.
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Seventy-two
percent of
trainees
surveyed
attended
T&PD
courses to
gain effective
instructional
delivery
skills.

Conversely, 25 to 30 percent of respon-
dents indicated that they do not partici-
pate in T&PD activities primarily to gain
classroom management skills, expand
their knowledge of academic content areas
or learn about new models of pupil
assessment. The strongest reported
determinant (72%) of T&PD course
attendance concerned acquisition of
effective instructional delivery skills.

Impressions of LEA T&PD Programs.
Participants were asked the degree to which
local Chapter 2-supported T&PD programs
were able to provide a variety of
instructional and professional development
opportunities. The questions and the

distribution of responses are summarized
below.

As shown, the highest Strongly Agree
response occurred for offers opportunities
*~ neryiire offective instructional practices
while the highest Strongly Disagree was
reported for provides training in
administrative skills enhancement. In
addition, if the negative responses for
Disagree and Strongly Disagree are

combined into a single negative rating,
references to provides training in
administrative skills enhancement and
provides sufficient release time to avoid
scheduling conflicts generated the strongest
negative ratings at 31 percent and 18
percent, respectively.

Individual Course Characteristics.
Part 2 of the survey instrument provided
the participant with the opportunity to
complete as m~nv as five individual course
evaluations. A total of 1,711 individual
course evaluation sheets were completed
and returned. On average, each of the 975
respondents reported taking approximately
two T&PD courses during SY 91.

The demographics of the T&PD courses
taken showed considerable variety in
content and focus. The survey instrument
provided a list of 48 separate course titles
from which respondents could select the
courses they had taken. However, by
allowing respondents to write in descrip-
tive titles for courses they had taken which
were not listed, information was collected
on an additional 26 T&PD courses.

In general, your district Chapter 2-supported Strongly Strongly
T&PD program... Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
A. offers sufficient opportunities for
employee orientation, staff training
and professionul development. 45% 47% 7% 1%
B. provides sufficient release time to
avoid scheduling cenflicts. 32% 50% 15% 3%
C. offers opportunities to learn policies
and procedures. 2% £3% 14% 1%
D. offers opportunities to acquire effective
instructional practices. 46% 49% 5% 1%
E. provides training in noninstructional '
methods, such as enhanced classroom
management strategies. 33% 52% 14% 1%
F. provides training in administrative skills
enhancement. 21% 47% 27% 4%
G. provides training in supportive services
skills development. 24% 55% 19% 2%
H. offers staff an adequate variety of
training formats, such as workshops,
seminars, conferences and structured
course work. 37% 46% 16% 2%
- /
.
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Once aggregated, the data indicated that
district trainees reported their local T&PD
activities under 74 separate course titles.
The titles originally listed accounted for
only 65 percent of the courses taken by
respondents.

The survey revealed that the four T&PD
courses which received the highest
attendance percentage were Essential
Elements of Instruction (12%), Cooperative
Learning (10%), Writing Across Curricu-
lum (6%) and English as a Second Lang-
uage (6%).

Courses in the content areas of instruc-
tional practices are the most popular T&PD
act 'vities in LEAs throughout Arizona.

Participants were asked to classify the
T&PD sessions they attended according to
11 general content areas as well as to pro-
vide information on the purpose, focus,
format and location of the training sessions.

Respondents categorized approximately
30 percent of the 1,711 courses they
had attended under the global content
area of Instructional Delivery.

The top four general content-area
descriptions of courses identified by
respondents were Instructional Delivery
(30%), Academic Education (17%), Staff
Effectiveness Training (12%) and Pupil
Motivation. (10%).

Forty-eight percent of respondents
identified the primary purpose of their
T&PD courses as In-service Training.

Definitions supplied with the survey
described in-service training as “instruction
delivered to staff who are in need of new
concepts, content, strategies, or other job-
related knowledge in a current position or
within a current area of responsibility.”

Another 37 percent indicated Staff
Development tobe the purpose behind their
training sessions. Staff development was

defined in the survey as “measurable growth
of an employee in both general knowledge
and aptitudes that relate directly to
performance of daily routines and assist
individuals in relating to peers and
supervisors. Acquisition of specific
concepts, content, strategies, etc. is not its
primary goal.”

Seventy percent of respondents selected
Instructional Practices as the focus of their
training. In regard to format, 57 percent
reported that sessions they attended were
considered to be workshops as opposed to

seminars (18%), structured course work

(17%) or conferences (9%). {(See Appendix 5,
The Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey,
for these definitions of terms.) Finally, 80
percent of all the T&PD activities were
held on-site within the district.

Individual Course Evaluations.
Participants evaluated their Chapter 2-
supported training experiences by reporting
their level of agreement or disagreement
with a series of affirmative statements.

These statements characterized the
effectiveness of T&PD activities in terms of
the professional and educational benefits
derived by participants in this evaluation.
The information below is broken out into

- three major concept areas:

e teacher and presentation materials ef-
fectiveness,

 implementation of course content, and

e gurvey of course outcomes.

Two of the three concept areas contained
specific domains which focused on different
aspects of the participant’s training
experience.

The complete course evaluation results are
found in Appendix 5 and presented on the
following pages according to major concept
areas and associated domains.

SN
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Area: Instructor Effectiveness

Preparation and Knowledge
(Questions: Part2.8.A and2.8.B)

Instructor was well-prepared to
conduct training session and was;
knowledgeable of the subject
matter.

Domain:

Inquiry:

Results: Respondents gave over-
whelmingly positive rating of
98 percent to preparation and
knowledge of instructors

conducting T&PD sessions.

POSITIVE RANGE

Combined
98.3%

Strongly Agree
69.8%

NEGATIVE RANGE

28.5%

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
0.3%

1.4% 1.7%

—, TN T

Presentation Materials Effec-
tiveness

Utility of Handouts and Other
Materials
(Questions:Part2.8.Cand 2.8.D)

Domain:

Handouts, audio/visual aids
were useful in helping trainees
understand course content and
served as reference tools for later
implementation and sharing
with peers of what was learned.

Inquiry:

Results: Respondents were slightly less
positive about materials used in

various T&PD activities, as

represented by lower Strongly
Agree responses and a higher
combined negative score.

POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
39.4% 52.1% 91.5%
NEGATIVE RANGE

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
6.8% 1.7% 8.5%

’W‘

Area: Implementation of Course

Content

Changes in Routines
(Questions: Part 2.9.A - 2.9.C)

Attendance at T&PD activities
resulted in altering instruc-
tional, administrative or service
delivery methods; teaching new
content or revising existing
policies; or improving attitude
and commitment of students or
staff.

Over 15 percent of the respon-
dents did not agree that positive
changes occurred as a result of
attending varicas T&PD
activities.

Domain?

POSITIVE RANGE

Combined
84.8%

Strongly Agree
37.0%

NEGATIVE RANGE

47.8%

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined

12.2% 3.0% 16.2%

y
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Area: Summary of Course Outcomes

Domain: Effects on Instruction and
- Student Outcomes
(Questions: Part 2.10.D and
2.10.E)

Inguiry: Outcomesofattendingthe T&PD
activities included improved
abilities to teach specificcontent
areas, improved motivation and
performance of students and
positive impact on the
performance of at-risk students.

Results: While responses on the impact

of T&PD activities on teaching

ability and students were very
positive, respondents indicated
that this was not true for 20
percent of the courses taken.

Based on the distribution of
negative responses in this
survey, 20 percent reflects a

significant negative result.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
48.2% 31.9% 30.1%
NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
17.1% 2.8% 19.9%
e~ T
Area: Summary of Course Outcomes

Domaijn: Commitment and TUnder-
standing
(Questions: Part 2.10.C and
2.10.F)

Inquiry: Outcomes of attending T&PD
activities were increased com-
mitment to job and increased
understanding of educational
and administrative models.

Results: While 78 percent of the
respondents agreed that T&PD
activities had a positive impact
on their understanding of
educational and administra-
tive models and caused an
increased commitment to their
job, over 22 percent disagreed

with these conclusions.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree: Combined
48.0% - 29.9% 77.9%
NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
18.6% - 3.5% 22.1%
TS
Area: Summary of Course Qutcomes

Domain: Relevance
(Question: Part 2.10.A)

Inquiry: The course content exceeded my
expectations in terms of quality,
relevance to daily routines and
attention to professional needs.

Results: - While 77 percent of the
respondents agreed with the
statement on relevance of T&PD
activities to daily routines and
professicnal needs, 23 percent
replied that they did not agree.

4
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Improving the
quality of
instruction
and
enhancing
services to at-
risk students
motivated
nearly 70
percent of the
respondents
to participate
in T&PD
programs
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POSITIVE RANGE -
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
48.2% 29.1% 71.3%
NEGATIVE RANGE

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
20.0% 2.8% 22.8%

€ COMMENTS

One of the most striking aspects of the
responses aggregated across participants
in T&PD activities at the LEA level is the
heavy emphasis placed on in:tructional
activities and training. Seventy-twc per-
cent of the participants indicated that
their primary reason for participating in
T&PD activities was to acquire more
effective instructional delivery skills while
69 percent cited providing more quality
instruction and/or services to at-risk
students.

In addition, the single most-often-attended
course was FEssential Elements of
Instruction, which accounted for 12 percent
of the 1,711 courses taken by respondents
during SY 91. This is significant in that 74
different courses were reported from 43
districts which operated independently in
terms of their T&PD strategies, focus and
course activities.

Thirty percent of respondents chose
instructional delivery as the primary content
area heading under which they would
classify the sessions they attended, while
70 percent said that instructional practices
constituted the primary course focus.

An analysis of the statistics collected on
individual course evaluations revealed a
decliring trend in the satisfaction
participants experienced with the training

sessions they attended and with the
eventual impact this training had on their
students or job activities.

This trend is clearly seen in the combined
negative ratings given to each of the six
course-evaluation domains. As reported
below in Individual Course Evaluations:
Concept Areas and Domains, it is evident
that participants’ negative responses to
statemer 3aboutthe coursestheyattended
increased as the domains increasingly
focused on outcome effects.

Individual Course Evaluations
Concept Areas and Domains

Combined
Negative

Concept Area/Domain Response

Instructor/Preparation

and Knowledge 2%

Instructor/Handout

Materials 9%

Implementation/Changes

in Activities 15%

Outcomes/Effects on

Instruction and Students 20%

Gutcomes/Commitment

and Understanding 22%

Outcomes/Relevance 23%

The vast majority of participants agreed
that T&PDinstructors generally were well-
prepared, knowledgeable and provided
useful information. A large proportion (85%)
of respondents indicated that they made
efforts to implement the skills and
knowledge gainedin theirtraining sessions
eitherin their daily work routines orin the
office and classroom.

However, 20 percent or more felt that their
possession of these newly acquired skills or
knowledge did not significantlyimpact their
job performance or outcomes for their
students.
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There may be a variety of reasons why this
declining trend from T&PD participation
to eventual impact exists. First, it may be
difficult for the classroom teacher to
significantly change methodologies, content
or practices over the short run. If T&PD
courses are attended while classes are in
session, teachers may not have the time or
flexibility to change activities immediately
after receiving training.

Second, the drop in impact may be due to
the evaluation and follow-up processes
undertaken by the districts. If teachers or
administrators attend a variety of T&PD
activities but are not required to report
acquired content or implementation plans
then these participants may lack incentive
to act on the knowledge or skills they
received in their Training & Professional
Development classes.

Potential Impact on At-Risk Students.
Fifty-seven percent (804) of the evaluation
survey responses received were from
classrcom teachers. Approximately 33
percent or 265 teachers indicated that at
least 50 percent of their students are
considered at risk of not completing their
high school education.

With an average class size reported as 25,
approximately 3,312 at-risk students (265
teachers averaging 25 students per class
with 50 percent at risk) may be affected by
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities
evaluated in this study. Extrapolated to
the total population of teachers (5,139)
across all 43 districts in the evaluation
study group, and using the same statistical
averages, approximately 21,200 at-risk
students would have been impacted by
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities in
Arizona during SY 91.

The calculations cited above are based on
the conservative assumption that all
teachers surveyed in the evaluation, as
well as those contained in the universe of
T&PD participants, teach only one class of
25 students per day. Acdditional informa-

tion obtained from the survey indicated
that approximately 3 percent of the
teachers responding were teaching at the
secondary level (grades 7-12). Using one
class per day of 25 students as the basis for
calculating total student coverage results
in a very conservative estimate.

. More realistic estimates may be obtained

by breaking down the total count of teachers
reporting 50 percent or more at-risk
studentsin theirclassroomsintoelementary
and secondary- categories and then
increasing the number of classes taught
per day at the secondary level.

This analysis again draws on the statistics
derived from 804 teacher responses obtained
in the evaluation. The statistics and
assumptions used are outlined below.

¢ Thirty-three percent of teachers report
having at least 50 percent at-risk stu-
dents in their classrooms.

* Fifty-five percent ofteachersreport teach-
ing at the 7-12 grade level, leaving 45
percent teaching in Preschool through
grade 6.

 The total population of teachers attend-
ing Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities
was 5,139.

o Teachers at the secondary level teach up
to three classes per day.

Using these statistics, the potential impact
of T&PD activities may be assessed for two
scenarios: secondary teachers teaching at
first two and then three classes per day.
Assuming secondary teachers teach two
classes per day, the number of at-risk
students potentially impacted is calculated
tobe 32,863 or 6.8 percent of the studentsin
the 43 districts in this study. The figures
used in these calculations are as follows:

5,139 teachers, 33 percentof whom teach
classes having greater than 50 percent
at-risk students = 1,696 teachers.

L}f [
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If secondary
teachers teach
Just two
classes daily,
the number of
at-risk
students
impacted in
SY 91 by
Chapter 2-
funded T&PD
programs is
30,000
students in
the 43 dis-
tricts that
were studied.
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Based upon
conservative
estimates,
researchers
believe that
nearly 45,000
at-risk
students
benefited in
SY 91 and
beyond from
being taught
by teachers
participating
in Chapter 2-
funded T&PD
programs.

e 45 percent of 1,696 teachers, at the
elementary level, teaching one class per
day averaging 25 students per class, 50
percent of whom are at risk = 9,538
at-risk students.

* 55 percent of 1,696 teachers, at the
secondary level, teaching two classes per
day averaging 25 students per class, 50
percent of whom are at risk = 23,325
at-risk students.

e Then, 9,538 students at the elementary
level + 23,325 at the secondary level =
32,863 at-risk students.

Using the same calcuiations, but as-
suming secondary teachers teach three
classes per day results in 34,988 at-risk
students potentially impacted at the
secondary level, plus 9,538 elementary
students, for a total at-risk student
ponulation of 44,526.

As with the original calculation of 21,200
at-risk students based on one class taught
per day by all teachers, the higher estimates
derived above also may be considered
conservative. This is because the definition
of an at-risk classroom is based on having
atleast 50 percent at-risk students enrolled.

From the survey responses, 1,696 (33%) of
5,139 teachers fell into this category. This
leaves 3,443 teachers estimated not to have
taught classes with 50 percent or more at-
risk students but who may have had, in
their opinion, anywhere from 0-49 percent
at-risk students in the classroom.

The degree of underestimation is impos-
sible to determine from the available
data. However, these factors do suggest
that the figures derived above understate
the actual number of at-risk students
potentially affected by Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities.

Total Student Coverage. Using the
methodology applied earlier for calcu-
lating the numbers of at-risk students,

estimates of general student population
coverage may be made for the purpose of
investigating the potential impact on stu-
dents of Chapter 2-funded T&PD activi-
ties.

Direct survey responses were received from
975 individuals, of whom 804 were
classroom teachers. The coverage of
students assigned to this sample group of
teachers is estimated to be as high as
20,100 students, based on the reported
average class size of 25, if each teacher has
one class per day. Extrapolated to the
5,139 teachers in the study group, student
coverage is estimated at 128,475 pupils.

Similar to the at-risk student calculations,
this estimate of total student coverage is
conservative in that teachers at the
secondary level are assigned more than one
class per day. As noted above, survey
responses indicated approximately 45
percent of study-group teachers teach at
the elementary level with 55 percent at the
secondary level.

Bothlower and upper bounds of the number
of students potentially impacted may be
calculated by splitting the 5,139 teachers
into suggested elementary and secondary
teacher proportions of 45 and 55 percent,
respectively, while assuming the assign-
ment of teaching load to be between one
and three classes per day.

Using these revised conditions and the
average class size of 25, it is estimated that
the total number of students taught by
teachers who participated in T&PD
activities during SY 91 is between 128,000
and 270,000 pupils.

Variety of T&PD Activities.
Responses to survey instruments
constructed for this evaluation accounted
for 1,711 individual courses attended
during SY 91. This implies upwards of
9,400 Chapter 2-supported T&PD activi-
ties attended by individuals employed in
the 43 districts included in this study and

~
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occupying one of the three job categories
studied (approximately 1.61 courses per
individual covering 5,819 trainees).

Survey respondents reported 74 different
descriptive course titles, including 48
provided by the ADE in a listing supplied
with the survey form and 26 additional
titles self-reported by the respondents.
Given that over three-fourths of respon-
dents were classroom teachers who are
concerned primarily with instruction and
learning, the fact that 74 separate
descriptive titles were reported represents
an unexpectedly wide variety of T&PD
courses offered by the LEAs.

Actual Impact on Students in the
Classroom. In this evaluation, partici-
pants in T&PD activities reported very
positive assessments of their instructors
and materials for the courses they
attended. A very large proportion also
gave positive responses to queries on
whether they were utilizing the newly
acquired knowledge and skills by
incorporating them into their daily office
routines or classroom activities.

Combined
Negative

Domain Responses
Instructor Knowledge/
Preparedness 2%
Materials and Handouts 9%
Implementation of
Skills'Knowledge 15%
Outcomes from
Implementation 20%

However, when teachers were questioned
about the eventual impact that their
attendance at these T&PD activities had
on students in their classrooms, the
percentage of combined negative responses
increased. The tabie above shows this
progression toward increasingly larger

negative responses through four domains
of survey questions.

The statistics reveal that approximately
20 percent of the T&PD trainees dis-
agreed with positive statements about the
impact of their training on student
motivation or performance. This
increasingly negative response rate
observed as the domain of questions moved
from participation to implementation and
finally to the impact on students may
reflect difficulties teachers experienced in
implementing new knowledge and skills
acquired in T&PD sessions.

The short time lines and the heavy
workloads characteristic of the academic
year may not provide teachers with
sufficient flexibility to significantly change
the contert orinstructional procedures they
already use. This suggests that a longer
term analysis of student attitudes,
expectations ana peiformance may be
required to determine the degree to which
teacher involvement in T&PD activities
culminates in measurable changes in
student outcomes.
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When teach-
ers return to
the classroom
with new
skills they
can immedi-
ately imple-
ment, benefits
to students
tend to
increase.
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4. Survey of District T&PD Coordinators

o conduct the second half of the

EVALUATION OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM
EFFECTIVENESS, Research and Development
Division researchers solicited information
directly from each of the 43 study-group
districts, previously defined in Part I.C, by
inviting responses from district T&PD
coordinators participating at the locallevel.

Data were collected on the operation of
local educational agency T&PD progiams
from the perspective of the district person-
nel responsible for directing these pro-
grams. In many cases this person was the
district’s designated Chapter 2 program
coordinator.

Therefore, the Chapter 2 Coordinator
Questionnaire was utilized in concert with
the Local Cliupicr 2 Eval.ation Survey,
described previously in IL.B.3, to gain a
more comprehensive picture of the relative
effectiveness of the Arizona Chapter 2
Program.

¢ Focus

The Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire
was designed by the ADE to investigate
the administrative and organizational
structure of Chapter 2-supported T&PD
activities within the study-group districts.
This involved the collection and analysis of
general demographicdata for district T&PD
coordinators as well as:

¢ Identifying the primary focus of each
Chapter 2-supported district T&PD
program,

e Identifying district use and structure of
committee review teams in making policy
decisions and setting program guidelines,

e Documenting the district process for
approving staff T&PD activities,

e Documenting the district training
evaluation and planning processes,

e Collecting district T&PD coordinators
impressions of the Arizona Chapter 2
Program, and

¢ Evaluating LEA/SEA interactions.

4 METHODOLOGY

To prepare for designing the survey
instrument, ADE researchers conducted
in-person and telephone interviews with 11
district T&PD coordinators. Interview
discussions centered on activities at the
district level which supported T&PD
programs. Interactions of District Chapter
2 Programs of Training and Professional
Development, Diagram 1, illustrates
possible interactions among district T&PD
coordinators and the state Chapter 2 Office,
district committee review teams, district
policies and goals, and the LEA staff
participating in T&PD activities.

From the initial discussions, the existence
of two separate application/allocation
processes became evident. First, the district
Chapter 2 office followed an application/
allocation process with the state office. This
allocation process was composed of the
procedures, guidelinesand restrictions with
which districts must comply to receive
funding for proposed Chapter 2 programs,
including T&PD.

Second, staff within the LEA wishing to
participate in available district T&PD
activities usually followed some type of
district application process to receive
permission and funding to attend T&PD
gessions. This process might include
requirements for participants tc provide
formal evaluations of the T&PD sessions
after attendance. The district office also
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might undertake its own evaluation and
planning process to document the outcomes
of T&PD activities from year to year or to
developlong-range strategic training plans.

In addition to the staff application/training
allocation process, some districts utilized
oversight committees or committee review
teama to administer their Chapter 2 T&PD
program. Members of these teams included
administrative staff from the district,
instructional staff, parents and rep-
resentatives of private schools within the
district that share in Chapter 2-funded
activities.

Finally, LEA Chapter 2-supported T&PD
programs are influenced by goals and
objectives set forth by local governing
boards and district administrators.

Obtaining this specific information
through the preliminary interviews en-
abled ADE researchers to create a survey
instrument in seven parts, composed of
questions on each major process identified
above. This instrument, the Chapter 2
Coordinators Questionnaire, was sent to
district T&PD coordinators in the 43
districts participating in the study group.
Surveys were returned by 41 of these 43
individuals. This resulted in a survey
response rate of 95 percent.

¢ FINDINGS

Respondent Demographics. Part 1 of
the survey provided demographic data on
the 41 respondents. District T&PD
coordinators were found tospend an average
of four years administering staff
development programs; the longest time
reported was 10 years.

Ninety-three percent of the respondents
(38 of 41) reported that coordination of
Chapter 2 T&PD programs was not their
primary job responsibility. The other three

districts employing full-time Chapter 2
coordinators were dissimilar in respect to
student population. Enrollment figures for
these districts were 8,917 and 747 and
60,556 respectively.

All 41 districts indicated they had
coordinators who had been classroom
teachers. The average length of time spent
as a classroom teacher was 10 years while
21 years was reported as the longest time
period.

Use of Committee Review Teams. In
Part 2 of the survey, 83 percent (34 of41) of
the coordinators indicated that their
districts utilized committee review teams
or commiittee structures toc oversee Chapter
2-funded T&PD activities. Only seven
districts reported not using any type of
committee structure.

As shown in Chart 3, Use of Committee
Review Teams in Chapter 2-funded T&PD
Activities, 34 of the 41 districts
responding (83%) used committee struc-
tures to develop general policies, proce-
dures and/or long-range strategic plans
while 31 districts (76%) used committees
to determine the type of T&PD courses
offered. In addition, 24 districts (59%) used
committees to review applications for staff
training and 13 districts (32%) used
committees to set limits on the use of funds.

Chart 4, District Review Team Member-
ship: Categories Greater Than 50 Percent,
shows that 94 percent of the responding
districts (32 of 34) used committee
structures to oversee Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities that included teachers.
Seventy-seven percent (26 of 34) indicated
inclusion of district superintendents while
79 percent (27 of 34) included principals
and 65 percent (22 of 34) involved other
district personnel. Finally, 66 percent
(23 of 34) indicated that their committee
review teams included parents. The
committee review teams were found to
average 14 members.
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Use of Committee Review Teams in Chapter 2-Funded
Training & Professional Development Activities
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Source: Arizona Department of Education Chapter 2 District Coordinator Questionnaire: School Year 1891,

Chart 4
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Focus of District T&PD Programs.
District coordinators were asked in Part 2
of the survey to identify the primary focus
of their Chapter 2-supported T&PD pro-
grams. Of 41 surveys returned, 8 yielded
unusable data or gave no response. As
shown below, 88 percent of the 33
responding district T&PD coordinators
selected either Improved Instructional
Delivery (42%) or Increased Staff
Effectiveness(46%)as the primary emphasis
of training.

Primary Focus of Chapter 2-Funded
Training & Professional
Development Programs

T&PD Coordinators Number
Reporting of

Enhancements to: Districts Percent

Instructional

Delivery ) 14 42%

Educational Content 0 -

Student Motivation 1 3%

Assessments 0 -

Staff Effectiveness 15 46%

Instructional

Leadership 0 -

Teacher Coaching 0 -

Curriculum 1 3%

Schoolwide

Improvements 2 6%

School Environment 0 -

Parental

Involvement 0 -

Usable

Nonduplicated

Responses 38 100%

This dual focus on Improved Instructional
Delivery and Increased Staff Effectiveness
confirms findings attributable to LEA
trainees whose responses to the Local
Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey heavily
emphasized the importance of instruction-
related T&PD activities as a determinant
of course attendance.

