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Abstract

Alternative high schools serve some of the mostenable students and their
programs present a significant challenge to evalua¢termining the impact of an
alternative high school that serves mostly at-sisikdents presented a significant research
problem. Few studies exist that dig deeper intacttaracteristics and strategies of
successful alternative schooling. Moreover validgoam evaluation methods to identify
successful alternative school practices are hitraisg. As a result, public policy and
systems of accountability have either disregardéarmation relating to alternative high
schools or unjustifiably included them in companisevith traditional high schools.

This dissertation studied the issue of how bestvduate alternative high schools
and what tools support leaders in planning a thginaand accurate program evaluation.
TheAlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkis developed to support
school leaders and evaluation teams made up ohaitand external stakeholders as they
facilitate the program evaluation process. Theuiest of the Toolkit address the need for
alternative school evaluation to be practical, ulsédir and accurate. THevaluation
Toolkitincludes training materials, protocols, an evatumplanning worksheet and an
evaluation planning matrix that supports the teamonducting the evaluation.

The research represented in this dissertatiorem¢tically and practically
grounded in Bridges and Hallinger’'s (1995) ProblBased Learning (PBL) and Borg
and Gall's (1989) Research and Development (R&D)I€yThe product of the R&D
Cycle was th&\lternative High School Program Evaluation Tookkitd a process for use

by evaluation teams assigned the task of planmdgcarrying out program evaluations.
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Preface

Crossroads Alternative High School had been idexitids a school “in need of
improvement” for the third year in a row. As theeQon State Alternative Education
Specialist, | was asked to work with school distaicd regional office administrators to
evaluate the school. After doing some backgrousdaech, speaking with the school
administrator and reviewing information reportedtioeir State-issued school report card,
| assembled an evaluation team and visited theat@h@n attempt to make sense of
what was happening.

Crossroads School is an alternative high schoaltéatnear an urban area in
Oregon. Student attendance at the school fluctahtesg the course of the year but in
September approximately 100 students are enrdilediinter break there are usually
around 125 and by April the enrollment has sweltedround 150. Most of the new
students who join mid-year had experienced an ebantesulted in them being given
several options for their schooling such as othegams or tutoring. School placement
is made with consultation of the parent and stuslgytically choose Crossroads over
some other school placement. As additional studamtsll throughout the year, others
may drop out, move, transition back to the schdutne they came from or transfer.

Crossroads operates out of a building that wasiguely an elementary school
but there is now a full-time counselor, social warknd half-time nurse on campus that
attends to the diverse needs of students. The Ebbhea@ full time administrator, Mr.
Lovall, who gets to know each student as a patti@ftudent intake process. Most of the

teachers, parents and students would remark thatdall has provided strong
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leadership in the school and that the school opsidte a large family. The newly
painted walls demonstrate a summer-time artistndrdmution of high school students,
there is a child-care facility for children of teemoms and night school that allows
students to access the computer lab and tutoritiglate-evening. Teachers demonstrate
they care for the students in many visible wayseting each student with a personal
sense of care and attention. Teachers quietly nmakédualized comments of
encouragement as students participate in learrutngtees and submit classwork.

At Crossroads students refer to their teachersidiy tirst names and often share
meals together in the school cafeteria. The daynbegith “homeroom” when students
connect with one another and their homeroom teaohsmnaller class groups. Class sizes
are small and behavior expectations are made afehreinforced regularly. An
“advisory” period provides time each day for teashend mentors to communicate life-
skills emphasizes the development of students’azademic skills. Specialized
curriculum is used during the advisory period thratvides opportunities for students to
discover learn and reinforce these non-academilis ski

Teachers work with students in small groups usiogegts and relevant examples
to help students make sense of the content. Gless @&e smaller than traditional
schools, ranging from 6 to 12 in a class and stisdemmment that work is difficult but
credits and rewards are attainable with hard wark@ersistence. Students would also
describe that their teachers have high expectatmrtbeir achievement that are
reinforced regularly by celebration for attendadeenonstrating proficiency in standards

and achieving academic credit that demonstraterpssgoward high school graduation.
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Students are encouraged to utilize the computearabstudy hall after the school day
has concluded and flexible schedules for coursegge students the ability to
participate actively in both afternoon and evertlagses.

The school has a low staff-to-student ratio, indiislized instruction and flexible
scheduling to support students in meeting leargwags. As is the case with most of
Oregon’s alternative high schools, most of the estiisl enrolled at Crossroads have
significant academic challenges but initial obsg@oramade by the school evaluation
team during the school visit indicate that the sti®in compliance with the law and
meeting the academic as well as the non-acaderdibamavior needs of students.