Variety of T&PD Delivery Methods.
To understand whether such T&PD
activities were aligned with district-
supported goals and objectives, district
T&PD coordinators were asked to express,
as a proportion between 0 and 100 percent,
the emphasis their Chapter2-funded T&PD
program placed on the following methods
by which Chapter 2-supported T&PD
activities were made available to district
personnel. ‘

e Minigrants for Innovative Staff-

Initiated Training. During the inter-
views held prior to survey development,
a number of local T&PD coordinators
pointed to their use of minigrants to
support innovative or new approaches to
staff development. These minigrants
differ from other T&PD activities in
that they are not directly aligned to
existing district in-service training.
Rather, the minigrants permit staff
members to propose training services
based upon individual need.

e District-Sponsored/Supported In-

i\
o/

services. These more traditional T&PD
offerings refer to in-services which
initially are selected by the district. The
implication is that staff choose from a
menu of T&PD activities which are
officially supported or sponsored by the
district, based on specific, predetermined
goals and objectives.

Staff-Requested In-services Not
Sponsored by the District. These T&PD
activities are identified by the individual
and not specifically sponsored by the
district. Under this option, district
policies may allow staff to attend a wider
array of in-service options, including
those which are specifically tailored to
the needs of the individual teacher or
administrator.

Other. This option allowed district T&PD

coordinators to react 6n a case-by-case
basis regarding the potential for

o/




sponsorship and support of selected
T&PD activities.

Primary T&PD Delivery Method. The
Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire
instructed district T&PD coordinators to
determine which delivery methods were
emphasized in their Chapter 2-supported
training program.

Also they were asked to express the degree
ofimportance on each method identified as
a proportion of total emphasis. Proportions
suggested by coordinators could not exceed
100 percent. The table reflects the
reclassification of Other responses under
the appropriate heading or under “emphasis
unclear.”

Number

Methods of District of

Sponsorship Districts Percent
Staff-Initiated
Minigrants 1 3%
District-mandated
In-services 14 34%
Staff-requested
In-services 19 46%
Emphasis Unclear 4 10%
Unusable or
Missing Response 3 7%
Total Districts —_—
Responding 41 100%

The previous data box also indicates that
14 of 41 district T&PD programs (34%)
emphasized district-supported or sponsored
T&PD activities over staff-initiated in-
services.

However, 19 districts (46%) responded that
most T&PD activities resulted from

personal requests based on individual
needs.

By including the minigrants category with
staff-initiated requests, the proportion
increased to 49 percent, suggesting that
about half of the study-group districts
emphasized a strong measure of staff
participation in the selection of Chapter 2-
funded T&PD activities.

Therefore, LEAs were split on the type of
T&PD delivery methods that were
emphasized in their training program.

District Process for Approving Staff
Training. In Part 3 of the survey, a num-
ber of questions were asked of T&PD
coordinators about staff participation in
the T&PD application/allocation process.

Included were questions concerning the
application, review and decision-making
processes used by districts to monitor
participation of staff in T&PD activities;
whether any formal limit was set on the
amouni vl ifuadiuig available to train
applicants; and whether any district
personnel were required to attend specific
staff development in-services. The data
collected in these areas are summarized on
the next page.

Access to
skills training
for classroom
teachers with
expectations
of immediate
applicability
gets high
marks from
trainees.
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Summary of Responses for
District Process Used to Approve
Staff Training

* 66 percent of districts do not require a
formal application for Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities.

* 64 percent havenoformal review process
for approving requests for T&PD
activities.

* When asked whomade the final decision
to approve staff training:

36 percent indicated Chapter 2
Coordinator or Staff Developer
22 percent indicated district admin-
istrators, and
20 percent indicated school principals
or local administrators.

* 95 percent of the districts indicated that
no formal limit is imnnsed on the dollar
amount any one person may expend for
training.

s 71 percent of districts required certain
staff members to attend specific Chapter
2-funded T&PD activities. Of these
districts, 89 percent required attendance
by new teachers while 59 percent
required attendance by new principals
or assistant principals.

¢ 27 percent of districts required annual
training for instructional personnel in
specific content areas, including
Thinking Skills, Essential Elements of
Instruction, Science, Adaptive
Curriculum, Language Arts, Chemical
Abuse Prevention and Effective Schools.

This detailed survey information provides
an insightful look at the structure of the
application and approval process for staff
training within Arizona school districts.
First,66 percent (27 of 41 districts) reported
that formal applications were not required
whenever staff attended T&PD activities.

Additionally, 64 percent (25 of 39 dis-
tricts) indicated no formal review process
being used for approval of T&PD requests.
These findings seem contrary to a
response in Part 2 of the survey which
revealed that 59 percent (24 of 41 districts)
use a committee structure to review train-
ing applications. Excluding the six dis-
tricts which reported no use of committee
structures increases the proportion of
districts using such committees to review
applications to 69 percent (24 of 35
responding districts).

Note, however, that terminology used in
questions about the approval/review of
training requests included an emphasis on
a formal process. The survey results
indicated that while training applications
and their subsequent review are required
in some districts, most do not have formal
policies and procedures for approving staff
training.

Seventy-one percent of district T&PD
coordinators indicated that personnel in
specific job categories are required to take
courses in training and professional
development. Most of these staff members
were teachers new to the district (89%) or
newly hired administrators (59%).

Eleven districts, comprising 27 percent of
respondents, required annual training for
instructional personnel in specific course
content areas including Thinking Skills,
Essential Elements of Instruction, Science,
Adaptive Curriculum, Language Arts, and
Effective Schools. This requirement is
additional evidence of the heavy emphasis
on instruction-related activities within
district T&PD programs that the survey
revealed.

District T&PD coordinators were asked to
identify who makes the final decision to
fund staff requests for T&PD activities.
Their responses are itemized on the next

page.
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Final Decision Authority
Staff Applications for Training

Category Districts Percent
District
Administration
Superintendent 9
Administrator* 1
Academic Services A

Subtotal 11 2%
District Staff Support
Staff Developer 5
Chapter 2 Coordinator 13

Subtotal 18 36%
Local Administration
Principal 8
Administrator* 1
Supervisor* -4

Subtotal 10 20%
Chapter 2 Committee

=2

Subtotal -9 18%
Other
Qshanl Board 1
District Council -1

Subtotal 2 4%
Total Usable Items 50** 1C9%
No Response or Unusable: 3.
¢ These job titles were identified from rcsponses

provided under Other on the survey form.
¢* This count allows for multiple responses by
districts.

Fourteen of the 41 district T&PD
coordinators responding to the survey
provided multiple answers to the question
examined in the data table above,
suggesting that decisions to approve staff
training applications are not centralized in
all districts.

Personnel cited most often (18 of 50
responses) as being the primary decision
authority were those individuals who serve
as district T&PD coordinators. In the study-
group districts, a T&PD Coordinator is
either the district’s designated Chapter 2
Program Coordinator a staff developer who
manages T&PD activities. Following the
District Staff Support category with 18

responses came District Administration
(11 responses), Local Administration
(10 responses) and the Chapter 2 Review
Committee (9 responses).

-‘Summary of Responses on
District T&PD Evaluation and
Planning Processes

* 66 percent(27 of41) study-groupdistricts
conducted formal evaluations of T&PD
activities.

* 68 percent (28 of 41) indicated that all
participants in T&PD activities were
required to complete evaluations.

e 37 percent (15 of 41) indicated that
evaluations -were obtained through
feedback frem staff meetings and peer
discussions.

(Note: The percentages cited above allow for
selection of multiple responses.]

» 66 percent(27of41)indicated that T&PD
evaluations were submitted to district
T&PD coordinators; 17 percent (7 of 41)
indicated that evaluations were given to
district administration and 46 percent
(19 of 41).indicated that evaluations are
sent to the in-service providers.

e 95 percent (39 of 41) reported that
evaluations were used to provide
feedback on specific training delivered.

o 68percent(28cf41)reported evaluations
were utilized for strategic planning of
future T&PD activities.

e 79 percent (32 of 41) indicated that
training effectiveness reports were
delivered to the Chapter 2 Ceordinator;
73 percent (30 of 41) indicated delivery
to the Staff Developer and 61 percent (25
of 41) indicated these reports were
delivered tothe District Superintendent.

District Evaluations of T&PD
Activities. In Part 4 of the survey, district
T&PD coordinators were asked to provide
information on processes they employ to
evaluate T&PD activities. These questions

R
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included whether or not the district had a
formal evaluation process, the primary
methods used to conduct the evaluations,
to whom: they were submitted and how the
evaluations were utilized in terms of the
administration of district T&PD programs.
The statistics collected from this part of the
Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire are
presented on page 51.

As shown on the previous page, 66 percent
(27 of 41 districts) revealed that they
conducted formal evaluations of T&PD
sessions. This means *hat approximately
34 percent (14 study-group districts) donot
conduct formal T&PD evaluations.
However, district T&PD coordinators also
were asked how evaluations, formal or not,
were conducted. Over 68 percent (28 of 41
districts) responded that all individuals
attending T&PD activities were required
to complete some type of training or course
evaluation.

The distinction between formal and
informal evaluations at first may appear to
be significant. That is, with 34 percent of
districts failing to conduct formal
evaluations, questions might arise astothe
adequacy of their accountability systems.
There is an underlying assumption that
districts which conduct formal evaluations
do sounder specific policies and procedures
enabling them to construct valid indicators
from which to ascertain the effectiveness,
impact and value of their T&PD programs.
However, closer examination of the
responses reduces this concern.

Table 3, Selected Information on the Use of
Application and Evaluation Procedures in
T&PD Activities, itemizes the responses of
41 districts on questions concerning their
use of formal application and evaluation
procedures and on the primary functions of
committee review teams. The information
presented in the table indicates a higher
degree of monitoring of Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities than was previously
suggested. While 14 districts reported not
L

using a formal evaluation process, four of
these districts required every participant
attending T&PD activities to complete
some type of course evaluation.

Of the 10 remaining districts, five
required either formal applications
before attendance and/or conducted a
formal review of applications prior to
approval of T&PD requests. This means
only five districts (12%) reported no formal
application or evaluation procedures, no
formal review of applications submitted
and no requirement that participants
provide evaluations of their training
experiences. Of these five districts, three
contained approximately 2,000 or fewer
students, one contained 9,200 students and
only one district had over 15,000 students.

Ninety-five percent (39 of 41 districts)indi-
caied that evaluations of some type were
used to provide feedback on T&PD ses-
sions. When combined with the statistics
on formal evaluations, these responses
demonstrated that a majority of the dis-
tricts do utilize some type of evaluation
system to make T&PD planning decisions—
if not in a formal manner then through
informal methods such as staff meetings,
peer discussions and information sharing.
In addition, over 68 percent (28 of 41) dis-
tricts stated that these evaluations were
used for strategic planning of future T&PD
activities.

In summary, although 14 of 41 districts
responding to the survey do not utilize
formal application procedures, nearly all of
the districts undertake some type of
application review and/or training
evaluation process for Chapter 2-
supported T&PD activities. Thus, further
investigation into the adequacy of
accountability systems used in districts
not employing formal post-attendance
evaluations of T&PD activities may be
warranted in only a small number of the
43 districts contained in the study group.
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Table 3

Use of Application and Evaluation Procedures in T&PD Activities

FORMAL APPLICATION ForMaL
AND EVALUATION
APPLICATION REVIEW
District SY 91 i Conduct
Record Student Formal Formal
Number Enrollment | Application Review
_
1 747 No No Yes No
2 936 No No No No
3 1,007 No No Yes Yes
4 1,621 Yes Yes No No
5 1,561 No No No No
6 2,020 No No No No
7 2,679 No Yes No No
8 2,603 No No No Yes
9 2,960 No No Yes Yes
10 4,078 Yes No No Yes
11 4,364 No Yes Yes Yes
12 4,386 Yes Yes Yes Yes
13 4,494 No Yes Yes No
14 5,309 No No No Yes
15 5,381 Yes No Yes Yee
16 5,568 Yes Yes Yes Yes
17 5,729 No - * No Yes Yes
18 6,608 No No Yes Yes
19 7,065 No No Yes Yee
20 8,609 No No Yes No
21 8,720 Yes Yes Yes Yea
22 8,916 Yes No Yes Yes
23 9,203 No No No No
24 9,643 No No Yes Yes
25 11,056 No Ne Yes Yes
26 11,219 No No Yes Yes
27 11,228 Yes No No No
28 11,497 Yes Ne Yes Yes
29 12,010 Yes Yes Yes Yes
30 12,526 Yes Yes No No
31 13,162 No No Yes Yes
32 14,210 No No No Yes
33 15,080 No No No No
34 16,833 No Yes Yes Yes
35 21,076 Yes Yes Yes Yes
36 21,495 No N/R Yes Yes
37 21,900 No Yes Yes Yes
38 23,894 No N/R Yeas Yes
39 28,657 Yes Yes No No
40 60,556 No No Yes Yes
41 67,695 Yes Yes Yes Yes
Total Yes: 14 14 27 28
Total No: 27 25 14 13
No Response: 2
Percent Yes: 34% 36% 66% 68%
Percent No: 66% 64% 4% 32%

None Determine Review

Formal Participant Policies/ Application T&PD
Evalnation Evaluation Planning Courses
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Note: Percent calculations exclude "No Response” values.
Source: Arizonz Depariment of Education Chapter 2 District Coordinator Questionnaire, School Year 1991.
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Disirict T&PD coordinators were queried
as to the recipients of T&PD course
evaluations. Responses to this question
revealed that in 66 percent (27 of 41 dis-
tricts) the course evaluations went to the
district T&PD coordinator and in 37 per-
cent (15 of 41) it was district administra-
tion that received them for review. Forty-
six percent (19 of 41 districts) indicated
that the local trainer or in-service provider
also received staff evaluations of T&PD
courses attended. A summary of these
responses is provided below.

Recipients of T&PD Evaluations
(Based on Multiple Responses from 41

Surveys)
Category Districts Percent
School Principal 15 37%
Chapter 2
Coordinator 27 66%
Review Committee 8 20%
In-house Trainer or
Qutside Consultant 19 46%
District
Administration 7 17%
School Board 2 5%
Other 3 7%

Impressions of Arizona’s Chapter 2
Program and LEA/SEA Interactions.
Parts 5 and 6 of the survey asked district
T&PD coordinators to respond to a series of
affirmative statements on both the general
usefulnegs of the T&PD program and the
services provided by the state Chapter 2
Office. The information presented at the
beginning of the next column summarizes
the responses for two major concept areas
that researchers identified.

B

61

Summary of Chapter 2 Coordinator

Questionnaire Results

Area A: Impressions of

Domain:

Inquiry:

Arizona’s Chapter 2
Program

Variety of Available Training
(Survey Questions: Part5.1,5.2)

Statements focus on the use of
Chapter 2-funded programs to
provide a wider variety of T&PD
activities than otherwise would
be possible.

24.0%

POSITIVE RANGE

Strongly Agree  Combined
74.0% 98.0%

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined

NEGATIVL QANGL

2.0% 0.0% 2.0%
—— IS
Domain: At-Risk Student Impact
(Survey Question: Part 5.3)
Inquiry: Statewienton thepositiveimpact
that T&PD activities haveon at-
risk students
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
45.0% 52.0% 97.0%
NEGATIVE RANGE

3.0%

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined

0.0% 3.0%




Area B: LEA/SEA Interactions

Domain: Local Innovation
(Survey Question: Part 6.1)

Inquiry: Statement on the usefulness of
ADE application and guideline
materials to promoteinnovation
in the design and imple-
mentation of educational
projects aud activities.

POSTTIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree Combined
58.0% 42.0% 100.0%
NEGATIVE RANGE

Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

et ML

Domain: Quality of SEA Technical
Assistance
(Survey Questions; Part 6.2 and
6.3)

Inquiry: Statements on the -usefulness/
appropriateness of technical
assistance and competence of
staff working in the ADE
Chapter 2 Office to answer
questions regarding LEA

application for federal funds.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
43.0% 57.0% 100.0%
NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

TN

Domain: SEA Monitoring
Survey Question: Part 6.4)

Inquiry: Statement on the usefulness of
ADE program monitoring tohelp
districts with their operation of

Chapter 2 T&PD activities.
POSITIVE RANGE
Agree Strongly Agree  Combined
53.0% 42.0% 95.0%
-NEGATIVE RANGE
Disagree Strongly Disagree Combined
5.0% 0.0% 5.0%

Analysis of Area A and Area B
Discussions. From the information
collected in this portion ¢ the Chapter 2
Coordinator Questionnaire, it can be seen
that respondents strongly agreed that
Chapter 2-supported T&PD activities
provided them with opportunities for
professional development that otherwise
would not have been available.

In addition, 97 percent of the respondents
agreed that these T&PD programs
positively impacted at-risk students.

Interestingly, this impression of the positive
impact on at-risk students contrasts
somewhat with the reports from staff who
indicated that while the T&PD activities
they attended were worthwhile, parti-
cipation in the activities did not
automatically translate into positive
impacts in the classroom.
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¢ COMMENTS

The information derived from the Chapter
2 Coordinator Questionnaire provides
insight on the administration and operation
of T&PD programs at the LEA level.
Similar to the responses received from the
individual staff participants, a major focus
of district T&PD programs is instructional
delivery.

In addition, the types of activities made
available to classroom teachers, school
administrators and support services
personnel is not strictly mandated at the
district level. Rather, 46 percent (19
districts) place their emphasis on allowing
participation in in-service activities which
areinitiated and requested by the individual
staff person based on his/her unique needs.

This finding coincides with that of the
individual course survey results which
showed a wide variety of descriptive course
titles and content areas. Thus, Chapter 2-
funded T&PD activities appear to promote
and support staff development activities
which are most needed by the classroom
teachers, school administrators andsupport
services pe.sonnel.

Information from this partof the evaluation
also indicates that districts are utilizing
procedures to monitor and evaluate T&PD
activities. This is accomplished through
use of structured application and evaluation
methods, district office or committee
oversight in the planning process,
committee determination of course offerings
or by imposing requirements that
participants must report on, or evaluate,
the sessions they attend.

The major points derived from the Chapter
2 Coordinator Questionnaire are as follows:

a. All district T&PD coordinators in the
study have been classroom teachers at
some point in their careers. However,

Pt 63

93 percent indicated that coordination
and administration of Chapter 2
programs is not their primary job
assignment.

. Eighty-three percent of the districts in

the study used committee review teams
or committee structures in the
administration of Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities including determina-
tion of general policies and proce-
dures, formulation of strategic plans
and the determination of T&PD
courses offered in the district.

Ninety-four percent of the districts
which used committees to administer
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities
included teachers on their committees.
Seventy-seven percentincluded district
superintendents, 79 percent included
principals and 68 percent included
parents.

The primary focus of Chapter 2-
funded district T&PD activities was
reported to be Improved Instructional
Delivery, at 42 percent of the districts,
or Increased Staff Effectiveness, at 46
percent.

. Seventy-one percent of the districts

required certain staff to participate in
T&PD activities. Most of these
individuals were newly hired teachers
or administrators.

Only five of 41 districts (12%) in the
study reported not utilizing atleast one
of the following procedures for
monitoring participation and effec-
tiveness of their T&PD activities: (1)
requiring a formal application process
for staff to participate in T&PD
activities; (2) undertaking a formal
review process of applications
submitted; (3) undertaking formal
evaluations of district T&PD courses
staff attended; or (4) requiring all
participants in district T&PD activities




to submit evaluations of courses
attended.

Three of these five districts contained
2,000 or fewer students while only one
contained more than 15,000 students.
However, all of the districts which
reported no formal systems for
monitoring participation utilized com-
mittee review teams to develop the
policies and strategic plans for their
Chapter 2-funded T&PD program,
reviewed applications of staff wishing
to attend in-services and determined
the type of T&PD courses offered. In
addition, all but two districts in the
study reported utilizing some type of
evaluation of T&PD activities to obtain
feedback on training sessions attended
by district personnel.

The data compiled from the Chapter 2
Coordinator Questionnaire reveal an
overall positive view of LEA involvement
in Chapter 2-supported T&PD activities.
The responses disclose an emphasis on
training in instructional delivery and
classioom skills; identification of a mix of
district- and staff-defined professional
needs; widespread use of a variety of
evaluation methods, both formal and
informal; and a commitment {o providing
in-service training to new teachers and
administrative staff. In addition, over-
sight committees for T&PD programs at
the local level included teacher, staff and
parent representation in a majority of
districts. &
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4 MAGNITUDE AND KEY
PATTERNS OF CHANGE

urther review on page 4 of Table 1,
Three Year Summary of Targeted
Assistance Areas, offers the reader a
historical perspective on the spending
decisions and participation of local
educational agencies in Arizona’s Chapter

2 Program.

The number of districts operating Chapter
2-assisted programs of Training &
Professional Development grew, as
indicated below, from a total of 63 in SY 90
to 79 in SY 92

Chart &
Districts Participating in
Chapter 2-Funded T&PD Programs

79

80

Number of Districts
N3
o
1

SY 90 ) &°)8 SY 92

Sourex Chap

2A } Special Prejects Applications: 8Y 90,91 and 92

Growth of this type (i.e., an increase in
participation of more than 25% in two
years) demonstrates the emphasis that
autonomous districts collectively ascribe
to T&PD activities.

In SY 91, the period during which the
state’s evaluation was conducted, T&PD
activities in 66 participating districts
extended direct or indirect influence over
immense populations of students and
educational personnel throughout the
state. Looking again on page 10 at Table 2,
Characteristics of Districts with Chapter 2-
Funded T&PD Programs, reveals the size
of populations belonging to either study-
group or non study-group districts.

Th2se 66 entities comprise 78 percent of
Arizona’s student enrollments, 64 percent
of all public schools, 76 percent of certified
staff and an equal share of all current
public school teachers. The magnitude of
this potential for impact.is unquestioned.
Given these proportions, it is clear that
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities have
the potential to influence Arizona’s
teachers, students and school-based

programs.

Chart 6

LEA Allocations for
Chapter 2-Funded T&FPD Programs

$2,127,468

$2,150,000 $2,106,389

$2,100,000 -

$2,050,000 ~

$2,000,000 -

$1,950,000 4. $1.916976
$1,900,000 -

$1,850,000 -

$1,800,000

SY 90

sy ol SY 92

Seures: Chapter 2 Annwal Special Prejects Applisations: 8Y 90,91 and 92
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In the first
three years of
ESEA,
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noted a
marked
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T&PD
programs by
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number of
districts
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State.

ADE researchers examined T&PD activities
with an eye to trend data on file in the ADE
Chapter 2 Office. In terms of local
allocations, T&PD programs received
$1,915,976 in SY 90. By SY 92, the amount
grew to $2,127,466. This represents a
growth of 11 percent in just two years, 4
percent above the rate of inflation* during
this time.

Because the distribution of budgeted
funds is driven by cumulative district
demand, the figures in Table 1 demon-
strate emphatically the increasing priority
placed on staff development by Arizona
educators. Indeed, in SY 90 T&PD pro-
grams accounted for approximately 36

the part of classrcom teachers or is
contingent upon policr decisions made by
district administrators, the resulting effect
is a marked increase in focus on T&PD
programs by an ever-expanding number of
districts across the state.

While Table 1 reveals the growing priority
being given to T&PD programs, it can not
convey the impact this additional funding
has had upon teachers and students. The
direct measure of these effects is evident in
Arizona’s evaluation of local Chapter 2
T&PD activities funded during SY 91.

In preparation for this evalvation, ADE
Chapter 2 Office staffreviewed the types of

325 33.8 179 46.7

Chart 7
SY 91 Staff Participation in Full-Time Equivaients

613.3

Teachers comprise the majority of educators
being assisted under Chapter 2

£l Administrators

B Teachers

H Teachers Aides
Support Services Staff

H Clerical Staff

Sourcs: Arizona Department of Education Chapter 2 Offics. Annual Special Projects Applications: School Years 1888/80, '91 and '92.

percent of all budgeted Chapter 2 funds
while in SY 92, this proportion had grown
to over 38 percent.

Whether such expanding emphasis is
viewed as a result of stronger demand on

* Based on the historical (4.2% in 1991) and forecast
(3.0% in 1992) figures for the Consumer Price Index as
reported in "Arizona Business,” Arizona State Univer-
sity, College of Business Research, Tempe, Arizona —
April 1982.

T&PD activities districts reported at the
times they applied for Chapter 2 funding
between 1988 and 1991. From this research,
a List of Course and Training Components
was developed for survey at the local level.
This list contained 54 course titles,
partitioned within 11 content components
that have come to be associated with
Chapter 2-supported Training &
Professional Development activities over
the years.
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Interestingly, the survey responses revealed
a wider variety of local course offerings
than anticipated. In response to questions
contained in the Local Chapter 2 Evaluation
Survey, disirict trainees reported taking a
total of 83 separate courses. This
repres ented 29 course titles in addition to
those which had been previously detailed
within the annual Special Projects
applications.

Because applications may be planned as
much as a year before delivery of training,
this survey finding was notable in terms of
the program flexibility it suggested.
Furthermore, the finding was consistent
with the growing number of districts
participatirgin T&PD activities as well as
the trend of directing a larger share ~f
Chapter 2 funds toward T&PD programs.

The variety of course offerings observed
from this evaluation is important to an
understanding of the overall impact which
T&FD activities exert upon students and
teachers. It is evident as well that local
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities can
provide one-of-a-kind training conduits for
teachers and administratorsin their pursuit
of instructional or managerial knowledge
and skill development.

From the data collected, it is clear that the
emphasis on T&PD programs is increasing
throughout Arizona. More districts are
supporting their T&PD activities with
Chapter 2 funds while longer-term
participants offer ever-widening access to
administrators and support services staff.
At the local level these factors represent
the key patterns of change.

At the state level, changesin local education
gervices caused by the use of Chapter 2-
funded T&PD programs are directly
observed tbrough the inauguration of the
Arizona Student Assessment Program
(ASAP). The availability of Chapter 2
monies provided the framework for
enactment of fundamental changes in
classroom learning.

R

ASAP, an innovat:ive,'performance-based
instructional and assessment system, aligns
content, teaching methods and assessment
of student performance to essential basic
andhigher-ordersldllsinreadjng, language
arts and math.

In addition to ASAP representing the most
far-reaching and complex undertaking of
systemwide assesswments in the country,
Arizona’s model fundamentally differs from
that of other states in that ASAP creates a
complete alignment between mastery of
egsential skills, student competency
assessments, the snstructional focus of
teachers and measurable, as well as
reportable, outcomes.

This innovative endeavor, under its
operational umbrella: Goals For
Educational Excellence, represents
Arizona’s primary response to the national
Effective Schools mandate. ASAP was
designed to meet several goals:

« fundamentalshifts away from nationally
normed iesting toward performance-
based assessments

e reform ofinstructionaldelivery methods,
and

e alignmentofcurriculum against requisite
basic and higher order skills, mastery of
which the State Board of Education
considers essential in grades K-12.

To ensure success in fully implementing
ASAP and thereby realizing a majority of
its Chapter2 goals, the Arizona Department
of Education launched a multi-year,
transitional program of Training &
Professional Development. Representatives
of all public school districts in Arizona as
well as ADE staff who worked as technical
advisors in initiating ASAP, were afforded
these Chapter 2-supported training
activities.

State-administered Chapter 2-funded
T&PD monies supported the staff devel-
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LEA staff
reported a
significant
improvement
between
October 1990
and March
1991 in the
effectiveness
of ASAP-
related T&PD
provided by
the ADE.

opment and district in-service training
required to construct and implement
Arizona’s ASAP program. In March 1992,
150,00Q students in grades 3, 8 and 12
participated in the pilot stage of ASAP
implementation.

Involvement in the assessment portion of
ASAP for the first time included bilingual,
ESL, Special Education, and other
handicapped students who were, in many
cases, previously exeinpted from traditional
norm-referenced testing.

Beginning in September 1992, all teachers
and students in the state will experience
the impact of some aspect of ASAP as the
program attains full integration within the
state’s educational system.

Successful implementation of the Arizona
Student Assessment Program testifies to
the effectiveness of the Chapter 2-funded
T&PD activities provided in SY 91 to state
ASAP liaisons and local district repre-
sentatives. Survey responses from those
participating in the fall 1990 ASAP
conference and/or the spring 1991
workshops measure many observable,
positive impacts. District staff reported a
significant improvement between October
1990 and March 1991 in the effectiveness of
ASAP-related T&PD provided by the
Arizona Department of Education.

Approximately 30 percent of LEA
participants gave ADE facilitators a
negative rating overall on fall conference
effectiveness. However, this measure of
dissatisfaction diminished to an 11 percent
negative rating for the spring workshops. It
was observed from ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire responses that, during this
interval, ADE staff were undergoing
substantial Chapter 2-supported ASAP
training of their own.

Itisalsoclear from the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness results, as well as direct
observations of the evolution of ASAP in
Arizona, that Chapter 2-funded T&PD

activities provided at the state level were
instrumental to the successful imple-
mentation of the program.

ASAP-related Training & Professional
Development became the dominant vehicle
for arriving at educational innovation and
systemic reforms. As a result, ASAP now
exerts a positive influence on virtually every
student and teacherin Arizona. Putsimply,
it provides the foundation for a new and
more effective learning environments in
our state’s public schools. R




D. EFFECTS UPON ARIZONA'S STUDELTS AND TEACHERS

4 MAGNITUDE AND KEY
PATTERNS OF CHANGE

he SY 91 Arizona examination of

Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities
provided direct observations on the scope
and potential impact of these activities on
students and teachers in Arizona.

Without question, the demographics of
districts receiving T&PD funds affirm that
a substantial proportion of students,
teachers and administratorsin Arizona are
affected by these locally sponsored T&PD

_ programs.

Overall, 66 districts in Arizona received
Chapter 2 funding for T&PD programs in
SY 91. These districts comprised 78 percent
(530,597) of total student population in the
state, 76 percent of all teachers (27,479)
and 71 pey cent of all administrators(1,595).

ADE’s Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
collected direct responses from LEA staff
within a study group composed of 43 of
these 66 districts. Prior to administering
the survey, researchers asked all 43 district
T&PD coordinators toprovide completelists
of their staff who had attended Chapter 2-
funded training during SY 91.

These individua!s were furtber categorized
by job title as administrators, instructional
personnel or support services staff. From
information provided before the survey was
given, reseaichers determined that a total
of 5,139 classroom teachers, or 21 percent
of all teachers in the study-group districts,
had received Chapter 2-supported training
and that these instructional personnel
impact an estimated 128,500 to 270,000
students, implying a direct coverage of

between 19 and 40 percent of total student
enrollment in Arizona.

Unfortunately,itis not possible todetermine
how many teachers were trained or how
many of their students were affected in the
remaining 23 districts; however, T&PD
programs in these districts were believed
not to be as extensive as those in the 43-
member study group.

Potential Impact on At-Risk Students.
As previously noted in Part IL.B, a
substantial number of students “at risk” of
failure or dropping out of school were
instructed by teachers who had attended
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities.

Based vpon responses returned by 804
teachers sampled from the study group,
approximately 3,312 at-risk students are
impacted by Chapter 2-funded T&PD
programs.

Using statistics yielded by the teacher
sample, this implies an overall coverage in
the 43-district study group of between
32,900 to 44,500 at-risk students who are
receiving the benefits of their 5,139 teachers’
attendance at Chapter 2-funded T&PD
activities. Unfortunately, no reliable
estimates are available on the totalnumber
of at-risk students contained either in the
66 Arizona districts receiving Chapter 2
T&PD funding or in the state as a whole.

In addition, 97 percent of the respondents
attributed positive impacts for at-risk
students to these T&PD programs.
Interestingly, these impressions of positive
impact on at-risk students contrast
somewhat with other survey results from
the course evaluation questions.

The data indicated that while most staff
felt T&PD activities they attended were
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respondents
to the Local -
Chapter 2
Evaluation
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their primary
reason for
attending
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more effective
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delivery
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worthwhile, over 20 percent reported that
participation in the activities did not
automatically translate into positive
impacts in their classrooms.

The figures presented in Table 3 reveal
that the 43 Chapter 2-funded T&PD
districts selected for the evaluation study
represent the majority of students, schools
and staff within the state.

This underscores the enormous potential
Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs have
for positively affecting teachers, school
administrators and, most importantly, the
children of Arizona.

With T&PD activities occurring in such a
large percentage of Arizona districts, the
direct or measurable outcomes of in-services
may greatly understate the longer-term
impacts on students and staff.

Job-related contacts of staff who have
attended Chapter 2-supported in-services
with other professional staff ensures that
participants will share their enhanced
knowledge and new skills with their
colleagues—to a greater or lesser degree.
This sharing broadens and deepens the
impact of the original training and creates
a ripple effect which extends throughout
the state, continuing for an undetermined
period of time.

From the information provided by survey
respondents, itis evident that the overriding
demand for Chapter 2-funded T&PD
programs in Arizona revolves around
training in instructional delivery. Seventy-
two percent of Local Chapter 2 Evaluation
Survey respondentsindicated their primary
reason for attending T&PD activities was
to acquire more effective instructional
delivery skills.

In addition, Essential Elements of
Instruction was revealed as the course most
often attended by respondents, repre-
senting 12 percent of the 1,711 course
evaluations returned.

Given evidence of the large proportions of
regular and at-risk students served by
teachers who have attended T&PD
programs and discovery of the heavy °
emphasis placed on acquisition of
instructional skills, it is apparent that
Chapter 2-funded T&P?D programs in
Arizona have positively impacted amajority
of students through basicimprovementsin
instructional methodologies. &
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E. T&PD EFFECTIVENESS INDICATORS

1. Chapter 2-Supported T&PD Activities under the
Arizona Student Assessment Program (ASAP)

mitted from the discussion in

Section D regarding the effects upon
Arizona’s students and teachers, was the
magnitude of direct and indirect effects
which had been observed as a result of
providing Chapter 2-funded T&PD
activities to ADE staff in charge of
implementing the new student assess-
ment{ program.

The direct impacts were measured through
a survey of LEA participants in state-
gsponsored ASAP conferences and
workshops. The indirect impacts were
derived from pertinent observations of the
ASAP implementation in schools and
classrooms throughout the state.

As documented in Part II.A, SEA Chapter
2 monies supported staff development
activities forstate ASAPliaisons and funded
a conference and a series of workshops on
the new assessment program. ADE staff
effectiveness was measureddirectlyby LEA
participants attending these state-
sponsored workshops.

As demonstrated in the adjoining data set,
respondents to the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness gave increasingly positive
ratings to ADE staff facilitators and to
the overall effectiveness of the sessions as
training progressed from the introduction
of ASAP in October 1990 through June
1991.

Atthe time of the fall 1990 ASAP conference,
ADE staff were undergoing their own
Chapter 2-supported training and the ASAP
program was still in the developmental
stage. This explains the lower scores given

to the facilitators and the effectiveness of

the sessions. However, by the spring of
1991, with the benefit of Chapter 2-funded
T&PD assistance, ADE staff were able to
provide higher levels of support and to
supply more complete information to LEA
representatives participating in regional
workshops.

1890 ASAP Conference
Category Negative Positive
Response  Response
Facilitators 30% 70%
Overall
Effectiveness 20% 80%
1991 ASAP Workshops
Category Negative Positive
Response  Response
Facilitators 11% 8%%
Overall
Effectiveness 11% 89%

As mentioned elsewhere in this report, the
indirect impact of the T&PD activities
evaluated at the state level wereseenin the
successful implementation of a radically
new performance-based instruction and
testing program in Arizona.

In March 1992, approximately 150,000
students in grades 3, 8 and 12 participated
in an ASAP pilot test and acquired their
first familiarity with performance-based
assessment testing. By September 1992
every teacher, every grade of students and
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every Arizona school will be impacted by
this new program which more closely aligns
curriculum, reforms instructional strategies
and assesses student performance.

A direct measure of student progress cannot
be quantified within the limited scope and
12 month time frame of this evaluation, but
the positive effects of aligning the Arizona
educational system with a skill-based
curriculum, effectiveinstructional delivery
and continuous student assessments of

essential skills are apparent and cannot be
understated.

Funding made available by the SEA
through Chapter 2 for the tremendous
amount of staff development that was
necessary for ASAP at both local and state
levels was, and remains, critical to the
success of this vital new program. Without
Chapter2 funding, it is doubtful that ASAP
could have progressed to the extent that it
has.

2. Chapter 2-Supported T&PD Activities within Local

Educational Agencies

Responses by district T&PD coordinators
tothe Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire
indicated another direct impact of Chapter
2-funded T&PD activities. In this case, the

" impact is relevant to overall school quality

both from an instructional point of view
and from the perspective of school
environment.

Eighty-three percent (34 of 41 districts)
surveyed indicated that they employed a
committee structure to oversee various
aspects of their T&PD programs. The
membership of these review committees
varied. However, teachers were represented
on committees 94 percent of the time; district
superintendents, 77 percent; school
principals, 79 percent and parents, 68
percent.

This combined involvement of teachers,
administrators and community members
at the planning and administrative stages
of T&PD activity selectionsuggests astrong
commitment to schoolwide improvement.

In this shared environment, teachers and
local administrators are interacting with
district policymakers to implement
programs that impact students in the

classroom. As a result, teachers and their
immediate supervisors become collectively
as accountable tor the success or failure of
the training programs as were the central
decision-makers.

Finally, the notable involvement of parents
on such a large proportion of the Chapter 2
review commiftees suggests a strong
commitment on the part of study-group
district to the securing of community
support for the policymaking processes of
schools and the district.

Such commitment acts to empower parents
to provide input on how their children’s
schools are run. Similarly, parental
involvement also indicates parental
accountability in the success or failure of
the committee review structure in
strengthening local T&PD programs.

In addition to the large number of teachers
and administrators that voluntarily
participatedin T&PD activities, 71 percent
of the district coordinators reported that
newly hired teachers and administrative
staffarerequired to attend specific Chapter
2-funded T&PD courses.

m
e




The majority of these courses focused on
acquisition of instructional skills such as
Essential Elements of Instruction and
thinking skills; in scieuce, language arts
and adaptive curriculum; and knowledge
about Effective Schools.

Considering the significant number of
students directly affected by teachers
attending Chapter 2-funded T&PD
activities, the number of classroom teachers
taking advantage of such staffdevelopment
opportunities, the emphasis placed by
teachers and district planners on regularly
updating their insiructional skills and the
tremendous impact of the state’s ASAP
initiative, it is readily apparent that the

Chapter 2 program and its support of
selected targeted assistance areas is
essential to educational improvement in
Arizona.

Chapter2 fundingclearlyimpactsstudents
and teachers in the classroom. While the
statistical results noted earlier in this
report cannot verify directly observable
improvements in students’ test.scores, life
skills or their likelihood of future success
(this is beyond the scope of a one-year
study), it is abundantly clear that such
impacts do occur and it is reasonable to
attribute these positive benefits to effective
state and locally administered T&PD
programs supported with Chapter 2 funds.

3. Ancillary Benefits Derived from the Evaluation

Undertaking the EVALUATION OF CHAPTER 2
ProGgraM EFFECTIVENESS produced
unexpected benefits that were incidental to
the study itself but of great value to the
ADE. These findings are presented below.

A Listing of Ancillary Benefits

¥ Arizona's EVALUATION oF CHAPTER 2
ProGraM EXFECTIVENESS marked the first
analysis ADE conducted of such a highly
representative sample of the state’s
public schools. In addition, the number
of survey responses were sufficiently
high to provide districts with valid data
and analyses of their individual
programs of Training & Professional
Development.

¥ The Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
established the first reliable estimate of
average class size in Arizona’s public
schools.

v This permitted assertions regarding
the number of students impacted by
teachers who participated in local

Chapter 2-supported T&PD
programs.

v This also permitted assertions
regarding the number of at-risk
students impacted by these teach-
ers, which is relevant in terms of
National Education Goal No. 2,
stating that by the year 2000, the
high school graduation rate will
increase to at least 90 percent.

¥ TheLocal Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
was instrumental in the defining the
variety, content, and focus of Chapter 2
T&PD courses taken throughout
Arizona.

V¥ TheLocal Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
established the extent to which T&PD
programs emphasized instructional
delivery and confirmed that this focus
i8 not policy-driven, but demand-driven.

¥ The Chapter 2 Coordinator Question-
naire discovered the depth and
breadth of interaction between the
state Chapter 2Qffice and district T&PD
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coordinators, and among district T&PD
coordinztors, trainees and review
comm’itess.

v This survey also generated quanti-
tative data on the extent of syste-
matic consultation, a federally
mandated responsibility, which takes
place.

v The survey affirmed a strong
correlation between planning, design
and districtwide consultation
activities occurring in the operation
of T&PD programs as opposed to
that which was delineated for the
other targeted assistance areas.

v The survey also revealed the
enormous potential for community
involvement in schoolwide improve-
ment possible through existing
review committee membership (i.e.,
parents, principals, teachers, and
district administrators).

The Chapter 2 Coordinator Question-
naire disclosed that 29 of 41 districts
responding to the survey mandated
specific in-services for newly hired
educators. Twenty-six of these 29
districts scheduled T&PD activities for
new teachers while 17 of them required
newly hired principals and assistant
principals to attend employee
orientation and in-service training.

Analysis of the demographics associ-
ated with the 43-district study group
showed .that, as a percentage of state
totals, these districts encompassed
over 70 percent of both Arizona students
and certified district staff, thereby
ensuring that the wealth of data
collected will be of interest to research-
ers for years to come.

1 & evaluation produced the firsc
.tatewide view of district T&PD
management and accountability

procedures, such as in-house evalua-
tions of training applications or
attendance patterns and utilization of
this information for policy formulation
and strategic planning.

¥ The Arizona Student Assessment
Program was clarified for the first time
in terms of National Education Goal
No. 3, stating that by the year 2000,
students will leave grades 4, 8 and 12
having demonstrated competency in
English, mathematics and science.

¥ The evaluation pointed to observable
impacts of staff development activities
affecting progress in implementing
ASAP. This wzs notable in that it
represented the first formal feedback
received for SY 90 and SY 91.

As a final note on peripheral benefits
accrued as a by-product of the EvaLuATION
oF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS , ADE
discovered that significant progress could
be achieved toward future refinement of
ASAP by analyzing the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire data in concert with the data
obtained from the Survey of Conference
Effectiveness to avoid documented pitfalls.

Specifically, the evaluationresults affirmed
that increasing the level of involvement
and training of ASAP staff in initial goal-
setting and problem-solving processes
would minimize problems associated with
translating program goals and objectives
into specific implementation tasks and
maximize the potential for successful
outcomes.

Caining this perspective is crucially
important to state administrators due to
the complexity of ASAP and its pervasive
influence on Arizona pupils. As the ASAP
approaches its first full year of operation in
SY 93, the staff development process at
both the LEA and SEA levels becomes of
paramount importance to achieving salient
educational goals. &
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REPORT SUMMARY

The gignificant effort and investment
that the Arizona Department of
Education put into the Evaluation of
Chapter 2 Effectiveness resulted in the
accumulation of a tremendous amount of
information and knowledge. Compilation
. of this data has, for the first time, enabled
education professionals, at both state and
local levels, to document the quantitative
and qualitative aspects of their Chapter 2
T&PD programs.

Prior to this evaluation, the scope and the
impact of Chapter 2-funded T&PD
activities upon teachers and admin-
istrators;at-risk and mainstream students;
school and classrocom environments; and
school improvement efforts were not
kncwn. Likewise the importance of T&PD
efforts to the successful implementation of
ASAP was not known.

From the-information gathered for this
report, we have gained a fundamental
understanding of the benefits derived from
Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs. The
benefits documented by our evaluation
include, but are not limited to, the following
six items:

@ Through their requests for, and
participation in, certain Chapter 2-
funded T&PD activities classroom
teachers demonstrated their need
for updated training in instructional
delivery skills and content specific
knowledge. Itis apparent that these
T&PD programs serve as a vital
resource in ensuring that teachers
are provided with the necessary
training and knowledge they need to

be effective in the classroom.

@ The instructional skills and content-
related knowledge delivered to
classroom teachers through
Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs

directly impact upwards of 270,000
students in our K-12 public school
system, including 44,500 pupils
considered to be at risk of not
completing high school. Without
Chapter 2 funding, many educators
would be deprived of crucial
opport.nities for enhancing their
skills and knowledge.

Given the broad scope of student
coverageengendered by these T&PD
programs, itisevidéent that reduction

or removal of such important staff-

development opportunities would
negatively affect a major segment of
Arizona’s public school students.

Although just 66 of 220 Arizona
school districts allocated Chapter 2
funds for T&PD activities, these
districts comprised approximately
75 percent of all -teachers and
students in the state. Interactions
among staff, whether formal or
informal, perpetuated and amplified
initial training experiences through-
aut each participating district.

This evaluation clearly demonstrates
the surprisingly extensive coverage
of these Chapter 2-supported T&PD
programs viewed from the
perspective of both direct and indirect
participation.

Information gleaned from the four
evaluation surveys pinpointed the
extent to which Chapter 2-funded
T&PD programs provide oppor-
tunities for educators to participate
in a wide variety of staff development
activitics. However, this general
observation understates the real
importance of cur findings—the
revelation that the structure of these
T&PD programsis highly significant.

Prior to this
evaluation,
the impact of
Chapter 2-
supported
T&PD
activities on
the educators,
studenis and
the
educational
environments
of
participating
districts was
- not known.
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It is the structure which allows
teachers and administrators to
target their comprehensive staff
development and training needs to
the specific areas in which they are
the most inadequate. If funding
flexibility were restricted or limited
to specific training areas, the
program would be unable to fulfill
effectively the needs of Arizona’s
educators.

Our evaluation found that Chapter
2-funded T&PD  programs
contributed positively to overall
school improvement efforts and to
the participating facility’s general
learning environment.

It also disclosed that these programs
encourage and promote involvement
of parents and otherindividuals from
outside-the educational community.

Study data revealed that inclusion
of teachers, school and district
administrators, and parents on
committee review teams overseeing
the planning and operation of
Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs
greatly added to the cooperative
environment of the school or district.

This school improvement aspect
positively influenced the attitudes
and expectations of classroom
teachers and school administrators.

Participants in the Arizona
evaluation concluded that this
cooperative involvement lead to
improved classroom environments.

They agreed that the potential for
better student outcomes would
increase as a result of a more
knowledgeable staff; enhanced
teaching skills; and increased
interaction between parents,
teachers and school administrators.

Staffdevelopment activities partially
supported by Chapter 2 monies
helped inaugurate the Arizona
Student Assessment Program, one
of the most significant reforms ever
undertaken in Arizona’s public
education system. This evaluation
determined that the SY 91 Chapter
2 T&PD program dollars spent in
supportofpilot testing Arizona’s new
student assessment initiative
significantly contributed to success
ofitslaterstatewideimplementation.

The availability of Chapter 2 monies
for training SEA and LEA staff
enabled the implementation to
proceed in an effective and efficient
manner. Although this SY 91
evaluation denotes specific findings
tied to the ASAP initiative, more
importantly, it demonstrates the
tremendaus utility of Arizona's
Chapter 2 T&PD program in
facilitating critical and positive
changes in the state's public
education system.

Without question, this report contains a
wealth of information, both quantitative
and qualitative, on the scope of training,
student coverage and demonstrated impact
of Chapter 2-funded T&PD programs on
Arizona’s public K-12 school system.

The results of this evaluation are both
profound and conclusive: profound from
the standpoint of understanding the extent
to which these T&PD activities influence
nearly every level of Arizona’s educational
system (students, teachers, and school and
district administrators). And, they are
conclusive in terms of the magnitude of
local and state staff participation, the
coverage of mainstream and at-risk
students, the scope of skill development
and content areas supported, and the
indirect benefits accorded to non-
participants within Chapter 2-supported
local educational agencies. &
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Advisory
Committee
Comments




he Governor’s Chapter 2 Advisory

Committee comprises 14 members,
residing in urban and rural Arizona.
Committee membership meets require-
ments for collective.representation of
educational interests outlined in ESEA-
Chapter 2, Section 1522(aX2).

Arizona’s advisory committee establishes
formulas for allocation of funds to local
educational agencies; advises the Arizona
Department of Education (ADE) on state
use of funds among targeted areas; author-
izes and oversees competitive awards for
school-based, Effective Schools projects;
and otherwise participates in the
planning, initiation and evaluation of
state-admiristered Chapter 2 programs.

The report in which this appendix appears
embodies active consultation by advisory
committee members in terms of their
review and comments as prescribed by
Section 1522(aX6XB). As early as its May
1990 meeting, members were beginning to
discuss peripheral responsibilities

mandated by Congress in terms of their

evaluating the program’s benefits and
other notable impacts upon Arizona’s
educational programs.

This evaluation, while significant in

viewing the Chapter 2 Program in its
entirety, is limited to the -committee-
approved selection of one of six areas of
targeted assistance: Programs of Training
& Professional Development (T&PD).

Presentations by the Chapter 2 Office
between May 1990 and October 1991
focused upon the extent of programmatic
changes occurring over the first three
years of current legislation. Committee
members pondered allocation trends, model
program successes, annual statistical
reports and updates on the progress of the
evaluation itself. In October, the Advisory
Committee heard the results of Arizona’s
four state and local surveys. Mr. Edward
F. Sloat, Deputy Associate Superintendent

Advisory Committee Comments

for Research and Development, presented
preliminary findings that would later be
published in the EVALUATION OF CHAPTER 2
PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS.

The final draft of this document was
ratified at the committee’s regularly
scheduled meeting in January 1992 whilea
gselect. subcommittee continued to monitor
content throughout the publication pro-
cess, thereby completing its review prior
to printing and submission of the report.

During the October and January sessions,
lively discussions centered upon individual
evaluation outcomes. Members were
intrigued by complexities uncovered in
the effects of state-administered training
upon ADE staff. As a prelude to obtaining
their comments, advisory committee
members heard the outcomes of collective
responses by district staff who aitended
training worksuops on the Arizona Student
Assessment Program (ASAP).

What members learned was contrasted
against results of interviews administered,
in a subsequent survey, to ADE staff who
assisted in implementing ASAP through-
out Arizona's public school districts. Of
primary interest was the dramatic manner
in which perceptions changed over time as
16 ADE specialists, 11 of whom were
interviewed, gained sufficient knowledge
toeffectively assist districtsin an expedient
inauguration of ASAP.

Although deliberations were, at times,
equally divided between survey results at
the state and local levels, committee
members responded on record by
interjecting personal insightsinto findings
attributable to both of the local surveys.

At the local level, questionnaires were sent
to district personnel representative of
Arizona educators who had attended staff
training sessions during SY 91. This

_survey was augmented by a second survey

administered to a group of district T&PD
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Advisory Committee Comments

Four Advi-
sory Commit-
tee members
offered strong
rebuttal to
preliminary
reporting of a
negative
departure in
certain
course-by-
course quality
indicators.

2

coordinators. Responses from T&PD
coordinators further qualified the “depth of
district programming.” Members began to
appreciate the magnitude of impacts being
made by locally administered T&PD
activities in SY 91 upon students w’ o were
taught, counseled or otherwise directed by
the nearly 31,000 LEA trainees statewide.

With interest increasing for the surveys
conducted at the local level, the advisory
committee found common ground in two
assertions weing considered as part of the
final draft. First, the advisory committee
reacted immediately to characterizations
of course-by-course quality indicators
found in questions 8, 9 and 10 on page 4 of
the Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
(see Appendix 5). Representing a string of
composite responses, members heard that
a statistically significant progression had
been discovered.

Initial analysis suggested that largely
positive evaluations of instructors, course
content and trainee handouts had
deteriorated into a less positive impression
regarding classroom teachers’ “ability to
fullyimplement” the training they received.

Four members with many accumulated
years of teaching experience offered strong
rebuttal to that which was being
interpreted as “a negative departure” in
the course-by-course quality indicators.
All suggested that “classroom teachers
need time” to process new instruct'onal
delivery techniques. Where “time for
reflection” was absent from in-service
agendas, perceptions regarding
applicability of training, regardless of
peripheral benefit, “tended to drop.”

Committee members also fell a certain
disenfranchisement frequently occurs
“where decision-making and scheduling of
T&PD activities reside exclusively at the
administrative level.” Members agreed
with researchers that the inability to
stndy impact over a longer time period was

an inherent weakness of this exercise. One
member discussed “on-time” surveys,
administered as district trainees departed
training. Although mentioned as a
possible alternative to the evaluation
method actually used, it was quickly
discounted as “impossible to coordinate.”

Finally, members contradicted conclusions
being put forth regarding the responses
given by districts to question 2 of the
Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire
(see Appendix 6).

Twenty-six of the 41 T&PD coordinators.
who responded to this inquiry indicated
that their districts do not require a
“formal application” for training. Data in
the draft report suggested that only 37
percent of coordinators had access to
“procedures and quality reviews which
systematically collect, maintain and
evaluate participation in training
activities.” As a result, some advisory
committee members questioned the
accuracy with which the term, formal,
was beinglocally interpreted. As members
pointed out, more than 50 percent of the
same study-group districts maintained
oversight committees which reviewed
requests for training and determined course
offerings.

These two distinctions seemed to cast
doubt upon the significance of the dis-
cussion as it appeared in the draft report.
Members were reminded that districts are
not obligated to initiate a “formal process
for approval” of their Chapter 2-assisted
training courses. There was general
agreement that, althoughnot arequirement
imposed by the state, a low YES response
(37 percent) to this question suggested dis-
tinct possibilities: districts maintain
sufficient safeguards, yet T&PD coordi-
nators judge systems to be unstructured;
some districts do not maintain trainee
selection systems which can be easily
evaluated;or additional monitoring by SEA
staff may be warranted as a result of this

inquiry.
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'Whi.le the processing for most of the
information collected as a result of
the EVALUATION OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM
EFrFECTIVENESS was done by Arizona
Department of Education (ADE) staff from
the Research and Development Division
(R&D), preparation and development of
data collection instruments and the
analysis of the results was a collective
effort between the Department’s R&D and
Chapter 2 personnel. In addition, input
from district Chapter 2 coordinators
throughout the state helped toimprove the
content validity and data integrity of the
evaluation project.

As described below, all of the survey
instruments went through a series of
development and processing activities to

ensure the highest possible dataintegrity.

This process began with initial discussions
on which areas of T&PD activities to
evaluate and continued through to the
analysis and production of the final report.

The evaluation utilized four separate
survey instruments to collect information
on Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities: the
Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey, the
Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire, the
Survey of Conference Effectiveness and the
ASAP Liaison Questionnaire. The last
instrument was used to conduct interview
sessions with ADE staff.

Methods Used
in the Development of
Evaluation Instruments

First, interviews with individugls from the
target survey groups were conducted. This
activity provided ADE R&D and Chapter 2
staff with an opportunity to clarify the
issues and understand the activities of the
target group more clearly.

For the Chapter 2 Coordinator Question-
naire. R&D staff conducted preliminary
interviews, either in person or by phone,
with nin® Chapter 2 district T&PD

Evalustion Methodcelogy

coordinators. The discussions focused on

activities, policies and procedures of °

administering local Chapter 2-supported
T&PD programs. From these interviews, a

profile of proc.ss, procedural and policy

interactions at the district level was
developed.

In Part I1.B, page 47, the reader is
provided with a diagram which presents
the underlying interactions and involve-
ment of district administrative staff, the
membership and the activities of oversight
committees, the process local staff access
to participate in Chapter 2-funded T&PD
activities and the interacticn between local
and state Chapter 2 offices.

This visual model aided development of a
more comprehensive questionnaire on the
administration of local Chapter 2 T&PD
programs.

The Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey
targeted school and district staff who
actually participated in T&PD activities.
The survey instrument was conceptualized
through a series of meetings with ADE
Chapter 2 staff and discussions with
district Chapter 2 coordinators.

In addition, ADE Chapter 2 staff shared
their substantial base of knowledge and
supportive documentation on the type and
content of local T&PD activities. Utilizing
this combination of information sources,
R&D developed the preliminary version of
the sur vey instrument.

Prior todeveloping the Surveyof Conference
Effectiveness, R&D, Chapter 2 and ASAP
staff discussed and exchanged information
concerning structure, presentation and
desired outcomes of the state-sponsored
ASAP regional workshops which were held
during spring 1991.

From these discussions, general topic areas
were identified, followed by articulation of
the specific items that participants would

oo
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Evaluation Methodology

Field reviews
of survey
instruments
often precipi-
tated changes
in length,
presentation
and content of
the instru-
ments.

be asked in the survey instrument. Finally,
construction of the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire was preceded by a series of
preliminary interviews with seven of the
16 targeted ADE staffpersons. Information
received from these interviews aided the
development of general topic headings and
wording of specific items included in the
actual survey instrument.

Second, preliminary drafts of the survey
instruments were developed. R&D and
Chapter 2 staff worked together to ensure
integrity of content, coverage and
quantitative validity of all survey
instruments. The preliminary versions of
these instruments were constructed after
discussion and research among ADE staff
andinteractions with the targetaudience.

A great deal of work went into developing
the presentations of the Local Chapter 2
Evaluution Survey and the District
Coordinator Survey. Because these two
surveys served as the primary data
coliection instruments from which to
evaluate the effectiveness of Chapter 2-
funded T&PD activities at the local level, it
was felt that extra effort should be made to
logically format and present each survey
form.

As a result, both instruments went through
a number of formatting and typesetting
revisions until an optimum balance between
the final product and its ability to collect
the required information was obtained.
Each instrument included definitions of
terms, descriptions of sections and
explanations of intent. Hopefully, the
additional time and effort spent .in this
regard resulted in higher return rates and
improved data quality.

Third, field reviews of the draft instru-
ments were conducted. For the local
evaluation and district coordinator
instruments, preliminary forms were sent
to district coordinators for review and
comment.
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Based on responses, changes were made to
the length, presentation and content of the
instruments. For the conference
effectiveness instrument, interviews and
reviews of the preliminaryinstrument were
conducted by ADE ASAP staff. These
individuals were the primary facilitators of
the conference and workshop sessions
being evaluated and also acted as liaisons
to the district personnel who attended the
sessions.

Finally, since construction of the interview
questions used in the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire resulted from the one-on-
one preliminary interviews with these
individuals no additional field testing was
conducted.

Review of the preliminary instrument was
performed collectivelyby R&D and Chapter
2 staff in regard to content, scope and
suitability tc the overall evaluation of
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities.

Fourth, instructions for the administration
of theinstruments were developed. For this
activity, the process linked to each
instrument included the designation of
individuals responsible for disseminating,
collecting and answering questions from
the target group

Forthe Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey,
district T&PD coordinators were sent a
complete list of all individuals in their
district targeted to fill cut a survey.
Coordinators used this list to identify all
persons receiving and returning a completed
questionnaire as well as to follow up on
individuals that or had not finished the
task. This process facilitated a higher than
expected return rate of 89 percent
throughout the 43 districts within the study

group.

For the District Coordinator Questionnaire,
staff of the R&D and Chapter 2 units
developed detailed instructions for
completion and return of the survey. In




addition, check lists were maintained at
the ADE to identify coordinators who had
not returned a completed instrument.
Follow up on all late or incomplete surveys
also was undertaken. This resultedin usable

responses from 41 of the 43 districtsin the

study group.

For the Survey of Conference Effectiveness,
ADE staff serving as facilitators of the
ASAP workshops were provided copies of
the instrument and instructed on survey
implementation. Participants in the
workshops were asked to fill out the survey
and return the completed form before they
departed.

The facilitators were instructed to answer
questions and assist participants with the
completion of the instrument. Having the
ADE facilitators present to assist partici-
pants with the taskincreased the estimated
response rate across all of the workshops
was 75 percent.

Unfortunately, an exact count of
participants in each workshop was not
available. The response rate estimates used
here was developed from interviews with
ADE workshop facilitators.

Fifth, after the survey instruments were
administered to the target groups, the
completed instruments were processed.
With the exception of the ASAP Liaison
Questionnaire, all of the completed survey
instruments were numbered sequentially
before being enteredinto the R&D computer
systems.

This provided a unique number for each
survey and served as the primary record
locator once the computerized databases
were developed. By utilizing this number,
errors in datainput or questions regarding
specific responses could be tracked easily
back to the original survey instrument.

After the surveys were numbered, response
codes indicating the answer to each survey

Evalustion Methodology

question were placed in the right hand
margin of the survey form. The response
codes were denoted in red ink so that they
would stand out at time of input. This
helped to reduce data input errors and to
make it easier for support staff to keep
track of their progress. Prior to inputting

. the actual survey data, R&D researchers

created preformatted data input forms to
assist support staff with entering the
information. These forms matched the
order, format and type of questions on the
original survey form.

Along with the response codes noted directly
on survey instruments, these predefined
input forms improved the speed and
efficiency of the data input process and
helped minimize the error rates associated
with processing the instruments.

Allof the statistical analysis for this project
was performed within the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
software application program. Prior to
developing any of the databases, R&D staff
developed and tested the SPSS system files
and programming logic using fabricated
data for each instrument.

In addition, output formats also were
developed and tested to ensure that the
information required from eachinstrument
was properly presented. After the data for
each survey had been computerized,
frequency tables were run on every variable
to check for data entry errors or suspicious
responses.

R&D staff were able to investigate all
problem data points by use of the record
locator number assigned to both the
completed survey instrument and its
corresponding computer record. This cross-
checking activity helped to minimize data
entry errors and to highlight any problem
responses. Finally, all of the calculations
and data utilized in the evaluation report
were double-checked for accuracy and
consistency prior to publication. &

Extensive
cross-
checking
helped to
minimize
data entry
errors and to
highlight any
problem
responses.
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Research & Deveiopment Division
1535 W. Jefferson
Phoenlix, Arizona 85007

SURVEY OF CONFERENCE EFFECTIVENESS

— Arizona Student Assessment Program -

Purpose: ASAP conferences were scheduled for Fall 1980 and Spring 1991 This, i}zyey'%'jg;:t_gmines
assistance given to K12 educators in the local design, implementation-afid. maintenance of
the Arizona Student Assessment Program (ASAP). T, i

Your responses to the following questionnaire will assist the Arizona Déﬁagmehf"qg:==ébucation
(ADE) in evaluating the effectiveness of the ASAP conferentes. The results;of this evaluation

will help ADE determine the type and amount of assistance to be provided inihe future.

Organization: Thic questionnaire is comprised of three“pars. “-Part*1 requests information on
respondent demographics including educational -attainment And basic job descriptors.
Part 2 asks for feedback on the delivary of today's ASAP conference. Finally, if you were
in attendance, Part 3 requests feedback on the. Fall 1990 ASAP conference which initiaily

introduced the Arizona Student stess,__ment-s?pgram.

on “parti¢ipaiing In today's

Each. persc _

conference -on..the implementation of the

Arizona Student Assessment Program should
_complete this-survey.

* Please .ﬂb'iigln,.ﬁ.i;_y'“'fanswerlng questions which
halp- distinguish you In terms of personai and
professionha)’ characteristics.

Note ‘that personally-identifiable information
.such as your name or social security number
is -niot. requested.

. You are encouraged to respond In an open
o™ and - frank - manner. Compietion of this
“.. questlonnalre Is expected to take 7 minutes.

____r—:_“—_

1. Today's date:

2. District of employment:

3. Location of this training session:




1.

2. What is your race/ethnicity? Check (v/) one:

B. Educational Attainment

5.

Please indicate your gender. Check (v') one:

. Job Descriptors

— Part1 -
Respondent Demographics

Participant Characteristics

Femaie O Male

Asian/Pacific Islander
Black

Hispanic ; ]
Native Amencan/A]askan Nahve...
White E

coooo O

O High School Diploma a Assocuate egree
Q Bachclor's Degree Qa Master‘s Elegree
0 Doctorate L1 Post- dog_:toral Study

0 Other (Please specity):

Did you receive your highest degree in a’ tnei& relatgd 10 eaﬂcanon such as Elementary or
Secondary Education or Masxers |n Pubuc Schooi Admimstrat;on’? Check (v/) one:

O vyves 0O No

What is your primary job classmcat;on at this time? Please check (v/) one:

Q Administrator S Q School Principal/Assistant Principa.
Q.Classroom Téacher - . O Librarian
U Teacher Aide. - Q Counselor or Other Pupil Services Staft

U Other (Please-specify):

How long have yéu worked at your present position? Check (v’) one:

O Less than one year Q Five years, but less than 10
O One year, but less than 3 O Ten years, but less than 15
0 Three years, but less than 5 Q Fifteen or more years

Are you a member of a site-based school irnprovement team? Check (v/) one:
 Yes (1 No

Do you participate in the planning of school-wide improvements at either the district or local level?
Check (¢) one:

O Yes 1 No

"on
co

2




- Part2 -
Delivery of Today's ASAP Training

In parts 2 and 3 you are asked for your impressions of the assistance you have been given. You are to code
your responses to certain qualitative statements being made on the pages which follow. This portion of the
questionnaire asks for the level of your agreement or disagreement with these statements.

Circle the number which best describes your response based upon the range provided:

(SA) (A) (D) (SD)
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
1 2 3

A. Facllitators (ADE Statt Assisting with Conference Sesslons)

1. Facilitators were well prepared to corduct this session.

2. The goals and objectives of today’s session were clearty
communicated.

3. Answers to the questions that were asked in both the sma_ll___gfﬁuﬁ%___
cessions and conference wrap-up helped me to bette_q_',understg:_nd

issues that were unclear. 2 3 4
4. Faciltators did a gond job of supporting and coordinating the afivities

and discussions ity the small group sessions. | "= 2 3 4
5. My understanding of ASAP, the goals and ébjéctives of.the program,

and my responsibilities in terms of future tasks have been-enhanced

as a result of the facilitators' eftorts. EEE 1 2 3 4

SA A_ D SD

B. Handouts and Presentation ﬁéié?‘tale

6. Thehandouts and presertaon matrils
usaful in helping me'to understand the tasks | am expected to

accomplish in the future. =, 1 2 3 4
7. These materiais will bé::yéef.ui as ref_erehce tools for implementing

ASAP activities. Yo 1 2 3 4
8. These mat&iils wilt be useful in informing others it my district'school

about ASAP-activities.. < 1 2 3 4
C. Small Gréup_Sésslons SA _A _D _SD
g. The "hands-on" tasks performed in the small greup sessiois

enhanced my ability to understand and plan for ASAP activities in miy

district. 1 2 3 4
10. My small group session provided an opportunity for me o clarify issues

arkl answared questions | had on ASAP tasks and atiivities. 1 2 3 4
11. My small group session was conducive to open discussions and

problem-solving with other participants and ihe faciiitator rn ASAP

tasks and activities. 1 2 3 4
12. My small group session utilized an effective format ("hands-on" tasks

and discussions) which enatled me to acquire naeded skills and

understand the information presented. 1 2 3 4




Part 2 (Continued)

D. Conference (Overall) SA A D $D

13. The conference was well organized. 1 2 3 4

14. Attending the conference increased my understanding of ASAP
goals and objectives in preparation for future ASAP activities in my
district/schooi. 1 2 3 4

15. The format of the conference provided an effective environment for
learning more about ASAP and clarifying difficult issues. 1

_ Part3 =G
October 1990 ASAP< c°“ference

Did you attend the October 1990 ASAP Cor'ference? Check (/) one: O Yes U No

It you answered "yes" to this question, please {espond ta.the Ioﬂowmg statements. It you answered "no,"
ycu have completed this evaluation. P!ease grv ' completed questionnaire to a facilitator prior to leaving
the conference site. : '

Fall ASAP Conference SA _A_ D SD.
1. The Fall 1990 ASAR, Conference. provided.a clear description of the

goals and objectlves of ihe new AnzonaStudent Assessment

Program. . : E 1

2. The Fall 398 ASAP COnference mearly described the tasks and
cfforts: districts: wnl be requnred 10 perform in implementing the new
program 1 2 3 4

3. Facihtators/prnsemers -at the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference answered
most.of my. questions concernmg the new program. 1 2 3 4

4. As aresultthette Fall 1990 ASAP Conference, | clearly understood
how the new.assessment of students differs from current methods
used in Arizona. 1 2

n
w
H

W
p-

5. The Fali 1980 ASAP Conterence was very useful in preparing me for
today's regional meeting on implementing the new Arizona Student
Assessment Program. 1 2 3 4




Survey of Conference Effectiveness

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (N=388)

A. Participant Characteristics
1. Please indicate your gender.
Response Percent

Female 232 61.2
Male 147 38.8
Unusable/No Response _9

Total 388

2. What is your race/ethnicity?
Response Perc it

Asian/Pacific Islander 4 1.1
Black 2 0.5
Hispanic 21 5.6
Native American/

Alaskan Native 9 24
White 342 90.5
Unusable/No Response 10

Tctal ) 388

B. Educational Attainment
3. What is your highest level of educational attainment?

Response Percent

High School Diploma 3 0.8
Associate Degree 0 0.0
Bachelor’s Degree 91 23.8
Master’s Degree . 233 60.8
Doctorate 32 8.4
Post-Doctoral Study 6 1.6
Gther 18 4.7
Unusable/No Response 5

Total 388

4. Did you receive your highest degree in a field related to education, such as elementary or
Secondary Education or Master’s in Public School Administration?

Response Percent

Yes a31 88.3
No 44 11.7
Unusable/No Response 13

Total 388




Survey of Conferemce Effectivemess

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (N=388) (continued)

C. Job Descriptors

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

5. What is your primary job classification at this time?

Response

Administrator 103
School Principal/Asst. Principal 54
Classroom Teacher 167
Librarian 5
Teacher Aide 2
Counselor or Other Pupil

Services Staff 12
Other 33
Unusable/No Response 12

Total 388

6. How long nave you wurked at your present position?

Less than 1 year
1 year, but less than 3
3 years, but less than 5

5 years, but less than 10
10 years, but less than 15

15 or more years
Total

7. Are you a member of a site-based school improvement team?

Yes

No

Unusable/No Response
Total

8. Do you participate in the planning of school-wide improvements at either the district or local

level?

Yes

No

Unusable/INo Response
Total

Response
52
82
56
85
47
66
388

Response
166
217

2
388

Response
339
44

2
388

“1
Ue

Percent
27.4
14.4
44.4

1.3
0.5

3.2
8.8

Percent
13.4
21.1
14.4
21.9
12.1
17

Percent
43.3
56.7

Percent
88.5
11.5

~




1.

Survey of Conference Effectiveness

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Delivery of Today's ASAP Training

A. Facilitators (ADE Staff Assisting with
Conference Sessions)

Facilitators were well prepared to conduct
this session.

. The goals and objectives of today’s session

were clearly communicated.

. Answers to the questions that were asked

in both the small group sessions and
conference wrap-up helped me to better
understand issues that were unciear.

. Facilitators did a good job of supporting

and coordinating the activities and dis-
cussions in the small group sessions.

. My understanding of ASAP, the goals and

objectives of the program, and my respon-
sibilities in terms of future tasks have
been enhanced as a result of the facilita-
tor’s efforts.

B. Handouts and Presentation Materials

6. The handouts and presentation materials

were clearly written and useful in helping
me to understand the tasks I am expected
to accomplish in the future.

7. These materials will be useful as

reference materials for implementing
ASAP activities.

. These materials will be useful in

informing others in my district/school
about ASAP activities.

Strongly Strongly

Agree Agree Disagree Disagree
# % # % # Y% # D
161 42.7% | 188 49.9% | 024 6.4% 4 1.1%
130 34.6% | 213 56.6% 24 64% 9 2.4%
108 23.7%| 211 56.1% 48 12.8% 9 2.4%
129 346% | 195 52.3% 4 11.8% 5 1.3%
119 31.3% | 217 §7.1% 37 9.7% 7 1.8%
163 429% | 196 51.6% 19 5.0% 2 0.5%
170 44.9% | 185 48.8% 22 5.8% 2 0.5%
149 39.7% | 195 52.0% 28 1.5% 3 0.8%

3
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Survey of Conference Effectivensss

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Delivery of Today’s ASAP Training (continued)

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

C. Small Group Sessions

9. The “hands-on” tasks performed in the
small group sessions enhanced my ability
to understand and plan for ASAP
activities in my district. 119 32.2% | 193 62.3% 49 13.3% 8 2.2%

10. My small group session provided an
opportunity for me to clarify issues and
answered questions I had on ASAP tasks
and activities. . 104 28.3% | 211 b57.5% 50 13.6% 2 0.5%

11. My small group session was conducive
to open discussions and problem-solving
with other participants and the facilitator
on ASAP tasks and activities. 129 34.6% | 207 55.5% 35 9.4% 2 0.5%

12. My small group sessions utilized an
effective format (“hands-on” tasks and
discussions) which enabled me to acquire
needed skills and understand the
information presented. 100 27.0% | 212 57.3% 53 14.3% 5 1.4%

D. Conference (Overall)
13. The conference was well organized. 135 36.1% | 205 54.8% 31 83% . 3 0.8%

14. Attending the <onference increased my
understanding of ASAP goals and
objectives in preparation for future ASAP
activities in my district/school. 136 36.2% | 199 52.9% 39 104% 2 0.5%

15. The format of the conference provided
an effective environment for learning
more about ASAP and clarifying
difficult issues. 106 28.6% | 216 58.4% 39 10.5% 9 2.4%

W
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Survey of Conference Effectiveness

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 8. October 1990 ASAP Conference

Did you attend the October 1990 ASAP Couference?

Response Percent

Yes 211 62.8
No 125 37.2
Unusable/No Response 82

Total 388

If you answered “Yes” to this question, please respond to the following statements.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree - Disagree Disagree
# % # Yo # % ¥ %

Fall ASAP Conference
1. The Fall 1990 ASAP Conference provided

a clear description of the goals and objectives .

of the new Arizona Student Assessment

Program. 66 27.1% | 134 55.8% 36 15.0% 5 2.1%
2. The Fall 1990 ASAP Conference clearly

described the tasks and efforts districts will

be required to perform in imaplementing the

new program. 44 18.5% | 130 54.6% 59 24.8% 5 2.1%
3. Facilitators/presenters at the Fall 1890 ASAP

Conference answered most of my questions

concerning the new program. 41 174% | 125 653.2% 56 23.8% | 13 5.5%
4. As aresult of the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference,

I clearly understood how the new assessment -

of students differs from the current methods

used in Arizona. 73 30.7% | 131 55.0% 27 11.3% 7 2.9%
5. The Fall 1990 ASAP Conference was very

useful in preparing me for today’s regional

meeting on implementing the new Arizona

Student Assessment Program. 71 30.0% | 124 52.3% 36 15.2% 6 2.5%

GO




m’vey of Confference Effectiveness

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics

60 percent female

90 perzent white

Educationsal Attainment:

74 percent hold a bachelor’s or master’s degree
10 percent hold Doctorates

88 percent hold a degree in an education-related field

Primary Job Classification:

44 percent Classroom Teachers
27 percent Administrators
14 percent School Principals

*

Years in Current Position:

13 percent less than 1 year

36 percent 1 to 5 years

22 percent between 5 and 10 years
29 percent more than 10 years

Involvement in Site-based/School-wide Improvement Activities:

57 percent are NOT part of a site-based school improvement team
89 percent DO participate in school-wide improvement activities

9

Fall 1990 ASAP Conference Attendance:

63 percent also attended the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference
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Survey of Conference Effectivemess

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 2. Delivery of Today’s ASAP Training (continued)

D. Workshop (Overall)
(Survey Questions: Part 2.D13 - D15)

Domain: Questions focused on how well the workshops were organized, the suitability of the
format used to present and discuss ASAP issues and the workshop’s usefulness in
increasing understanding of ASAP goals, objectives and future district activities.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 55.4% 33.6% 89.0%
Negative 9.7% 1.2% 10.9%




Survey of Conference Effectivemess

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 3. Oztober 1990 ASAP Conference

A. ASAP Information
(Survey Questions: Part 3.1, 3.2,3.4)

Domain: Questions focused on how effectively the fall 1990 ASAP Conference provided a clear
understanding of ASAP activities including goals and objectives, the tasks required by
districts to implement the program and how ASAP departs from the traditional system of
assessing student performance.

Strongly

Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 55.1% 25.4% 80.5%
Negative 17.0% 2.4% 19.4%

B. Facilitators
(Survey Questions. Part 3.3)

Domain: Question focused on the ability of the facilitator to answer questions on ASAP.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 53.2% 17.4% 70.6%
Negative 23.8% 5.5% - 29.3%

C. Preparstion for Spring 1990 Regional Workshops
(Survey Questions: Part 3.5)

Domain: Question focused on the usefulness of the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference to prepare
districts for the spring 1991 regional workshops.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 52.3% 30.0% 82.3%
Negative 15.2% 2.5% 17.7%
g9
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Research & Development Division
1535 W. Jeiferson
Phoenix, Arizon= 85007

LIAISON QUESTIONNAIRE

~ Arizona Student Assessment Program -

A. Overall ASAP Trainlng and Development

1. What do you feel your “role" is in the ASAP Program?

Context Extensions:  Within the ADE organization?
Within the SEA/LEA relationship?

Response:

s

g

‘;hep fi'}"st--.?s,ﬁgnea to ASAP activities.

nd f:‘:iow-loﬁ'g it y_vm’jld take to leamn it?

Context Extensions:  Organization? . = ™.
Clearly defingd.agenda?

Goals and objectives? .

«

Principlaformat-f inservice sessions?
Outside wnsgltams? P

Discussion: Format of the staff déve mentpracess June 1990 - November 1950, prior to falf

conference?
Response:

RO
p -

3. Didthe preparatioﬁ/,tfaiﬁ_ing,,.xpu r.'é""ce ed on the ASAP program adequately prepare you for the

actual activities youshave been:performing?
2 H

.. Preparation for fall and spring conferences?
-Questions from districts?

" Had a clear vision of what ASAP is and how it impacts districts/state?
“ How ASAP compares/differs from current assessment process?

Quality of instructior/learning process?

Gohteit-Extensians:

g
P ad s

4. How much input did you have in the development of the ASAP program? Were you involved in any
planning sessions or review of materials/assessments or consulted about strategic directions?

Context Extensions:  Degree of group effort vs. purely support position?
Sense of belonging/ownership to the ASAP effort?
Responsibility for success/failure?
Role/influence of ASAP Director and Assaciate Superintendents for
ASAP Development?

Response:




B. Spring 1991 Regional Workshops

1. What was your role in the regional workshops?

Context Exiensions:  Your personal perspective—
As an ADE staff person?
As curriculum specialist?
As a facilitator of small group discussions?
As a presenter?

Response:

2. Overall, do you feel you were well prepared to conduct the fraining worksheps at the reglorfai
conferences?

Discussion: Preparation for ADE staff development sessions and Inse lce t
staff ?

Response:

3. Before the workshops, did you have a clear sense ot what your responsmuﬂnes would be?

Context Extensions:  Goals and ob/ecﬂves of the. won‘(shop 7 o
Your personalgoals-and ob/ectlves’?
What were.the:goals and objectives of the worksnops?

Response:

4. Did you feel that you were successt"" n commumcatmg the primary goals and objectives of the
workshop to partncnpants"

Response::

5. Did: you feel that you were successfut in meeting these goals and objectives including those you set
for yourseii? """" .

Response

- 6. Do you think that the participants left the workshops with a clear understanding of the purpose and
activities of ASAP?

Response:

7. Do you feel that the workshops helped to inform districts of their responsibilities under ASAP?
Discussion: Clarified issues, encouraged open discussions, exchanged information?
Response:

put
)
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B. Soring 1991 Regional Workshops (Continuad)

8. Did you use handout materials?

Context Extensions: D¢ you feel that they were effective training tools?
Did you have input into their development?
Would they serve as useful reference materials back in the district
offices?

Response:

9. Did you conduct "hands on" activities in the workshops?

Context Extensions:  Describe the activities/purpose. :
Did you help develop the activities? G,
Were they effective for what they were intended,to te ch?

Discussion: District Assessment Plans, ASAP
Response:

g,

10. Were there a lot of questions and discussions diring the workshop? :

Context Extensions:  Were they con_str:ucfi\_/e, intérmative and Qé/uab/e to the participants?
Do you feel that you had a good dialogue with the participants?

Rzsponse:

x

11. Were you well prepared td‘ah's'w_éﬁrtne,_gueétioqé._aéked of you by the participants?
Response: b . e E

12. Would you say that the workshops were well organized?




C. ASAP Fall 1990 Conference

1. Did you participate in the p/anning of the Fall ASAP 1990 Conference?

Discussion: Involvement in the process or involvement in group exchange as
tool for ASAP training?

Response:

2. Did you participate in the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference? If Yes, please discuss:
Response:

3. What was your role in the fall conference?

Context Extensions:  As a facilitator of small group d/scussmns? """
As a presenter of a particular aspect of the ASAP: program7
As a speaker?
Other?

Response:

4. Did you feel that the training you received on ASAP prepared you tor your dutles at the fall 1890
conterence? .

Response:

5. What do feel were the goals and ob|ectwes of the 1all conterence'7
Response: : i -

6. Do you feelthat the fall 1990 coniécgﬁce__&é@s@ell organized and efficiently run?
Response: ' P

Response

9. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference provided a clear understanding of what districts would be
required to undertake to implement ASAP?

Discussion: Comparison with spring regional activities?
Introduction to spring/summer ASAP activities?

Response:

10. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference was a success in terms of its original goals and objectives?
Response:

Yt
iy
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ASAP Lisison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

A. Overall ASAP Training and Development

1. What do you feel your “role” is in the ASAP Program?

Context Extensions:  Within the ADE organization?
Within the SEA/LEA relationship?

To contribute to the changing nature of instruction upon which ASAP is based. Support development of new
teaching methods and learning practices. Encourage and motivate LEAs to support these new teaching and
learning methods.

Review form A, Band C and help develop assessments. Thisg is only true for ADE staff that are specific Math, Science,
Reading and Writing Specialists. Other staff serve as liaisons to districts on implementing ASAP at the local level.
Content-area specialists also help districts with curriculum developmentissues conforming to ASAP.Thatis, giving
in-service on instructional delivery methods and content issues. ADE ASAP liaisons also helped in the practice
scoring sessions and with determining district attitudes on the non-test indictors to be included in the ACAP
program,

To provide information about program to the districts. This is a very important role.
To keep schools informed on what the ADE is doing during the ongoing development of the ASAP program.

Two levels of roles: First, tho content area specialists helped to develop the three assessments by offering expertise
on content and learning strategies in the subject areas. Second, and everyone was involved in this, to help districts
understand and implement activities under the ASAP program.

2. Let’s talk about the process of learning that you went through when first assigned to ASAP
activities. Was the process clearly laid out and followed? Did you have a sense of what you
needed to learn and how long it would take to learn it?

Context Extensions: Organization?
Clearly defined agenda?
Goals and objectives?
Principie format of in-service sessions?
Outside consultants?

Discussion:  Format of the staff development process, June 1990 - November 1990, prior to
fall conference?

The ADE conducted alarge number of internal in-services with ASAP staff. Most of the initial sessions weredirected
by the ADE ASAP director. Most presented very clearly defined goals and were very efficient in previing what ADE
staff needed to know.

The in-services involved learning about the basic premises and tenets of ASAP and then reading and discussing
among ADE staff the many unanswered questions that still needed to be worked out.

Far West Labs were brought in to help facilitate ADE in-services on two occasions. They guided discussions on
defining roles of the ADE liaisons: what the primary purpose was and what they needed to accomplish.

5
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ASAP Lianicom Questionmaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

2. (continued)

Monthly meetings were held. During these meetings, staff went through all of the essential skills, the assessment
scoring process, curriculum alignment, sessions on how to give ASAP presentations, how the rubrics to the
assessments were developed, the assessments thcmselves and the process of developing anchor papers. There were
a lot of discussions and questions. We practiced scoring the assessments and discussed differences in results. The
entire process was well organized. The structure - ilayed a lot of fears about the new ASAP program.

Thebasicorganization was very good. There were differences of opinion, but the process got us through and provided
answers to most of the questions. Everyone felt strongly about ASAP. Some did not like the “canned” discussions
we were expected to learn.

The process was not clearly defined—no clear direction nor was there a clearly defined goal. The philosophy of
performance-based assessments (PBA) was there but we didn’t know how to get there at the beginning. "Ve were
all learning. Had to turn to many papers and research to help with the learning process. Relied on a lot of coaching
from the ASAP director. This was not necessarily bad in that training on ASAP was both a prccess of learning and
a process of creation.

Learning ASAP was a process. At first, the ASAP director provided the in-services and knowledge about the
program. However, each ADE staff person had to spend a lot of time reading and discussing with colleagues about
what it was all about.

At the beginning, the process of learning about ASAP was frustrating. It was not well defined. The global context
was thought out, but not the details. But this was due the simultaneous implementation and creation of the ASAP
program.

The ASAP director provided almost all of the learning materials. ADE staff learned their roles by listening and
reading about ASAP and similar programs. Many details were developed as we went along. Goals and objectives
were defined/refined as we went along.

3. Did the preparation/training you received on the ASAP program adequately prepare you
for the actual activities you have been performing?

Context Extensions:  Preparation for fall and spring confererces?
Questions from districts?
Had a clearvision of what ASAP is and how it impacts districts / state?
How ASAP compares /differs from current assessment process?
Guality of instruction/learning process?

Yes. ASAP staff grew along with the evolution of the ASAP program.

Yes, very well. I know for some it did not, but for me it worked well. The training gave a good clear understanding
of ASAP.

The sessions on assessment scoring were exceptional.

Felt incredibly on my own. Had to constantly go back and talk to director and review research writings to gain new
knowledge and new perspectives. However, this was necessary because of the new territory that was being covered.

ASAP moved too fast. It was not well thought through. Districts felt uneasy with the speed of its implementations
and timetable. Not being involved in more of the planning aspects, aggravated this feeling. Felt that all of the
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ABAP Listcon Quoestionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

3. (continued)

information on the ASAP program (status and problems) was not being passed along to the ADE staff and to the
districts.

The training materials used by the ADE were also very useful in interacting with the districts. This helped in
preparation and knowledge. Peer-to-peer training helped greatly.

The structured in-service sessions were less important than the peer-to-peer interaction.

4., How much input did you have in the cGevelopment of the ASAP program? Were you
involved in any planning sessions or review of materials/assessments or consulted about
strategic directions?

Context Extensions:  Degree of group effort vs. purely support position?
Sense of belonging [ownership to the ASAP effort?
Reaponsibility for success/failure?
Role/influence of ASAP Director and Associate Superintendents in
Development of the ASAP Program?

For the content-area specialists, input to the development of the assessments was imoortant. For others, input into
the directions and policies of ASAP was very limited. The ASAP director determinad most of the direction with the
exception of questions used in the assessments. These were reviewed by the ADE content-area specialists.

None whatsoever. None in PBAs. None in essential skills or the ASAP philosophy. However, some ADE staff did
help with the devalopment of the PBAs because it was their area of expertise. Lack of participation is not necessarily
bad, however, because a8 committee process would have killed the whole development of the ASAP. Decisions needed
to be made. This has not caused a lack of ownership toward the program.

Moderate amount. Participation in meetings and discussions really had an impact. The input from the districts
really had an impact as well.

Sometime the ASAP director would say something in big meetings or to districts that had not been told to the ASAP
staff yet. We would find it out from the district people. This was embarrassing. It wasa communication breakdown.

Ninety percent ADE Administrators, 10 percent ADE staff. This was the balance of input to developing the ASAP
program. We had to buy into the vision. We were told the vision instead of being asked about it.

Not much. Directions were always set by the ASAP director. But we needed this type of leadership due to the
complexity of the ASAP program. It could not have been done by committee. However, over 3,000 comments were
received from the districts on the program.,

ADE staff were told they were active participants, but in reality they were not. Suggestions that were not in line
with already developed ideas were not acted on.

Initially, there was no input from the ADE staff. However, this has changed considerably because ASAP has
changed. At the beginning, leadership was necessary to get things done. Now, ADE staffhas considerable input into
the program and its actual implementation.

The organizational structure has changed. Before, ASAF was something someone else was developing. Now, ADE
staff are collectively involved and there is a lot of information sharing and input.

7
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ASAP Lisison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

B. Spring 1991 Regional Workshops

. 1. What was your role in the regional workshops?

Context Extensions:  Your personal perspective—
As an ADE staff person?
As curriculum specialist?
As a facilitator of small group discussion?
As a presenter?

Facilitator of small group sessions. District representatives for.each ADE ASAP liaison attended regional
workshops to learn about and practice preparing the ASAP District Assessment Plan (DAP).

Presenting DAP materials and helping participants work through the examples.
Presenter. Provided updates and information: on ASAP activities. Answered questions on carriculum alignment.

Explained how district could use the DAPs in their ASAP planning process.

2. Overall, do you feel you were well prepared to conduct the training workshops at the
regional conferences?

Discussion:  Preparation from ADE staff development sessions and in-service training by
ASAP staff ?

No. Workload outside of ASAP duties prevented some of the ADE stafffrom preparing adequately for these sessions.
However, the feeling was that they were generally well prepared for ASAP duties.

Yes, generally well prepared to conduct the workshop.

Didn’t feel well prepared psychologically, but the materials helped a lot to get through the sessions. After the
meeting was over, I felt very good about it.

For the most part, yes. But this is from the standpoint of professional and personal background, not necessarily from
the ADE ASAP in-service training process.

3. Before the workshops, did you have a clear sense of what your responsibilities would be?

Context Extensions:  Goals and objectives of the workshop?
Your own persunal goals and objectives?
What were the goals and objectives of the workshops?

Yes. Responsikilities included assisting districts with the agenda and activities required to work through the major
ASAP assessment areas and to match the essential skills lists with the upcoming new assessments. Also,
responsibilities included providing the opportunity for districts to discuss ASAP issues and to share experiences.

«
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ASAP Lisison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

3. (continued)

Yes, the ADE staff had an agenda to work from.

The goals of the regional workshops were carefully scripted by the ASAP director.

4. Did you feel that you were success ul at communicating the primary goals and objectives
of the workshop to the participants?

Yes. This was helped by having good discussions and answering questions.

Small groups helped ensure that there was geod communication.

Yes. Very successful.

5. Didyou feslthat you were successful at meeting these goals and objectives including those
you set for yourself?

All respondents said yes to this question.

6. Do you think that the participants left the workshops with a clear understanding of the
purpose and activities of ASAP?

Yes. Our group did. They asked a lot of questions. Some left very confident while some left frustrated that other

districts were ahead of them. Mainly, I found that the teachers were in support of ASAP but administration was

not. I believe that districts who rely on ITBS scores to score high achievement resist moving to ASAP for fear that

they will not be able to show how well they are doing compared to other districts.

Not totally clear, but more so had the workshops not been held. Some of the participants were being exposed to the
ASAP program for the first time.

They left with a clearer understanding than when they came, but it wasn'’t a perfect understanding of ASAP. No
one had this.

Most left with a‘clear sense of what they had to do.

7. Do you feel that the workshops helped to inform districts of their responsibilities under
ASAP?

Discussion:  Clarified issues, encouraged open discussions, exchanged information?

Yes. DAP was an important tool to introduce the districts into how to prepare and plan for implementing many of
the ASAP activities.

Yes. The workshops were the start of the DAP process where districts began to plan for implementation of ASAP.
There jvasno negative feedback.
) 9
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ASAP Lisison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

7. (continued)

Yes. The /AP gave the districts the information they needed to take back to their local organizatious.

8. Did you use handout materials?

Context Extensions: Do you feel that they were effective training tools?
Did you have input into their development?
Would they serve as useful reference materials back in the district
offices?

All the regional workshops used handout materials designed by the ASAP director.

The handouts were very effective in helping districts work through the conceptualization process in organizing
ASAP activities.

The handouts were developed by the ASAP director. Very little input was requested from ADE ASAP staff.
Apart from the DAP worksheets, additional handouts were prepared independent of the original ones provided.
The handouts provided the basic information needed to the participanus. Tuey servud e purpose very well. The
ADE staff did not have any input into the development of the handouts. The handouts would be very useful as
reference materials back at the district offices.

The handouts were not as effective as they could have been. There were too many little parts to the worksheets. The

worksheets were too fragmented. However, the other handout materials were well done and useful as both learning
tools and as reference materials.

Neutral on the effectiveness of the handout materials. The real value of the workshop came from the interaction
of participants and the facilitators in exchanging information and answering guestions.

The handouts were the exact forms that districts would be using for reporting DAPs back to the ADE.

9. Did you conduct “hands on” activities in the workshops? -

Context Extensions:  Describz the activities/purpose.
Did you help develop the activities?
Were they effective for what they were intended to teach?

Discussion:  District Assessment Plans, ASAP

Purpose of the hands-on activity was to get the districts thinking about district assessment plans and what they
needed to submit to the ADE.

Districts went through a process of placing each of the essential skills in specific grades. This was the essence of
the DAP—planning out the sequence of teaching the essential skills according to a developmental or learning
process. Discussions were had on when and where to best begin teaching certain essential skills and how to assess
student mastery of them.
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ASAP Lisison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

9, (continued)

Yes. The hands-on activities were a central part of the regional workshops and were very effective in exposing the
districts to the ASAP planning and implementation process.

The hands-on activities were effective.

No. ASAP staffliaisons did not help develop the hands-on activities. They were provided by the ASAPdirector. Since
the forms used in the hands-on activities were the exact ones that the districts would use to report their DAPs back
to the ADE, the activity was very ugeful in instructing the districts about what was needed to be completed.

The participants knew more about the DAP process as aresult of hands-on activity. For this reason it was effective.

16. Were there a lot of questions and discussions during the workshop?

Context Extensions: Were they constructive, informative and valuable to the
participants?
Do you feel that you had a good dialogue with the participants?

Yes. There were alot of questions and discussions among the district participants. Most questions were not
negative. District were eager to learn what was required under ASAP. The dialogue was very good among district
participants.

A lot of questions that were asked could not be answered yet.

No. There were not a lot of questions. However, information sharing through discussion was one of the main
strengths of the workshop.

Expected amount of questions. “Need to know” type questions. There was also good dialogue among participants.

11. Were you well prepared to answer the questions asked of you by the participants?
Yes. Generally well prepared to answer most questions. There were some questions that the liaisons could not

answer because ASAP had not yet progressed far enough through the process.

12. Would you say that the workshops were well organized?
Yes.

Planning could have been better for the workshops.

13. How would you rate the overall success of the workshops (Very High, High, Low, Very
Low)?

Very high. Good. Moderately high. High: Medium. High. Acceptable. High. Very high. High, but not very High.
Generally a success. .

11
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ASAP Liaisom Questionnairs

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

C. ASAP Fall 1990 Conference

1. Did you participate in the planning of the Fail ASAP 1990 Conference?

Digcussion:  Involvement in the process or involvement in group exchange as tool for ASAP
training?

Not really. Most of the planning, materials and scripting of sessions was completed by the ASAP director. ADE
ASAP staff had little input into the actual development. This is similar to the Spring regional workshops.

Helped with the site selection.
Helped in the planning, facilitator of small group sessions and met with assigned regional districts.

There was top-down involvement.

2. Did you participate in the Fall 1990 ASAP Conference?
Yes. All uf tha ASA™ 2istrict liaison staff and ASAP staff participated in the fall conference.

If Yes:

3. What was your role in the fall conference?
Examples: As a facilitator of small group discussions?
As a presenter of a particular aspect of the ASAP program?

As a speaker?
Other?

Some staff were facilitators of small group sessions to discuss aspects of the new ASAP program. Others made
presentations such as essential skills within matk, reading and writing.

Presenter at small group workshop in specific content area.
Facilitator at regional small group sessions. Lead discussions on ASAP issues. Clarified issues.
Presenter at sessions on curriculum alignment.

Small group session on upcoming DAPs.

4. Didyou feel that the training you received on ASAP prepared you for your duties at the fall
1990 conference?

Did not feel as well prepared for the fall 1990 conference as with the spring 1991 regional workshops. Spring
workshops gave more time to become knowledgeable about ASAP and its many components.

12 iin




ASAP Liaison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

4. (continued)

Felt more preparcd for the fall conference than the spring regional workshops because the breakout sessions some
staff lead concerned their own particular content area specialty.

Did not feel confident going into the fall conference because ASAP had too many unanswered questions at the time.

Yes, felt confident in the information and what was needed to be accomplished.

5. What do feel were the goals #nd objectives of the fall conference?

Alert districts of their ASAP responsibilities, district assessment plans and provide introduction to the ASAP in
general.

To find cut what the next steps would be after discussing ASAP with the districts and finding out their degree of
involvement.

Introduction to PBA in general and ASAP in pariicular. Give as much information on ASAP as possibie.

Forum to bring together districts and ADE ASAP staff, introduce ASAP »nd begin planning process, preparations
for spring.

Give districts information on ASAP.

Provide direction to districts in planning; for ASAP.

6. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference was well organized and efficiently run?

Not as well as it could have been. Problems occurred when large and small districts were put together in the same
discussion groups. The large districts resisted the change to ASAP more than the smaller ones. This caused some
friction in the discussions. Overall, the conference presented the essential features of the ASAP program but some
of the more detailed small groups sessions could have been better organized.

In general, yes, it was well organized.

Yes, but it didn’t meet the needs of everyone because they were at different stages of development.

Yes, definitely.

7. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference provided participants with a clear description
of the ASAP program and how it differs from previous testing processes?

In general, yes. But some participants left not quite sure what the full implications were of the new program.

Yes.

Because some districts had already been involved with ASAP, disparities existed between the districts. This caused
some problems. Some were just starting while others were advancing.
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ASAP Linison Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF RESPONSES

8. Do you think most participants left with a clear understanding of these differences?
Some did not from the standpoint of the details and implications of implementing ASAP.

The differences were communicated, but they may not have fully grasped them by attending one two-day
conference. However, it started the prccess of inquiry into ASAP.

While not everyone fully understood the differences or what the implications of ASAP were, it was planned that the

spring regional workshops would be held to clear up any questions or confusion through use of DAP practice
sessions.

Generally, yes.

9. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference provided a clear understanding of what districts
would be required to undertake to implement ASAP?

Discussion: = Comparison with spring regional activities?
Introduction to spring [ summer ASAP activities?

Not completely. This was the r0le ul lue spring regional v'vorkshops.

No, not clear. The general ideas were given, but explanation and discussion were needed.

10. Do you feel that the fall 1990 conference was a success in terms of its original goals and
objectives?

Yes. Rated as Good, but not real good.

Overall, very good and very successful.

1 would rate it high, but nat very high.

The conference was of average success for what it intended to accomplish.

It was good for what it was intended for, but not great. There were those who didn’t completely understand or agree
with the new ASAP and some didn’t really-comprehend what its implications were.

The conference should receive a “high” rating.
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Research & Deveiopment Division
1535 W. Jefferson
Phoenix, Arizona 85007

LOCAL CHAPTER 2 EVALUATION SURVEY

-~ District Programs of Training & Professional Development -

AENIET R

Purpose: This survey examines strengths and weaknesses of your district's Traininﬁ_&-‘ti’_'mﬁassiqnal
Development Program. You and other Arizona educators, selected at rahdgim;:are asked;to
complete the following questionnaire. .

Your responses enable the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) to é'as_ure

sure sifectivénass
of the Chapter 2 Program for the school year 1990-91. The U. S. Departmentef Edicatiopwill
share survey results with Congress upon publication and submission by ADE. *

-

Crganization: The questionnaire consists of three parts. Part 1 requests informationo respondent
demographics. Part 2 asks you to gauge the_henefits:you derived from the various
courses or activities in which you participated. .Part 3 asks for your-overdll assessment of
the district's training program, across all courses-or-activities you-are evaluating today.

NOTE: A separate Part 2 is to be submitted for each :.éhapterii'a,,_tf‘éining activity, upto a
maximum of five courses, which.you, attendgd:‘duﬁng the 1990-91 school year.

Do poi complete this sarvey uhless you aré an administrator;
teacher, teacher aide, or:.cther rionclerial staft working in an
instructional or support ervices capacity!

Please begin 6y~'~'--a_riszgrlng questmns which help distinguish
you In terms of personal and “professional characteristics.
You are. encouraged, to_£éspond in an open and frank

manner;” Note.that persongily identifiable information, such
as yout name or-sqclal:security number, is ngt requested.

Complef'io':f\__;iihmls quéétlonnalre shouid take approximately
.14 minutes. - Thark.you.

e

o

1. Today:_‘;s:.qé:t'é;:.

2. District of employmert:

- Parti1 -
Respondent Demographics

Participant Characteristics
1. Please indicate your gender. O a) Female O b) Male
2. What is your race/ethnicity? Check (v)one: U a) Asiar/Pacific Islander Q b) Black Q c) Hispanic

Q d) Native American/Alaskan Native O e) White

3. School where you work:

(NOTE: If you usually work at the district's administrative office, indicate "District Office” as your choice. If you
Q are assigned to more than one school, please indicate “Multiple Sites" as your choice.)
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Educational Attainment

4. Whatis your highest level of educational attainment? Please check (v) one:
O a) High School Dipioma O d) Master's Degree O f) Post-Doctoral Study
Q b) Associate Degree QO e) Doctorate a g) Other:
Q c¢) Bachelor's Degree

Jc Descriptors

5. Whatis your primary job classification at this time? You may wish to refer to Appendix A: Definition of Terms in
order to assist you in selecting the appropriate response. Check (v) only one box, a tthUg#N,

ADMINISTRATORS INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL NQNCLERICAL SUPPOF
Q a Superintendent/ Assistant | e) Certified Teacher i
Superintendent (If choosing this response, pleasé .

Ia] th e
O b) School Principal Assistant answor questirns & hiough 15.)

- S e this resgons, p Othet”
| (If choosing this response, pleasa | " (Ipéluding psychologica
d c¢) Govemning Board Member answer questions-9 through 13.) oA Y et e

O d) Other District Administrators | O g) Other!nstruc‘lonaIS'aﬁ other pupil services sla

6. How long have you worked in your present posmon? Cheek W) ona .
Q a) Less thanone year Q ¢) Three: years; .but fessthan 5 ¥ - "0 e) Ten years, but less than 1
Q b) One year, but less than 3 Q d) Fuve years but Iess than 10 Q 1) Fifteen or more years

7. Areyou a member of a site-based schooi: {mprovement team" D a) Yes O b) No

8. Do you participate in the planning pr- unplemeniatxon of schoolw;de improvements (i.e., the process of
curriculum restructuring orothereducatuonal refomrs) at exmer the district or local Ievel’? Q a) Yes U b) No

If you are a classroom ,_Qagtw_r -or a’ ‘teacher aide, please complete questions
9 through 13 Other res;;ondents should leave these items unanswered.

9. Whatis the average numbef of studems per class to whom you provide instruction?

(Teachers and Teacher Aides shéuld total the number of students they work with on a regular school day and
divide by the number of c[asses in‘order to arrive at an average.)

10. Whlch grade Ievel descnbes the majority of students with whom you interact daily? Check (v’) only one:
Qa) Pr_e,s_gbocl C! b) Kindergarten U 1 Q2 03 0O4 Os5 Oe Q7 Qs
O9 Q10 Q11 Q12

11. How many yearéﬂiﬂn total have you worked in instruction? Check (v) one:
O a) Less thanone year Q c¢) Three years, but less than 5 Q e) Tenyears, but less than 15
Q b) One year, butlessthan3 [ d) Five years, but less than 10 O f) Fifteen or more years

12. Inwhich primary academic/vocational area do you deliver or assist with instruction? Check (v) one:
Q a) Preschool ~ 6 (all subjects) O d) Vocational Education [ g) Performing and Creative Arts
O b) Math and Science Q e) Foreign Languages O h) Other (Specify:)
Q ¢) l.anguage Arts Q ) Humanities

13. Are a majority (50% or more) of students in any of your classrooms considered to be "at risk?" Check (v') one:
Qa) Yes U b) No U c) Unknown

[THIS is THE END OF PART 1. NOW PROCEED TO PART 2. ]|
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- Part2 -

INDIVIDUAL COURSE EVALUATION FORM

Local Chapter 2 Coordinators have researched and identified all Chapter 2 training and staff development aciivities
attended by their staff during the 1990-91 school year. You should possess sufficient copies of Part 2 in your packet
to complete one assessment for each of a total of five (5) courses or training activities identified.

Part 2 is a course-by-course overview of the professional and educational bénefits you derived from various training or
staff development activities. As respondents who understenid assessment techniques, your perceptions are criticall
All questions are to be answered, unless otherwise indicated. Thank you.again for your helpt~-...

Course Title || Course #1 1
e ————yrael]

1. Whatis the Course Title which best describes the training or staff developrﬁé t'::"aqivit
ix B: Listi ini in complg__ting this question.

it you are unabile to find a reasonable match to your Descriptive Course Title, plgg;é"supg_iy"’an alternate.

Descriptive Course Title: :
{From Appendix B)

Alternate Title You Chose:

( Course No.)

2. If you were required to identify an aiternate Coursé'__:_r___itie,' plg_aéq_.:é'ssist us:?rf"élassifying its general content area
from the listing below. Check (/) only one Jox; R tF

U a) Instructional Delivery Qe Pgrfdrnignce Agée_ssr;ieat“}., O i) Schoolwide improvements

@ b) Academic Education afn Stqﬁ Ef.fféétiyenessﬁ‘raiq}n’é QO j) School Environment
Q ¢) Pupil Motivation O.g) Instructional eadership U k) Parental Involvement

O d) Behavioral Modification .0 h) Curicular Services” 3 1) Other:

Course Purpose, Focus, Format, é’ng é“ct;cmmodatlons

In answering questions 3 through7;you may wnshtoreter to Appendix A: Definition of Terms to assist you in selecting
the correct response. Check{v’) o__nly dhe.:b___qx per question.

22

3. Which of the following-~:cat_e§§;iés._pe§t.d'éscribes the purpose of the training course you attended?
O a) Employee Orientation .0 ¢) Inservice Training O e) Staff Development
Q by Preservice.Training ~* 1 d) Retraining

4. Which Sf"iﬂfiésg‘categof;_ieﬁs"Sest describes the focus of the training course you attended?
Q a) 'Pouqfé &‘__l__?mc__edures O d) Administrative Skills Training

e,

U b) Inst Q_t.ié'ﬁ?k-i”"r'actices (If you have checked Instructional Practices, complete question No. 5 below.)
O c) Non-instfiictional Methods O e) Supportive Services Skills Training

5. If the primary focus was Instructional Practices, check () one box for each of the following inquiries:
A. Designed to expand my knowledge of curriculum development? Q 1) Yes 0 2) No QO 3) Notsure
B. Designed to assist me in the effective delivery of instruction? O 1) Yes 0 2) No U 3) Notsure
C. Designed to offer state-of-the-art pupil assessment strategies? (O 1) Yes O 2) No O 3) Notsure

6. Which cf these categories best describes the training format you experienced while attending this course?
Q a) Structured Course Work (Credit or Noncredity (O b) Conference Q ¢) Seminar O d) Workshop

7. Which of the these categories best describes the accommodations made for attendance at this course?
U a) In-house, Local District Trainer Q ¢) Off-site, Requiring In-state Travel
EMC Q b) In-house, Outside Consultant Q d) Off-site, Requiring Out-of-state Travel
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Statements found as you continue Part 2 are intended to solicit your impressions of the different courses or activities
you attended. You are to code your responses to the various viewpoints being suggested. This portion of the
questionnaire asks for the level of your agreement or disagreement with each statement.

Circle the number which best describes your response based upon the range provided:

(SA) (A) (D) (SD)
Strongly Agree : Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

@ @ ©)

8. Instructor and Presentation Materials Effectiveness

A. Course instructor or faciitator (in the case of staff development
activities) was well prepared to conduct this training.

B. Instructor/facilitator was knowledgeable in his/her understanding of the
subject miatter presented.

C. The handouts and audio/visual aids were very useful in helpmg me to
understand the course. .

D. These matenals will be useful as reference tools for lmplementmg:'what I L
have learned and in sharing with my peers the tralnmg Ifecexved L 1 L 2 3 4

9. Implementation of Course Content

A. | have used the skillz'knovvledge ax,qulred fo, change my mstructtonal

administrative, or service delivery methoda. 1 2 3 4
B. | have used the skills’lknowledge acqun*ed m teach new gontent in the

classroom, revise admlmstratwe pohm s, or chang =-pup|l services | 1 2 3 4

deliver.
C. As aresult of this course, | have anemﬁted to tmprove the attitudes and

commitment of students | {each or staﬁ with whom | work. 1 2 3 4

10. Summary of "C ou e Outcomes SA A D. _SD_

A. Coufs .gpmem exceeded my expectatlons in terms of quality,

relevance to da}ly rouunes and attention to professional needs. 1 2 3 4
B. Anending mls course/,acnvuty increased my understanding of "nationaily

recogrnzed"”educaHOn and administrative models. 1 2 3 4
C. This course |mproved my ability to either teach specific content areas,

perform administrative duties, and/or instruct other educators. 1 2 3 4
D. Skills and knowledge | acquired have improved the motivation and _

performance of students | teach or staff | supervise. 1 2 3 4

E. |feel confident that skills and knowledge | received will result in improved
performance for students considered to be "at risk” of failure. 1 2 3 4

F. As aresult of my participation in this course, | now have a stronger
cammitment to teaching, administering, or providing pupil services in the
public school system. 1 2 3 4

El{llc [WHEN YOU HAVE COMPLETED COURSE EVALUATIONS, PROCEED TO PART 3.]
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- Part2 -

INDIVIDUAL COURSE EVALUATION FORM

Local Chapter 2 Coordinators have researched and identified all Chapter 2 training and staff development activities
attended by their staff during the 1990-31 school year. You should possess sufficient copies of Part 2 in your packet
to complete one assessment for each of a totai of five (5) courses or training activities identified.

Part 2 is a course-by-course overview of the professional and educational benefits you derived from various training or
staff development activities. As respondents who understand assessment techniques, your perceptions are critical!
All questions are to be answered, unless otherwise indicated. Thank you again for your helpl.~

Course Title

1.  Whatis the Course Title which best describes the training or staff developmem “activity: atte'nde;d? Use
mmmmmmsmmwmﬁ

in oompletmg this ques‘aon

Descriptive Course Title:
(From Appendix B) .

Alternate Title You Chose:

( Course No.)

2. If you were required to identify arralternate Course Ttle please asslst us m classnfymg its general content area
from the listing below. Check (v) only one boxz,

Q a) Instructional Delivery Qe Pertormance AsSessmem . Q 1) Schoolwide Improvements
Q b) Academic Education an Staff Eﬁectweness Trammg 'Q j) School Environment
Q ¢) Pupil Monvatlon Cl g) Insttuctional Loaderstup Q k) Parental Involvement
Q 1) Other:

Course Purpose, Focus, Format and "‘Accommodatlons
in answering questions 3 through 7. you may wish. 1o teter to Appendix A: Definition of Terms to assist you in selecting

3. Which of the toilowmg categones best descnbes the purpose of the training course you attended?
Q a) Employee Onentatnon £.42 ¢) Inservice Training Q e) Staff Development
Q b) Presemca Tralnmg ‘ Q d) Retraining

4, Whlch of these categones best describes the focus of the training course you attended?
Q a) "Pohcses Procedures Q d) Administrative Skills Training
Q b) Instructl 'al Practices (If you have checked Instructional Practices, complete question No. 5 below.)
d o Non-Instriictional Methods Q0 e) Supportive Services Skills Training

5. If the primary focus was Instructional Practices, check (v) one box for each of the following inquiries:
A. Designed to expand my knowledge of curriculum development? 0 1) Yes G 2) No O 3) Notsure
B. Designed to assist me in the effective delivery of instruction? 0 1) Yes O 2) No O 3) Notsure
C. Designed to offer state-of-the-art pupil assessment strategies? O 1) Yes O 2) No Q 3) Notsure

6. Which of these categories best describes the training format you experienced while attending this course?
O a) Structured Course Work (Creditor Noncredit)y (3 b) Conference Q c¢) Seminar [0 d) Workshop

7. Which of the these categories best describes the accommodations made for attendance at this course?
QO a) In-house, Local District Trainer Q ¢) Off-site, Requiring In-state Travel
EMC Q b) In-house, Outside Consuitant Q d) Off-site, Réquiring Out-of-state Travel
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Statements found as you continue Part 2 are intended to solicit your impressions of the different courses or activities
you attended. You are to code your responses to the various viewpoints being suggested. This portion of the
questionnaire asks for the level of your agreement or dlsagreement with each statement.

Circle the number which best describes your response based upon the range —rovided:

(SA) (A) (D) (SD)
Strongly Agree Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree

® @ ® @

8. Instructor and Presentation Materlals Effectiveness SA. _A: D 8D
A. Course instructor or facilitator (in the case of staff development - -
activities) was well prepared to conduct this training. <1 2 P3 4
B. InstructorAacilitator was knowledgeable in his/her understanding of the ' E 7
subject matter presented. 1 2 3 4
C. The handouts and audio/visual aids were very useful in helpmg me to
understand the course. 1 2 3 4
D. These materials will be usefu! as reference tools for |mplememmg what |
have learned and in sharing with my peers the training rg_c_;elved 1 2 3 4
9. Implementation of Course Content = S SA A D SD
A. | have used the skills/knowledgs acauired! 1o qharg': my anﬁ"r“s:nnal. .
administrative, or service deluvery fmethods. R 1 2 3 4
B. |have used the skllls/knowledge acquured t0. teach new. content inthe
classroom, revise admmstrativopoﬁctes or change pispi! services | 1 2 3 4
deliver,
C. Asaresult of this course, .| have attempted to lmpmve the atfitudes and
commitment of students l teach or staﬂ wnh ‘whom | work. 1 2 3 4
10. Summary .of Codrgq _Outcomes. SA A D _SD
A. Course-content exceeded my expectations in terms of quality,
relevance to daily routines, and attention to professional needs. 1 2 3 4
B. Atxendlné"mls course/activity increased my understanding of "nationally
recognized” education and administrative models. 1 2 3 4
C. This cousse mibrbved my ability to either teach specific content areas,
perform administrative duties, and/or instruct other educators. 1 2 3 4
D. Skills and knowledge | acquired have improved the motivation and
performance of students | teach or staff | supervise. 1 2 3 4
E. |feel confident that skills and knowledge | received will result inimproved
performance for students considered to be “at risk” of failure. 1 2 3 4

F. Asaresult of my participation in this course, | now have a stronger
commitment to teaching, administering, or providing pupil services in the
public school system. 1 2 3 4

N <
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- Part3 -

OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF TRAINING &
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Your responses to Part 3 provide ADE with an assessment, in summary, of your district's Program of Training &
Professional Development, across all the courses you evaluated in Fart 2. Please answer all questions!

1. How many Chapter 2-supported courses have you attended during 1990-91 for which you are completing a
separate Part 2 survey instrument today?

Number of Part 2 surveys attached to this questionnaire:

e

o

2. My primary reasons for participating in the district's Program of Training & F‘?ptess:onaiﬁwelqbn‘{ant include

my professional need: Please check (v/) one box for'agch otgix §gd'tq_m5nts beiow.
A. To acquire effective instructional delivery skills. Q 1yves O 2)No a, 3) wo not work in an
' P y instructional capacity.

T3 3) I do not work i an
instructional capacity.

recordkeeping skills.

B. To improve classroom management and effective CJM)YesCl 2) l§o

.

C. To expand my knowledge of academic conzei;}t---i=""=""='-D 1) Yes""'Q g)-ﬁo QO 3) idonotworkinan
directly related to a current position. g instructional capacity.

2)No O 3) Ido notworkinan

D. To isam more about nationallocal modeis.of Y 1) Yes
instructional capacity.

continuous pupil assessinents.:

iy,

curriculum for effective teaching and leaming. ™., instructional capacity.

a
E. To learn about innovations in the Festructuring of "0 afYes O 2)No O 3) | do notwork in 2-
Q

Q 1)Yes 2)No Q). 3) !do nctwork i an

F. To provide more quality instr’hctibﬁ'“ar_{d!d
o, TR instructional capacity.

to at-risk pupils. . vm

i,

The statements below are mtendedto surﬁﬁ;iérlge'your impressions of the district's training program. Please code
your responses t1 the viewpoirits stiggested py"indicating the level of your agreement or disagreement.

Circle the numb

which best Wescribes your response based upon the range provided:

(SAY" (A) (D) - (SD)

Strongly ‘Agree: Agree Disagree Strongly Disagree
"1"-----.- o @ @ J @

3. LEA's Prograni 6FTraining & Professional Development SA A D SD

A. Ingeneral, the district's Chapter 2-supported Program of Training & Staft
Development offers sufficient opportunities for employee orientation, staff

training, and professional development. 1 2 3 4
B. . provides sufficient release time to avoid scheduling contflicts. 1 2 3 4
C. . offers opportunities-to learn policies and procedures. 1 2 3 4
D. . offers opportunities to acquire effective instructional practices. 1 2 3 4

E. . provides training in non-instructional methods, such as enhanced
classrc 9m management strategies. 1 2 3 4
F. . provides training in administrative skills enhancement. 1 2 3 4
G. ... provides training in supportive services skills development. 1 2 3 4

l H. ... offers staff an adequate variety of training formats, such as workshops,
- seminars, conferences and structured course work. 1 2 3 4
ERIC
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Definitions for

APPENDIX A
DEFINITION OF TERMS

Part 1, Question 5:

Administrator

Administrators include: 1) the superintendent and assistant superintendent; 2) professional staft
who are directly supervised by superintendents or their assistants; 3) principals or vice
principals who aiso serve as district administrators; 4) nonclerical staft whose-agtivities fall within
the categories of Business and Fiscal Services (i.e., purchasing, payrojl persohnel, inventory
control, etc.) or Educational Services (i.e., test coordinators, evaluate annerg, special
education directors, etc.); and 5) individuals, such as governing board mémbyers wha;arg vested
with responsibilities for educational planning and policy making. . -

Instructional
Personnel

instructional Personnel inciude: 1) certified teachers whose primary respopsibifities are
considered .to be delivery of instruction to pupils withig, a variety of>glassfootn settings;
2) individuals, such as teacher aides, who are employed or volunteer titne 16" assist in the
delivery of instruction to pupils; and 3) any other persons who do not: have:responsibilities as
administrators or support services staff and who spend.the majority of the school day within
classroon:s, helping teachers in their delivery of instruction and assisting in.intramural activities.

Support
Services
Staff
{nonclerical)

Support Services Staff include: 1) school.fibrarians,icou nselors; and others assigned to
consult with teachers and parents regarding learning problems, personal or social development,
and educational/career choices; 2) staff.who providé psychological services and work with
educators in meeting the special.needs of studénts; 3) principals and other personnel
responsible for attendance; 4) professionals who provide medical, dental, nursing and mental
health services; and 5) pupil seryices staff who work to prévent or solve pupil problems at home,

in the school, or within the community,

Definition for Part 1, Question..13:

At-Risk Pupil |

At-Risk Pupifs include individuatg.who have dropped out of school as well as students who are
currently enrolied: but have identifiable "at-risk” characteristics, including academic and economic
factors that are.recognizéd as increasing the likelihood of their dropping out of the educational
system. Lo '

Definitions for

Part-2;-Question 3:

Empioyee
Orientation

Employee orientation is a program of familiarization with the educational mission and
organizational goals of the district. It includes: 1) the objectives being pursued by individual
schools; 2) academic and vocational prograrns being offered students; 3) specialized programs
being undertaken to solve problems or advance the educational climate of a school; 4) changes
in policies and procedures; and, in the case of new employees, information critical to the
professional success of the individual.

Employee orientation is usually conducted once each year.

Preservice
Training

Preservice training covers formal instruction which prepares an employee to assume new duties
or, in the case of educational personnel, receive certification or endorsement in particular subject
areas or administration. Preservice train'ng may incorporate career concepts associated with
these new responsibilities.

[
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Definltions for Part 2, Question 3 (Continued):

Inservice
Training

Inservice training covers instruction delivered to staff who are in need of new concepts, content,
strategies, or other job-related knowledge in a current position or wnthln .a current area of
responsibility.

g VA"”
-

Retraining

Retraining covers instruction delivered to educational staff in areas where tt‘ammg has already
occurred but, due to advances in technology or shifting emphases.in national proorammmg, is
now lacking as the educator attempts to apply content which had. baen delivered'irf an:earlier
period. Retraining includes upgrade training; however, it should ng_tf.encompas_ any of the
"follow-up*” activities associated with the delivery of the initial. mstructnon ¢

Statf
Development

Staff development is the measurable growth of an employee in both: general knowledge and
aptitudes that relate dlrectly to performance of daily reistines and aSS|st that individual in ralatmg

listed above because acquxsmon of specific concepts content strategies. etc is not its primary
goal. - .

Definitlons for Part 2, Question 6:

Conference

A conterence is a training format charactenzed by a multi-disciplinary agenda that permits
presentation and analysis of informatjon, as well as formal interchange of views. In general,
participants are offeréd-injrotugtory sessibns by recognized leaders in their field; breakout
sessions which permit theé- md&vudual to:choose topics of particular interest; and panel
discussions that.encourage qoesttons-'and trainee participation. Conferences usually publish
materials which dutine and e% ¢plain~all sessions while providing handouts and detailed
information for: each sessnontha ‘pafticipant attends.

Seminar

A seminar is a trainmgtormat oharactenzed by a group of individuals studying, usually in one
ma;or toptcal area,. t.nder the Jeadership ot a protessor or trainer with each domg research and all

Structured
Course Work

A struotured course i enther for credit or is taken ncncredit and is pursued at an institution of

higher educanon orin affiliation with a university or college.

Workshop

“A. workshop A4S a bnet intensive educational or training program for a relatively small group of

individals engaged in a specialized field or discipline which emphasizes participation in problem-
solviig. efforts designed to reach consensus as to the information and skills being acquired.




APPENDIX B
LISTING OF COURSES AND TRAINING COMPONENTS

Descriptive Course Titles c‘:“’;_“ Descriptive Course Titles c?‘”;.s"
INSTRUCTICNAL DELIVERY: STAFF EFFECTIVENESS:
Applied Content Enrichment 101 Academic Content Sury,ei}'”(“l'sset) 601
Effective/Innovative Instructicn 102 Arizona's K-3 Academ 602
Essential Elements of Instruction 103 Career Management A 603
Learning, Cooperative . . . 104 Classroom Management., 604
Learning, Mastery . .. 105
Instructional Strategies for At-Risk & Materials) 605
Students 106 Internationd Readmg Assomatnon
Lesson Planning 107 Corference 606
Research &Teaching Practices 108 Techsiplagy for lerartarte and Media
Thematic Units 109 Specialists ™. . 607
__...T‘me Management 608
ACADEMIC EDUCATION:
. . . |NSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP &
Basic Skills Through Music 201 a
English As A Second Language (ESL) ~|. COACHING OF TEACHERS:
Great Minds - Great Works “Clinical. Bupervision 701
Health Education Caaching/Evaluation for
Higher Order Skills ( I'hinking) | Administrators 702
Math, ABCs of . .. ., |rstiictional Leadership for
Math, Hands on . . . _Secondary Principals 703
Reading Across Curriculum 208" “STAR. (Strategies To Achieve
Social Studies Integration 209 Results) 704
Special Needs in Language ., 210
Whole Language R '2_11’ CURRICULAR SERVICES:
Writing Across Curnculum 2“12 Curriculum Design & Implementation | 801
Outcomes-based Education 802
PUPIL MOTIVATION - Outcomes-driven Developmentai
At-Risk Interveritiof '-_Strategles 301 Model 803
Assertive Dlscfphne ------------- e 302
Building Up Kids Vo7 304 SCHOOLWIDE IMPROVEMENTS:
Counseling Strategjes Tor Teachers 305 : «
Human Efféctivengss . 306 Effective Schoel., Research &
Leadership - Pger- Asmsted 307 Implementation 901
Strategic Planning for Improvement 902
Leadership - Situational 308 Schoolwide Improvement Process 903
Peer Support/Mentor Training 309
Problem Solving Technigues 310 SCHOOL ENVIRONMENT:
BEHAVIORAL MODIFICATION: Techniques in Safe & Orderly
Chemical Abuse 401 Environment 1001
PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT: PARENTAL INVOLVEMENT:
Assessment Methodologies/Strategies | 501 Community Volunteers 1101
Advanced Placement 502
Essential Skills Management 5083
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Participant

Study Group School Districts (N = 43) Responses
Alhambra Elementary 30
Amphitheater Unified 23
Apache Junction Unified 30
Catalina Foothills Unified 32
Chandler Unified 26
Chino Valley Unified 17
Crane Elementary 12
Creighton Elementary 24
Deer Valley Unified 28
Flagstaff Unified i5
Flowing Weils Unified 32
Ganado Unif.ed 21
Gilbert Unified 19
Glendale Elementary 24
Glendale Union High 30
Indian Oasis-Baboquivari Unified 32
Isaac Elementary 17
Kyrene Elementary 34
Lake Havasu Unified 15
Laveen Elementary 18
Litchfield Elementary 17
Madison Elemeatary 25
Marana Unified 18
Maricopa Unified 22
Mesa Unified 17
Page Unified 24
Paradise Valley Unified 36
Pendergast Elementary 21
Peoria Unified 20
Phoenix Elementary 12
Phoenix Union High 24
Roosevelt Elementary 23
Scottsdale Unified 26
Sierra Vista Unified 40
Sunnyside Unified 37
Tempe Elementary 15
Tempe Union High 20
Tolleson Union High 18
Tucson Unified 13
Washington Elementary 23
Williams Unified 15
Yuma Elementary 9
Yuma Union High 19
Unusable/No Response -2

Total 975
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Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

" 'mx Spnvm_r&m

Universe of Eligible Districts: 43

Number of Participating Districts: 43

TJniverse of Eligible Staff: 5,819 Instructors 5,139
Administrators 334
Support Services 346

Number of Staff in Sample Set: 1,412 (24.2 percent of universe)

Percent of Percent of
Universe " Sample
N-Count Group Group
Instructors i,212 23.5% 85.8%
Administrators 101 30.2% 7.29-
Support Services 99 28.6% 7.0%
Response Rates District Responses: 43 100.0%

Individual Responses: 975 68.9%

Surveys Response

Retarned Rate
Instructors 804 66.3%
Administrators 79 78.2%
Support Services 63 62.6%
945 69.9%

No Identifier 29 -
Total Surveys 975 69.1%
Individual Survey Return Rate: 69.3%

88.3%
5.7%
5.9%




Local Chapter 2 Evalustion Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (N = 976)

Q1.1 Please indicate your gender.

Responses Percent

Female 732 76.7%
Male 222 23.3%
Unusable/No Response _21

Total 975

Q1.2 What is your race/ethnicity?

Responses - Percent

Asian/Pacific Islander 5 0.5%
Black 16 1.7%
Hispanic 53 5.6%
Native American/Alaskan Native 30 3.2%
White 841 89.0%
Unusable/No Response 30

Total 975

Q1.3 Not applicable, pertains to respondent’s work site.

Q1.4 What is your highest level of educational attainment?

Reszonses Percent

High School Diploma 24 2.5%
Associate Degree 5 0.5%
Bachelor’s Degree 444 46.8%
Master’s Degree 434 45.8%
Doctorate 24 2.5%
Post-Doctoral Study 8 0.8%
Other 9 0.9%
Unusable/No Response 27
Total 975
o 1TOo0
L0
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Locsal Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (continued)

Q1.5 What is your primary job classification at this time?

Responses Percent

Superintendent/Asst. Superintendent 12 1.3%
Principal/Asst. Principal 48 5.1%
Governing Board Member 1 0.1%
Other District Administrator 19 2.0%
Certified Teacher 774 81.8%
Teacher Aide 18 1.9%
Other Instructional Staff 12 1.3%
Librarian 26 2.7%
Counselor 17 1.8%
Other 19 2.0%
Unusable/Nc Response _29

Total 975

Q1.6 How long have you worked in your present position?

Responses Percent

Less than 1 year 26 3.2%
1 year, but less than 3 196 24.1%
3 years, but less than 143 17.6%
5 years, but less than 10 182 22.4%
10 years, but less than 15 109 13.4%
15 or more years 158 19.4%
Unusable/No Response 161

Total 975

Q1.7 Are you a member of a site-based school improvement team?

Yes No Unusable/ Total
No Response
Responses: 299 486 190 975
Percent: 38.1% 61.9%

ERIC 12 120




Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (continued)

Q1.8 Do you participate in the planning or
process of curriculum restructuring or

level?
Yes

Responses: 551
Percent: 70.7%

No Unusable/ Total
No Response
228 196 975
29.3%

Note: Questions 1.9 - 1.13 pertain only to classroom teachers or teacher aides.

Q1.9 What is the average number of students per class to whom you provide instruction?

Min. Max. Mean
2.0 50.0 25.1

Std. Dev. Total Responses
6.8 . 766

Q1.10 Which grade level describes the majority of students with whom you interact daily?

17o30 IR oIS NN VE I S oy

pad
(=

11

12

Preschool

Kindergarten

Unusable/No Response
Total

Responses Percent

70 9.6%
78 10.7%
78 10.7%
79 10.9%
59 8.1%
45 6.2%
53 7.3%
42 5.8%
49 6.7%
64 8.8%
44 6.1%
16 2.2%
5 0.7%
44 6.1%
249
975
130

implementation of schoolwide improvements (i.e., the
other educational reforms) at either the district or local
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics (continued)

Q1.11 How many years total have you worked in instruction?

Responses Percent

Less than 1 year 3 0.4%
1 year, but less than 3 73 9.3%
3 years, but less than § 87 11.1%
5 years, but less than 10 165 21.0%
10 years, but less than 15 159 20.2%
15 or more years 299 38.0%
Unusable/No Response 189

Total 975

Q1.12 In which primary academic/vocational area do you deliver or assist with instruction?

Responses Percent

Preschool - Grade 6 (all subjects) 351 45.2%
Math and Science 97 12.5%
Language Arts 110 14.2%
Vocational Education 36 4.6%
Foreign Languages 9 1.2%
Humanities 20 2.6%
Periorming and Creative Arts 31 4.0%
Other 123 15.8%
Unusable/No Response 198

Total 975

Q1.13 Are a majority (50% or more) of students in any of your classrooms considered to be “at risi

Yes No Unknown Unusable/ Total
No Response
Responses: 263 412 100 200 975
Percent: 33.9% 53.2% 12.9%
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations

Q2.1 What is the Course Title which best describes the training or staff development activity you

attended? Use Appendix B. Listing of Courses and Training Components in compieting this
question.

If you are unable to find a reasonable match to your Degrriptive Course Title, please supply an

alternate.
Total Cumulative
Descriptive Course Title Responses Percent
Insiructionol Delivery
Applied Content Enrichment 21 2.1%
Effective/Innovative Instruction 38 3.7%
Essential Elements of Instruction 121 11.9%
Learning, Cooperative... 101 9.9%
Lezrning, Mastery... 32 3.1%
Instructional Strategies for At-Risk Students 12 1.2%
Lessou Planning 4 . 04%
Research & Teaching Practices 11 1.1%
Thematic Units 20 2.0%
Academic Education
Basic Skills Through Music 2 0.2%
English as a Second Language (ESL) 61 6.0%
Great Minds—Great Works 10 . 1.0%
Health Education 2 0.2%
Higher Order Skills (Thinking) 31 3.0%
Math, ABCs of... 1 0.1%
Math, Hands on... 30 2.9%
Reading Across Curriculum 11 1.1%
Social Studies Integration 7 0.7%
Special Needs in Language 6 0.6%
Whole Language 24 2.4%
Writing Across Curriculum 60 5.9%
Pupil Motivation
At-Risk Intervention Strategies 25 2.4%
Assertive Discipline 8 0.8%
Building Up Kids 29 2.8%
Counseling Strategies for Teachers 8 0.8%
Human Effectiveness 24 2.4%
Leadership—Situational 4 0.4%
Peer Support/Mentor Training 4 0.4%
Problem-Solving Techniques 3 0.3%
Behavioral Modification
Chemical Abuse 22 2.2%
132 15




Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.1 What is the Course Title which best describes the training or staff development activity

attended? (continued)
Performance Assessment
Assessment Methodologies/Strategies 31 3.0%
Essential Skills Management : 8 0.8%
Staff Effectiveness
Academic Content Survey (Asset) 1 0.1%
Arizona’s K-3 Academy 4 0.4%
Career Management 10 1.0%
Classroom Management 30 2.9%
Instructional Technology (fComputers & Materials) 32 3.1%
International Reading Association Conference 1 0.1%
Technology for Librarians and Media Specialists 2 0.2%
Time Management 3 0.3%
Instructional Leadership & Coaching of Teachers
Clinical Supervision 19 1.9%
Coaching/Evaluation for Administrators 3 0.3%
Instructional Leadership for Secondary Principals 2 0.2%
Curricular Services
Curriculum Design & Implementation 41 4.0%
Outcomes-based Education 4 0.4%
Schoolwide Improvements
Effective Schools Research & Implementation 35 3.4%
Strategic Planning for Improvement 18 1.8%
Schoolwide Improvement Process 49 3.9%
School Environment
Techniques in Safe & Orderly Environment 4 0.4%
Unusable/No Response 691
Total 1,711
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

general content area from the listing below.

Q2.2 Ifyou were required to identify an alternate Course Title, please assist us in classifyingits

Responses Percent
Instructional Delivery 452 30.1%
Academic Education 255 17.0%
Pupil Motivation 146 9.7%
Behavioral Modification 70 4.7%
Performance Assessment 72 4.8%
. Staff Effectiveness Training 178 11.8%
Instructional Leadership 37 2.5%
Curricular Services 66 4.4%
Schoolwide Improvements 108 7.2%
School Environment 28 1.9%
Parental Involvement 4 0.3%
Other 88 5.9%
Unusable/No Rehpumac 207
Total 1,711

Q2.3 Which of the following categories best describes the purpose of the training course you

attended?
Responses Percent
Employee Orientation 87 5.1%
Preservice Training 84 4.9%
In-Service Training 823 48.1%
Retraining 88 5.1%
Staff Development _629 36.8%
Total 1,711

Q2.4 Which of these categories best describes the focus of the training course you attended?

Responses Percent
Policies & Procedures 75 4.5%
Instructional Practices 1161 69.4%
Non-Instructional Methods 217 13.0%
Administrative Skills Training 70 4.2%
Supportive Services Skills Training 151 9.0%
Unusable/No Response 37
Total 1,711




Local Chapter 3 Evalustion Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.5 If the primary focus was Instructional Practices, check yes or no for each of the follow
inquiries:

A. Designed to expand my knowledge of curriculum development?

Yes No Not Sure Unusable/ Total
No Response
Respor ses: 688 270 62 691 1,711
Percent: 67.5% 26.5% 6.1%

B. Designed to assist me in the effective delivery of instruction?

Yes No Not Sure Unusabie/ Total
No Response
Responses: 1045 41 22 603 1,711
Percent: 94.3% 3.7% 2.0%

C. Designed to offer state-of-the-art pupil assessment strategies?

Yes No Not Sure Unusable/ Total
No Response
Responses: 493 397 123 698 1,711
Percent: 48.7% 39.2% 12.1%

Q2.6 Which of these categories best describes the training format you experienced while attenc

this course?
Responses Percent
Structured Course Worl-

(Credit or Noncredit) 278 16.5%
Conference 145 8.6%
Seminar 304 18.1%
Workshop 955 56.8%
Unusable/No Response 29

Total 1,711
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Locsl Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.7 Which of these categories best describes the accommodations made for attendance at this

course?
Responses Percent
In-house, Local District Trainer 795 46.5%
In-house, Outside Consultant 579 33.8%
Off-site, Requiring In-State Travel 321 18.8%
Off-site, Requiring Out-of-State Travel 16 0.9%
Total 1,711

Q2.8 Instructor and Presentation Materials Effectiveness

A. Course instructor or facilitator (in the case of staff development activities) was well
prepared to conduct this training.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
1152 507 35 8 9 1,711
67.7% 29.8% 2.1% 0.5%

B. Instructor/facilitator was knowledgeable in his/her understanding of the subject matter

presented.
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
1223 464 15 2 7 1,711
71.8% 27.2% 0.9% 0.1%

C. The handouts and audio/visual aids were very useful in helping me to understand the
course.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
921 657 81 23 29 1,711
54.8% 39.1% 4.8% 1.4%

19
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.8 Instructor and Presentation Materials Effectiveness (continued)

D. The materials will be useful as reference tools for implementing what I have learned an«
sharing with my peers the training I received.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
828 666 148 39 30 1,711
49.3% 39.6% 8.8% 2.3%

Q2.9 Implementation of Course Content

A. I have used the skills’knowledge acquired to change my instructional, administrative

service delivery methods.
Strongly Agree Disagree Strungly Uausabic/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
619 832 191 52 17 1,711
36.5% 438.1% 11.3% 3.1%

B. I have used the skills/knowledge acquired to teach new content in the classroom, re:
administrative policies, or change pupil services I deliver.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
565 804 265 56 21 1,711

33.4% 47.6% 15.7% 3.3%

. As a result of this course, I have attempted to improve the attitudes and commitmen
students I teach or staff with whom I work

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
696 790 162 42 21 1,711
41.2% 46.7% 9.6% 2.5%
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Locsl Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.10 Summary of Course Qutcomes

A.

Course content exceeded my expectations in terms of quality, relevance to daily routines,
and attention to professional needs.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
493 818 339 47 14 1,711
29.1% 48.2% 20.0%. 2.8%

Attending this course/activity increased my understanding of “nationally recognized”
education and administrative models.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
. 463 825 342 59 22 1,711
27.4% 48.8% 20.2% 3.5%

. This course improved my ability to either teach specific content areas, perform administra-

tive duties, and/or instruct other educators.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
529 804 312 49 17 1,711
31.2% 47.5% 18.4% 2.9%

Skills and knowledge I acquired have improved the motivation and performance of students
I teach or staff I supervise.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
532 834 279 46 20 1,711
31.5% 49.3% 16.5% 2.7%

I feel confident that skills and knowledge I received will result in improved performance for
students considered to be “at risk” of failure.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
556 807 275 49 24 1,711
33.0% 47.8% 16.3% 2.9%
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Locsl Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Individual Course Evaluations (continued)

Q2.10 Summary of Course Outcomes (continued)

F. As a result of my participation iz this course, I now have a stronger commitmer
teaching, administering, or providing pupil services in the public school system.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
546 798 288 60 19 1,711
32.3% 47.2% 17.0% 3.5%
€ D
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Locsal Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS
Part 3. Overall Assessment of Training and Professional Development

Q3.1 How many Chapter 2-supported courses have you attended during 1990-91 for which you are

completing a separate Part 2 survey instrument today?

Number of Course Evaluation forms attached to this questionnaire?

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. Total Responses
0.0 5.0 19 1.3 951

Q3.2 My primary reasons for participating in district’s Program of Training & Professional

Development include my professional need:

A. To acquire effective instructional delivery skills.

Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 551 63 154 207 975
Percent: 71.7% 8.2% 20.1%

B. To improve classroom management and effective recordkeeping skills.

Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 421 183 154 217 975
Percent: 55.5% 24.1% 20.3%

C. To expand my knowledge of academic content directly to a current position.

Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 420 184 155 216 975
Percent: 55.3% 24.2% 20.4%

D. To learn more about national/local models of continuous pupil assessments.

Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 364 234 154 223 975
Percent: 48.4% 31.1% 20.5%
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Local Chapter 3 Evaiuation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 3. Overall Assessment of Training and Professional Development (continue

Q3.2 My primary reasons for participating in district’s Program of Training & Professional
Development (continued)

E. To learn about innovations in the restructuring of curriculum for effective

teaching and learning.
Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 510 97 154 214 975
Percent: 67.0% 12.7% 20.2%

F. To provide more quality instruction and/or services to at-risk pupils.

Yes No Do Not Unusable/ Total
Instruct No Response
Responses: 523 85 154 213 975
Percent: 68.6% 11.2% 20.2%

Q3.3A. In general, the district’s Chapter 2-supported Program of Training & Staff Development o:
sufficient opportunities for employee orientation, staff training, and professional develop

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
313 322 48 7 285 975
45.4% 46.7% 7.0% 1.0%

B. ...provides sufficient release time to avoid scheduling conflicts.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
230 361 109 24 251 975
31.8% 49.9% 15.1% 3.3%

C. ...offers opportunities to learn policies and procedures.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
224 379 101 7 264 975
31.5% 53.3% 14.2% 1.0%
Q
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 3. Overall Assessment of Training and Professional Development (continued)

Q3.3

In general, the district’s Chapter 2-supported Program of Training & Staff Develcpment
(continued)

D. ...offers opportunities to acquire effective instructional practices.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
334 358 33 5 245 975
45.8% 49.0% 0.45% 0.7%

E. ...provides training in non-instructional methods, such as enhanced classroom
management strategies.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
236 375 .97 10 257 975
32.9% 52.2% 13.5% 1.4%

F. ...provides training in administrative skills enhancement.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response

. 142 318 184 27 304 975
21.2% 47.4% 27.4% 4.0%

G. ...provides training in supportive services skills development.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total

Agree Disagree No Response
162 376 129 14 294 975
23.8% 55.2% 18.9% 2.1%

H. ...offers staff an adequate variety of training formats, such as workshops, seminars,
conferences and structured course work.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly Unusable/ Total
Agree Disagree No Response
268 324 115 14 254 975
37.2% 44.9% 16.0% 1.9%
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics

A. All Respondents

76 percent female

89 percent whit:

93 percent hold a Bachelor’s or Master’s Degree

Years Employed in Current Position:

45 percent 5 years or less
55 percent more then 5 years

Involvement in Site-Basizd/Schoolwide Improvement Activities:

62 percent were not memberxs of site-based improvement teams
71 percent do participate in schoolwide improvement acilivitico

B. Teacher Respondents Only

* Average Class Size: 25

Grades Taught:

63 percent teach Preschool (PS) - 6th grade
37 percent teach 7 - 12th grade

Teaching Experience:

58 percent have been teaching longer than 10 years
21 percent have been teaching less than 5 years

Subject Areas:

45 percent teach general subjects, grades PS - 6th grade
13 percent teach math/science
14 percent language arts

At Risk Students:

One third of the respondents stated that at least 50 percent of their students were
considered to be at risk of academic failure.

26
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 2. OVERALL ASSESSMENT OF CHAPTER 2 PROGRAM ACTIVITIES
(All Respondents)

A. Average Number of Chapter 2-funded Courses Attended: 1.9

B. Primary Reasons for Participating in District Training and Professional Development
(T&PD) Activities:

1. Highest Positive Ratings:
79% -To acquire effective instructional delivery skills
69% —To provide more quality instruction and /or services to at-risk pupils
67% -To learn about innovations in the restructuring of curriculum for effective teaching
and learning
9. Highest Negative Ratings:

31% -Do not participate in T&PD activities to learn about national/local models of
continuous pupil assessments.

24% -Do not participate in T&PD to improve classroom management and effective
record-keeping skills

249% —Do not participate in T&PD to expand their knowledge of academic content
directly related to current position.

C. Impressions of the LEA Program of Training and Professional Development
Overall, 92% of the respondents stated that they either “Strongly Agreed” (45.4%) or “Agreed”
(46.7%) that local Chapter 2-supported programs of T&PD offered sufficient opportunities for
employee orientation, staff training and professional development.
1. Highest “Strongly Agree”
46%  —.. opportunities to acquire effective instructional practices.
2. Highest “Strongly Disagree”

4% —... provides training in administrative skills enhancement.

The lowest combined negative (Disagree : - 1 Strongly Disagree) ratings were reported for:

319  —... provides trainingin administrative skills.
18%  —.. provides sufficient release time to avoid scheduling conflicts.
144
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Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 8. INDIVIDUAL COURSE EVALUATIONS

A. Course Characteristics
e Number of courses reported: 1,568
¢ Variety of Courses Attended

Variations in the type of training courses attended under Chapter 2-funded T&PD
programs were considerable. Fifty-four separate titles which respondents could choose in
identifying the courses they attended were listed in the survey appendix. Of these, four
course titles accounted for 30 percent of trainee responses:

12% -Essential Elements of Instruction
10% -Cooperative Learning

6% -Writing Across C' rriculum

6% -English as a Sec..d Language

However, setections from the existing list of course titles amounted to only 65 percent o1 all
responses. Thus, 35 percent of the respondents reported attending additional T&PD courses/
activities not initially identified by the Arizona Department of Education.

e Global Content Classification of Courses Attended

30 percent of all courses attended (regardless of course title) were categorized under the
global content heading of Instructional Delivery. The top four areas reported were:

30% -Instructional Delivery
17% -—Academic Education
12% -Sta‘f Effectiveness Training
10% -Pupil Motivation
e Purpose of T&PD Activity—In-service Training vs. Staff Development

48 percent of the respondents identified the activity as being In-service Training (concerned
with acquisition of new concepts and/or new content areas).

37 percentidentified the activities attended as Staff Development (concerned with improving
general knowledge and aptitudes that relate to performance of daily routines)

¢ Focus of T&PD Activity

70 percent of all respondents identified Instructional Practices as the primary focus of the
T&PD activity attended.

94 percent of these identified Delivery of Instruction as the primary design of the course.
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Local Chapter 2 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

¢ Format of T&PD Activity

56 percent of all T&PD activities attended were considered to be Workshops, as opposed to
Seminars (18%), structured course work (17%) or conferences (9%).

e Location of T&PD Activity

80 percent of the courses were held in-house.

B. Course Evaluations
1. Instructor and Materials .
a) Preparation and Knowledge

Domain: The instructor was well prepared to conduct the T&PD session and was
knowledgeable of the subject matter.

Result: Respondents gave an overwhelmingly positive (98%) rating to the preparation
and knowledge of the instructors conducting T&PD sessions.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 28.5% 69.8% 98.3%
Negative 1.4% .3% 1.7%

b) Handout Mat:rials

Domain: The handout materials were useful as learning tools and as reference materials
‘o0 share with peers.

Result: Respondents were slightly less positive about materials used in various T&PD
activities, as represented by lower “Strongly Agree” responses and an overall
higher combined negative score.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree Agree/Disagree Combined
.7 Positive 39.4 52.1 91.5
o Negative 6.8 1.7 8.5

2. Implementation of Course Content

a) Changes in Activities
Domain: Attendance at T&PD activities resulted in changing instructional or

administrative methods, the content or policies previously used or an improved
attitude/commitment of students or staff.

ERIC 145
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Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Result: Nearly 15% of the respondents did not agree that positive changes occurred as
a result of attending various T&PD activities.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree Agree/Disagree  Combined
Positive 47.8% 37.0% 84.8%
Negative 12.2% 3.0% 15.2%

3. Summary of Course Oﬁtcomee
a) Effects on Instruction and Student Outcomes

Domain: Outcomes of attending the T&PD activities included improved abilities to teach
specific content areas, improved motivation and performance of students and
positive impact on the performance of at risk students.

Result: While responses on the impact T&PD activities had on teaching ability and on
students was very positive, respondents indicated that this was not true for 20
percent of the courses taken. Based on the distribution of negative responses in
this survey, 20 percent reflents a significant negative result.

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 48.2 31.9 80.1
Negative 17.1 2.8 19.9

b) Commitment and Understanding

Domain: Outcome of attending T&PD activity was an increase in commitment tojob and
an increased understanding of education and administrative models.

Result: 78 percent of the respondents agreed with the impact T&PD activities had on
their understanding of education and administrative models and an increased
commitment to their job. However, over 22 percent disagreed with these

propositions.
Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 48.0 29.9 77.9
Negative 18.6 3.5 22.1

¢) Relevance

Domain: The course content exceeded my expectations in terms of quality, relevance to
daily routines and attention to professional needs.

« 20 145




Lossl Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Result: 77 respondents agreed with the statement on relevance of T&PD activities to
daily routines and professional needs. However, 23 percent replied that they did

not agree with the statement.
Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 48.2 29.1 77.3
Negative 20.0 2.8 22.8
148
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Local Chapter 3 Evaluation Survey

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

DISAGGREGATED DATA

Instructional personnel self-report of having 50% or more at-risk pupils in their classes.

Study Group School Districts Yes No Unknown
Alhambra Elementary 10 43.5% 8 34.8% 5 21.7%
Amphitheater Unified 6 31.6% 11 57.9% 2 10.5%
Apache Junction Unified 3 11.5% 15 57.7% 8 30.8%
Catalina Foothills Unified 3 13.6% 18 81.8% 1 45%
Chandler Unified 11 42.3% 13 50.0% 2 1.7%
Chino Valley Unified 3 18.8% 8 50.0% 5 31.32%
Crane Elementary 3 27.3% 5 45.5% 3 27.3%
Creighton Elementary 13 72.2% 4 22.2% 1 56%
Deer Valley Unified 3 15.0% 13 65.0% 4 20.0%
Flagstaff Unified 5 45.5% 6 54.5% 0 0%
Flowing Wells Unified 6 22.2% 18 66.7% 3 11.1%
Ganado Unified 13 81.3% 3 18.8% 0 0%
Gilbert Unified 2 14.3% 11 78.6% 1 71%
Glendale Elementary 7 35.0% 12 RO 0% 1 5.0%
Glendale Union High 8 33.3% 13 54.2% 3 12.5%
Indian Qasis-Baboquivari Unified 18 75.0% 1 42% 5 20.8%
Isaac Elementary 10 66.7% 3 20.0% 2 13.3%
Kyrene Elementary 3 11.5% 22 84.6% 1 3.8%
Lake Havasu Unified 1 11.1% 7 77.8% 1 11.1%
Laveen Elementary 8 44.4% 8 44.4% 2 11.1%
Litchfield Elementary 3 18.8% 12 75.0% 1 6.3%
Madison Elementary 3 18.8% 9 56.3% 4 25.0%
Marana Unified 0 0% 5 83.3% 1 16.7%
Maricopa Unified 8 42.1% 6 31.6% 5 26.3%
Mesa Unified 4 25.0% 12 75.0% 0 0%
Fage Unified 11 50.0% 8 36.4% 3 13.6%
Paradise Valley Unified 3 10.0% 24 80.0% 3 10.0%
Pendergast Elementary 1 59% 14 82.4% 2 11.8%
Peoria Unified 1 5.9% 15 88.2% 1 59%
Phoenix Elementary 6 60.0% 4 40.0% 0 0%
Phoenix Union High 10 76.9% 2 15.4% 1 7.7%
Roosevelt Elementary 12 60.0% 2 10.0% 6 30.0%
Scottsdale Unified 12 46.2% 10 38.5% 4 15.4%
Sierra Vista Unified 6 23.1% 16 61.5% 4 15.4%
Sunnyside Unified 15 53.6% 10 35.7% 3 10.7%
Tempe Elementary 7 50.0% 4 28.6% 3 21.4%
Tempe Union High 5 41.7% 6 50.0% 1 83%
Tolleson Union High 4 26.7% 9 60.0% 2 13.3%
Tucson Unified 1 11.1% 7 717.8% 1 11.1%
Washington Elementary 7 31.8% 14 63.6% 1 4.5%
Williams Unified 2 22.2% 6 66.7% 1 11.1%
Yuma Elementary 1 12.5% 7 87.5% 0 .0%
Yuma Union High 5 26.3% 11 57.9% —3 15.8%
Total 263 412 100
Q
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ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Research & Development Divislon
1535 W. Jefiarson
Phoenlix, Arizona 85007

CHAPTER 2 COORDINATOR QUESTIONNAIRE
~ District Programs of Training & Professional Development -

Purpose: This questionnaire Is part of an overall evaluation of fraining and professional
development activities funded through Chapter 2 during the’ 199¢-9) school
year. Your responses will help the Arizona Department of ‘Edtication 10
evaluate effectiveness of program activities administered atthe district lgvek

Organization: This questionnaire is divided info seven Parts.  Part ], requ
demographic information about the respondent.., Part 2 examines district
mechanisms for authorizing Chapter 2 .iraintng and ‘professional
development activitles. Part 3 investigatesthe distrigt's.;process for
approving staff training. Part 4 exartiines tocally, designed evaluation
and strategic planning processes. Past-5-asks for your impressions of the
state's Chapter 2 Program. Part é'requests feedback.fegarding LEA/SEA
interactions. Finally, Part 7 asks far-suggestions fo improve the delivery of
services by the State Chapter2,Office. =

7

e,
sy,

Do pot complete this qu&t%mal%e:-qnlgs"i;_;;.fo“u are a local Chapter2
Coordinator or have ‘formal responsibiiifles for organizing dellvery of
fraining and p[pfosslgnal"dog_okgprgon!;.sﬁctlvmes to district personnel.

Please begin by answmlnqquouions which help distinguish you in
terms of .job function.:, You_ sre‘encouraged to respond In an open

manner. Note. that all liitormation obtalned from this questionnalre will
be kept confldetial and reported only In state-aggregated form.

Thank you'fof your assistance.

............

Today's’ date

Disfrict 6¢ &mploymenti.

- Part1 -
Respondent Demographics

1 Please indicate the number of years you have been responsible for coordinating training
and professional development activities for your district. YIS

2 1s coordination of Chapter 2 projects and activities your primary job? O a)Yes O b)No

3. Have you ever been a classroom teacher? Q ao)Yes O b)No

If yes, how many fotal years of experience do you have as a classroom teacher? __ yrs.

N M




- Part 2 -
Focus and Training Committee Review of Activities
1. By checking (v) all the items that apply to your Chapter 2-supported program of Training

Professional Development, please indicate whether your district uses a committee
structure for purposes of:

Q @) Determining general policy and Q d) Determining which types of courses
procedures. will be made avdailable to staff

Q b) Formulating long-range strategic Q e) Setting limits on the amount of funds
pians. to be utilized foredeh frainee.

O c) Reviewing "applications’ or requests @ f) Astructured comitfee is not used
by staff for training and professional for any of these purposes. (If you
development activities. ' select thistespornse, skip-question 2

below.) ~ © %

2. If your district uses a committee structure to plan ond[o’f&bprove expé'mdi_wres for frainin«
and professional development, indicate by checking (v) il that applit.membership
represented on that committee:

ADMINISTRATORS INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL .~ OTHERS

O o) Superintendent/ Assstant |Q e) Cerified Teagher . .~ {Q h) Parents
Superintendent '

O b) School Principal/ Assistant | Q- Teacher Aide,, Q 1) private School
Principal Representatives

Q ¢) Goveming Board Member |G 'g) Other Instiuctional Staff | Q' j) Members of Sch

Q d) Other District Administrators{, = *. * Business Partners

®

How many individuais ser\;é?Bn.iﬁfsjf:districf Chapter 2 review committee?

3. Consider the different methads by which Chapter 2 training activities are made availabie
to personnel in your distict. Expressed as a proportion of the total Training & Professional
Development Program, indicate the amount of emphasis your district places on the
following areas (answers should total 100%):

@) Misii-grants for innavative staff-initiated fraining. %
b) Distict-nandated:inservice (either on-site or off-site). %
¢y Staff-requested inservices, NOT sponsored or
mdndated by the District. N
d) Others. . — %
e) Other: __~ %
100%

4. What would you say is the primary focus of Chapter 2-funded iraining and staff
development activities in your district? Check (v) only one:

O o) Improved Instructional Q e) Increased Staff Q 1) Schoolwide
Delivery Effectiveness Improvements
O b) Enhanced Educational Q f Enhanced Instructional )
Content Leadership Q j> Better School
Environment
a c¢) More Effective Student Q g Improved Teacher
. Motivation Coaching Q k) Increased Parentc
EKTC O d) Improved Assessments Q h) Improved Curriculum Involvement
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- Part3 -
District Process for Approving Staff Training

. Are district personnel required to submit a formal application for Chapter 2-supported

training and professional development activities?
Q a)Yes QA b)No (it yos, please attach a copy of the training application form.)

s there a formal review process which must be addressed before training applications

can be approved?
d o)Yes QO b)No

. Who makes the final decislon to fund an Individual's request for gh"éra ance atitraining?

Q q) District Superintendent 0 c) Staff Developer Q é_)..---Q‘fhér"
Q b) Chapter 2 Coordinator 0 d) Committee Members

Zé_grz:'f_prz’ﬂborﬁcipcfion in

How many applications did you receive during the _:.-ﬁo-él.__schoo!
Chapter 2-funded staff tralning activities?

Number of applications (not number of persons):” @

Of applications received, how many were'NOT o@prgﬁ\/ed fdf_r___fu'ﬁding:

(If you do not have access to a specific number. you'may estimate the
percentage not approved during the 1990«91 school year.)

o)

Has your district established a forma lis 21 onfhe dollor amount any one individual may
expend in attendance at Chcbfez,__g-fungeg sfcfﬁjroining activities? O a)Yes QO b)No

dividual, andfor $
ENC R @

If yes, what is this cmoun’r?-ff.'_'_:.:.-.-s_.__ peri per course or activity.

Are there any district-personnel %é'cté}}éc}uired to participate in specific fraining and staff
deveiopment activitles '(foz...e;gomgieﬁ,new employee orientation)?

0 o) Yes O b)No "’(_'_'If-_{_.:wo_,__§k'i'8“frjé?fb||owing section.)

If Yes, indicate by cﬁeékir{g V) all that apply. categories which best describe those
individuats required to. padicipate in some type of Chapter 2-funded training and

profeﬁlgndl"__c_’iéveiopnipnf;__,.a’cﬂvity during the 1990-91 school year:

X’Eﬁnysmmbé‘s"' INSTRUCTIONAL PERSONNEL NONCLERICAL SUPPORT
O a) New Schod! Principals/ |0 H New Cerfified Teachers O K New Librarians
Assigj___c:ht__grincipols o
O b) CurrertSchool Principals/{Q g) Cument Certified Teachers Q 1 Current Librarians
Assistant Pnr?mpcls . O m) New Counselors
O ¢) New Goveming Board O h) New Teacher Aides
Members Q n) Current Counselors
O d) Cument GovemingBoard | i) Curent Teacher Aldes
Members QO o) Others '
Q e) OtherNew or Curent O ) OtherNew or Curent (including psycholog oS
District Administrators Instructional Staff other pupll services staff.

Are there any subject areas that require insfructional personnel to receive training in new
content or innovative instructional methods on an annual basis? Q ao)Yes QO b) N

If yes. name three subject areas in order of training priority:

) 2) )

3 10y
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- Parid4 -
District Training Evaluation and Planning Processes

. Does your district evaluate, in a formal and somewhat technical manner, the ’rrclmng and

professional development activities attended by district personnel? QO a) Yes O b) N

. Considering your district's conduct of evaluations, select by checking (v) the primary

method by which staff fraining evaluations are obtained:

Q o) All participants are required to complete an evaluation of courses or.gctivities.
Q b) Surveys are conducted through random selection of porﬂcipcms
Q c¢) Feedback is encouraged, but provided at participants' dlscretlon

Q d) Feedback is obtained from staff meetings and peer dlscuss&ons '
Q e) Other:

. Considering your district's conduct of evcluc'nons 1nehco’re by checking (e/) gﬂ that apply.

how evaluations were structured:

Q o) Through general or specific descripfions ofh’ammg ccﬁvn‘y

Q b) Through questionnaires which contomed mui’npfe chcice or scaled responses.
Q c¢) Through interviews with trainees. .- :

Q d) Through verbal reports and ofher presen’rcmons by tfrainees o selected staff.

. Considering your district's conduct of evcluchons, specxfy by checking (v) dll that apply. to

whom evaluations are subrmﬁed
Q a) School Principal
Q b) District ChcpterQ Coordmcfor
Q c¢) Chapter 2 Troimng Apphcoﬂon Review Committee

Q d) Local District Txciner or- Ou'rsxde Consultant Providing Inservice Training
a e) O’rher' ;

. ConSldermg YOUL, dxstric?s conduc+ of evaluations, indicate by checking (v) all that apply. he

frclnlng cnd professloncl development evaluations are utilized in your district:

........

Q q) For shc?egic plcnnlng of future training and professional development activities.
4 b)To provide feedback regarding specific training that was delivered.

Q o) To reinforce primary emphasis of the professional development program.

Q d) For breaking out future Chapter 2 staff training resources.

. Considering your district's conduct of evaluations, specify by checking (v) all that apply, to

whom reports on tralning effectiveness and Impact are delivered:

a o) District Superintendent

Q b) Departmental Chair

Q b) Chapter 2 Coordinator

Q c) Staff Developer 1 5
Q d) Governing Board Members




- Part b -
Impressions of Arizona’s Chapter 2 Program

The statements below are intended to solicit your impressions of the Chapter 2 Program in
general as well as provide feedback fo the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) on the
activities of the state Chapter 2 Office. Code your responses according to the viewpoints
suggested by indicating your level of agreement or disagreement with each statement.

Clrcle the number which best describes your response based upon the range provided:
(SA) (A) (D) .. (SD)
Strongly Agree Agree Dlsagree trongly Dlsagree

® @ ©)

1. The Chapter 2 Program pemits my district to offera widg
of training and professional development options. ...

2. The monies dliocated to the district permit purchdge ftrqininé'--..__

and professional developrnent activities that otherwise weuld
not be available to district personnel. g

3. Tralning and professional deveIopmenfr_,df'g-'ri{;i'tu‘fés,__fur;déd under
Chapter 2 result in significant positive-impacts for “at-risk*
students.

LEA/SEA nteractions

e,

Circle the number- which ﬁegi""pe§gflb:'és your response based upon the range provided:
(SA) .. LU AAY (D) (SD)
Strongly Agree Agree Dlsagree Strongly Disagree

'@ ® @

i SA_ A D SD
1. The cppﬁéaﬂéébéckets and guldelines developed by ADE and

used by your district to apply for Chapter 2 Program funding are

conducive to Innovation In the design and implementation of

educational projects and activities. 1 2 3 4

2. Chapter 2 staff provide appropriate technical assistance in the
area of interpretation of program rules and regulations,
aliowabliity of proposed costs, and budgetary accuracy. 1 2 3 4

3. Chapter 2 staff are competent in answering district questions
regarding the application process and proper implementation of
proposed educational projecis and activities. 1 2 3 4

4, Progrdm monitoring, especially that which takes place at the
time annuo! applications are being certifled and processed, is
helpful in our district's operation of the Chapter 2 Program. 1 2 3 4
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- Part7 -
Comments for Improvement of Chapter 2 Office Services

Please indicate in the space below, any suggestions you feel would improve the type and lev
of services the ADE Chapter 2 Office offers to districts.

Please comment on staff performance, attitudes, technical knowledge, annual application

process, federal regulations, accessibility of data and information, or any other matter you feel
important.

Thank you for your time and commitment.




Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Study Group (N=41)
Alhambra Elementary -
Amphitheater Unified
Apache Junction Unified
Catalina Foothills Unified
Chandler Unified
Chino Valley Unified
Crane Elementary
Creighton Elementary
Deer Valley Unified
Flagstaff Unified
Flowing Wells Unified
Ganado Unified
Gilbert Unified
Glendale Elementary
Glendale Union High
Indian Oasis-Baboquivari Unified
Isaac Elementary
Kyrene Elementary
Lake Havasu Unified
Litchfield Elementary
Madison Elemeéntary
Maricopa Unified
Mesa Unified
Page Unified
Paradise Valley Unified
Pendergast Elementary
Peoria Unified
Phoenix Elementary
Phoenix Union High
Roosevelt Elementary
Scottsdale Unified
Sierra Vista Unified
Sunnyside Unified
Tempe Elementary
Tempe Union High
Tolleson Union High
Tucson Unified
Washington Elementary
Williams Unified
Yuma Elementary
Yuma Union High

Districts Not Responding (N=2)
Laveen Elementary
Marana Unified
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

QL1

Q1.2

Q1.3

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics
Please indicate the number of years you have been responsible for coordinating training and
professional development activities for you district?

Min. Max. Mean Std.Dev. Total Responses
0 10.0 3.8 24 41

Is coordination of Chapter 2 projects and activities your primary job?

Yes No
Responses 3 38
Percent T% 93%

Have you ever been a classroom teacher?

Yes No
Responses 41 0
Percent 100% 0%

If yes, how many total years of experience do you have as a classroom teacher?

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. Total Responses
3.0 21.0 10.0 4.9 41

[ 2
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionmaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Focus and Training Committee Review of Activities

Q2.1 By checking all items that apply to your Chapter 2-supported program of Training & Pro- Y
fessional Development, please indicate whether your district uses a committee structure for
purposes of:

Responses!
Determining General Policies & Procedures 30
Formulating Long Range Strategic Plans 31
Reviewing Applications 24
Determining Types of Courses Offered 31
Setting Limits on Funds Used 13
Structured Committee Not Used 7

Q2.2 If your district uses a committee structure to plan and/or approve expenditures for training &
professional development, indicate all that apply to the membership represented on that

committee.
Responses!
Superintendent/Assistant Superintendent 26
School Principal/Assistant Principal 27
Governing Board Member 7
Other District Administrators 22
Certified Teacher 32
Teacher Aide 6
Other Instructional Staff 14
Parents 23
Private School Representatives 3
Members of School/Business Partnerships 3

How many individuals serve on this district Chapter 2 review committee?

Min. Max. Mean  Std. Dev. Total Responses
4.0 30.0 13.9 6.4 41

1 Dye to the possibility of multiple responses, total may not equal population count.
59 )




Chapter 2 Coordinator Questiommaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 2. Focus and Training Commiitee Review of Activities (continued)

Q2.3 Consider the different methods by which Chapter 2 training activities are made avail-
able to personnel in your district. Expressed as a proportion of the total Training &
Professional Deveiopment Program, indicate the amount of emphasis your district
places on the following areas (should total 100%):

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. N

Mini-Grants for Staff-Initiated Training 0 50.0 20.4 15.0 41
District Mandated In-service 0 100.0 374 27.0 41
Staff Requested In-services (Non-District) 0 80.0 41.8 24.5 41

Q2.4 What would you say is the primary focus of Chapter 2-funded training and staff development
activities in your district?

Responses Percent

Improved Instructioaal Delivery 14 42%
More Effective Student Motivation 1 3%
Increased Staff Effectiveness 15 45%
Improved Curriculum 1 3%
Schoolwide Improvements 2 6%
Better School Environment 0 0%
Increased Parental Involvement 0 0%
Unusable/No Response 8

TOTAL 41 100%

189
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Quostionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 3. District Process for Approving Staff Training

Q3.1 Are district personnel required fo submit a formal application for Chapter 2-supported training
and professional development activities?

Yes No
Responses 14 27
Percent 4% 66%

Q3.2 Is there a formal review process which must be addressed before training applications can be

approved?
Yes No
Responses 14 25
Percent 36% 64%

Q3.3 Who makes the final decision to fund an individual request for attendance at training?

Responses Percent

District Superintendent 5 13%
Chapter 2 Coordinator 9 23%
Staff Developer 1 3%
Committee Members 4 10%
Other 6 15%
Principle 2 5%
More Than One 12 31%
Unusable/No Response 2

TOTAL 41 100%

Q3.4 How many agplications did you receive during the 1990-91 school year for participation in
Chapter 2-funded staff training activities?

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. N
500.0 57.1 105.6 41

Of the applications received, how many were not approved for funding?

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. N
80.0 5.7 16.7 41

162 11




Chapter 2 Coordinator @uestionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 3. District Process for Approving Staff Training (continued)

Q3.5 Has your district established a formal limit on the dollar amount any one individual may

Q3.6

expend in attendance at Chapter 2-funded training activities?

Yes No Unusable/
No Responsel
Responses 2 38
Percent 5% 95%

Min. Max. Mean Std. Dev. Total
Dollar Limit Per Individual 75.0 250.0 162.5 123.7 41
Dollar Limit Per Course 75.0 250.0 162.5 123.7 41

Are there any district personnel who are required to participate in specific training and staff
development activities?

Yes No
Responses 29 12
Percent T1% 29%

Indicate all categories that apply which best describe those individuals required to participate
in some type of Chapter 2-funded training and professional development activity during the
1990-91 school year:

Responsesl
New Principals/Assistant Principals 16
Current Principals/Assistant Principals 11
New Board Members 0
Current Board Members 0
Other New/Current Administrators 6
New Certified Teachers 26
Current Certified Teachers 12
New Teacher Aides 7
Current Teacher Aides 5
Other New/Current Instructional Staff 7
New Librarians 8
Current Librarians 5
New Counselors 10
Current Counselors 7
Others 7

1 Due to the possibility of multiple responses, total may not equal population count.

12
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 8. District Process for Approving Staff Training (continued)

Q3.7 Are there any subject areas that require instructional personnel to receive training in new
content or innovative instructional methods on an annual basis?

Yes No
Responses 41 0
Percent 100% 0%

pect
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 4. District Training Evaluation & Planning Processes

Q4.1 Does your district formally evaluate participation in T&PD activities?

Yes No
Responses 27 14
Percent 66% 34%

Q4.2 Considering you districts conduct of evaluations, indicate the primary method by which staff
training evaluations are obtained:

Responses Percent

All Complete Evaluation 23 56%
Random Sample Survey 1 2%
Feedback Via Staff

Meetings / Peer Discussion 5 12%
Other i2 29%
TOTAL 41 100%

Q4.3 Considering your districts conduct of evaluations, indicate how evaluations were structured:

Responses!
Other Methods 0
Descriptions of Training 23
Questionnaires ' 25
Interviews 12

Q4.4 Considering your districts conduct of evaluations, indicate to whom evaluations are submitted:

Responses!
School Principal 15
Chapter 2 Coordinator 27
Chapter 2 Application Review Committee 8
Local District Trainer/Outside Consultant 19
Other 11

1 Dye to the possibility of multiple responses, total may not equal population count.

10
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Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 4. District Training Evaluation & Planning Processes (continued)

Q4.5 Considering your districts conduct of evaluations, indicate how training and professional
development evaluations are utilized:

Responses!
Planning for Future Training 28
Provide Feedback 39
Reinforce Primary Emphasis 21
Breaking Out Future Resources 16

Q4.6 Considering your districts conduct of evaluations, specify to whom reports on training
effectiveness and impact are delivered:

Responses!
District Superintendent : 25
Departmental Chair 9
Chapter 2 Coordinator 30
Staff Developer 32
Governing Board Members 15

1 Due o the possibility of multiple responses, total may not equal population count.

ERIC - 165
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Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionmaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 5. Impressions of Arizona Chapter 2 Program

Q5.1 Chapter 2 permits my district to offer a wide variety of training and professional development

options.
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree
Responses 31 9 1 0
Percent 76% 22% 2% 0%

Q5.2 The monies allocated to the district permit purchase of training and professional development
activities that otherwise would not be available to district personnel.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree Disagree
Responses 31 9 1 0
Percent 76% 22% 2% 0%

Q5.3 Training and professional development activities funded under Chapter 2 result in significant
positive impacts for at-risk students.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree Disagree
Responses 22 18 1 0
Percent 54% 44% 2% 0%
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Q6.1

Q6.2

Q6.3

Q6.4

Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Part 6. LEA/SEA Interactions

The application packets and guidelines developed by ADE and used by your district to apply for
Chapter 2 Program funding are conducive to innovation in the design and implementation of
educational projects and activities.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree Disagree
Responses 18 23 0 0
Percent 44% 56% 0% 0%

Chapter 2 staff provide appropriate technical assistance in the area of interpretation of pro-
gram rules and regulations, allowability of proposed costs, a~d budgetary accuracy.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree Disagree -
Responses 21 20 0 0
Percent 51% 49% 0% 0%

Chapter 2 staff are competent in answering district questions regarding the application process
and proper implementation of proposed educational projects and activities.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly

Agree Disagree
Responses 27 14 0 0
Percent 66% 34% 0% 0%

Program monitoring, especially that which takes place at the time annual applications are
being certified and processed, is helpful in our district’s operation of the Chapter 2 Program.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree ' Disagree
Responses 18 21 2 0
Percent 44% 51% 5% 0%
167
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Chapter 2 Coordinator Quoestionmaire

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 1. Respondent Demographics
* Average number of years responsible for coordinating training and professional
development activities (T&PD):

Average Number of Years: 4
Longest Number of Years: 10

* 95 percent of the respondents indicated that coordination of Chapter 2 projects is NOT their
primary job responsibility.

e All of the respondents indicated that they had been classroom teachers.

Average years as classroom teacher: 10
Longest years as classroom teacher: 21

—
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS
Part 2. Focus and Training Committee Review of Activities

¢ Use of Commiitee structure:
Over 75 percent of the districts indicated that committee structures are used to

- determine general policies and procedures
- formulate long-range strategic plans
- determine the types of courses offered to staff

60 percent use committee structure to review applications for T&PD
35 percent use committee structure to set limits on the use of funds
13 percent DO NOT use committee structures in Chapter 2 T&PD activities

e Committee Membership: High 82% - Teachers
66% - Superintendents
68% - Principals
P 589% - Other District Personnel
7 58% - Parents

Low 34% - Other Instructional Staff
8% - Private Schools
5% - Members of School/District Partnerships
e Average size of Chapter 2 Committees:13.63 members
Note: One district reported 60 members on the committee overseeing Chapter 2 activities.
¢ Emphasis of Chapter 2 Activities:

Number of districts indicating primary area of emphasis (excludes districts reporting equal
weights among selections): Valid N = 31

Mini-Grants: 0
District-Mandated In-service: 9
District-Sponsored In-service: 9
Staff-Requested In-service: 13
Other: 0

Note: 18 out of 31 districts, or 58 percent, report district-supported in-service activities as the
primary area of emphasis.

e Primary Focus of Chapter 2-funded T&PD Activities:

87 percent of the districts reporting identified either Improved Instructional Delivery (39%) or
Increase Staff Effectiveness (48%) as the primary focus of Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities.

ERIC iB6 19




Chapter 2 Coordinateor Questionnaire

20

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 3. District Process for Approving Staff Training

63 percent of all reporting districts DO NOT require a formal application to participate in
Chapter 2-funded T&PD activities.

62 percent indicate no formal process for reviewing applications for T&PD activities.

Who makes the final decision to fund a request to participate in T&PD activities (allowing for
multiple responses):

349 indicated the Chapter 2 Coordinator (13 districts)
21% indicated District Administration (8 districts)
21% indicated Staff Developer (8 districts)

83 percent of the districts responding indicated that they received a maximum of 60 requests
for participation in T&PD activities during the 1990-91 school year.

The average T&PD rejection rate for these districts was 2.36. Two districts reported rejection
rates in excess of 80 percent, one at 33 percent.

95 percent of the districts responding indicate no formal upper limit to the amount of funds any
individual may receive to participate in T&PD activities.

Required participation in T&PD activities:

71% of the districts indicated that certain staff persons are required to attend T&PD activities.
Of those required:

89% are New Teachers
59% are New Principals or Assistant Principals

Required Annual Training:

11 districts indicated that they require annual training for instructional personnel in specific
content areas. The content areas cited are:

Thinking Skills

Essential Elements of Instruction (3 districts)
Science

Adaptive Curriculum

Language Arts

Chemical Abuse Prevention

Effective Schools

e
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Chapter 2 Coordinator Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS
Part 4. District Training and Evaluation and Planning Processes

63 percent indicate they conduct formal evaluations of T&PD activities.
66 percent indicate that all participants complete evaluations

39 percent indicate that evaluations are completed through staff meetings and peer
discussions.

Note: The percentages cited above allow for multiple responses.
Individual to Whom T&PD evaluations are submitted:

79 percent indicated District Chapter 2 Coordinator or District Administration
50 percent indicated the providers of the in-service training

95 percent of the districts reported that the T&PD evaluations are used to provide feedback on
the specific training that was delivered.

66 percent reported T&PD evaluations are utilized for strategic planning of future T&PD
activities.

79 percent indicated that training effectiveness reports are delivered to the Staff
Development Coordinator. 71 percent iundicated delivery to the Chapter 2 Coordinator
and 61 percent indicated the District Superintendent as a recipient.
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 5. Impressions cf Arizona’s Chapter 2 Program

Domain: Statements focus on the usefulness of Chapter 2 programs and monies to permit
offering a wider variety of T&PD activities that otherwise would not be possible.

Survey Questions: Part 5.1, 5.2

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 24% 74% 98%
Negative 2% 0% 2%

Domain;: Statement on the positive impact that T&PD activities have on at-risk students.

Survey Question: Part 5.3

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 45% 52% 97%
Negative 3% 0% 3%
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Chapter 3 Coordinator Questionnaire

SUMMARY OF STATISTICAL FINDINGS

Part 6. LEA/SEA Interactions

Domain: Statement on usefulness of ADE application and guideline materials to promote
innovation in the design and implementation of educational projects and
activities.

Survey Questions: Part 5.1

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined.
Positive 58% 42% 100%
Negative 0% 0% 0%

Domain: Statements on the usefulness of the assistance received from the ADE Chapter
2 Office.

Survey Question: Part 5.2, 5.3

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive’ 43% 57% 100%
Negative 0% 0% 0% -

Domain: Statement on the usefulness of ADE program monitoring to help districts with
their operation of Chapter 2 T&PD activities.

Survey Question: Part 5.4

Strongly
Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree Combined
Positive 53% 42% 95%
Negative 5% % 5%
173
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