Following the school visit, the evaluation team mvéh school administrators
from the school, district and regional office to@eer the “compliance indicators”
described in the State-provided toolkit for didgtpcogram approval, evaluation and
review of policies and procedures. The old tooldis designed, several years ago by a
previous Oregon state alternative education spstitd assess compliance and
document that the school was or was not followdentified statutes and rules.
Examples of the compliance indicators include lmeialspections, county fire marshal
approval for building occupancy and assurance okdp@und checks of staff working in
direct unsupervised contact with students. Whigséhindicators provided some
assurance of safety for students, it was commeoridal/ district staff that the toolkit did
not address the school purpose, mission, educésettang, and curriculum or include
indicators for quality programming that was demaatsd by the leadership, staff and

students during the school visit. | had often fiedtt the toolkits did little to consider the



Xiil
context of the school or evaluate on the basigjaality” practices and strategies seen at
high performing alternative high schools.

As one former State Alternative Specialist pugjitality policies and practices
account for the challenges that students bringhoa and measures that against what
the school is doing or not doing that contributethbse challenges (R. Morley, personal
communication, December 29, 2011). Quality altemea¢ducation programs account for
the challenges that students are facing and whedshé wants to go next. The result of
these quality program policies is student achievepeemonstrated by increased
attendance and academic engagement. The toolsrventty use in holding alternative
schools accountable are inadequate to addressebds

The current Oregon Alternative Education Toolkitslude only a checklist-style
summative review of compliance indicators suchdmgpted policies, contracts, financial
statements, and student attendance, assessmdmlaandor records. The toolkits do
little to provide guidance for districts assemblargevaluation team to conduct a
formative review and do not identify what qualityligies to look for in evaluating the
impact of alternative high schools within the comtef the region. In Oregon, the job of
annually evaluating alternative programs is letirety to the local school district.

The evaluation team | had assembled to visit Coasts included members with
first-hand knowledge of the school’s purpose anttigs, had background in alternative
school leadership, teaching and assessment, sshppbrt systems, continuous
improvement planning and special purpose schoakddation. After the visit, the team

met briefly and informally regarding the old evédloa toolkits. The team members
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expressed that they felt constrained by these atiatutools and didn’t find the
“‘compliance indicators” particularly helpful in éemining overall program quality. Staff
from the school and school district made similanotents when asked to provide
feedback on the toolkits.

When members of the evaluation team were askedimeywould improve the
Evaluation Toolkit some offered references to their previous expeeevith federal
programs, special purpose school regional acctezhteand others made
recommendations similar to the continuous improverpé&nning processes currently
required for all Oregon schools. A few membershefévaluation team who had visited
different types of alternative high schools anddiarted evaluations for a variety of
purposes articulately described quality indicatbet were somewhat complex but
identifiable in schools that served a special psepsuch as alternative high schools.
Based upon the feedback of this evaluation teaegéb to assemble some assumptions
about improvements that could be made to evaluatiocess and the toolkit.

With a limited understanding of how to address ¢hagprovements or what some
of those quality indicators might include, | set taucontact alternative specialists in
several other states, regional education reseabdhrdtories, the United States (U.S)
Department of Education and national organizationmursuit of an existing framework
for determining quality in alternative schools. dud spend the better part of a year
reviewing and collecting evaluation instruments Badame immersed in the different
types of schooling and evaluation methods utilimepublic education, specifically those

used in evaluating alternative high schools.
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| discovered that indicators of quality programmiveyl recently been described
by alternative specialists from Tennessee workiith fellow officers at the National
Alternative Education Association as the “ExemplBrgctices in Alternative
Education.” They included indicators organizedha tategories of mission and purpose,
leadership, climate and culture, staffing and msi@nal development, curriculum and
instruction, student assessment, transitional [hgnand support, parent/guardian
involvement, collaboration, and program evaluathtty, 2009). During a similar
period of time, a retired alternative specialishfrlowa had worked within his state
alternative education organization to develop “ArRework for Learning Alternatives
Environments.” His work included an” Inventory oblRies and Practices Related to
Student Failure and Dropping Out” and a “ChecldisQuality Indicators for Alternative
Learning Environments” (R. Morley, personal comnmaion, January 14, 2012).

The tools | had observed up until this point weesrfeworks of quality indicators
without context of school culture or student popiola | believed improved tools may
better serve the needs of the school, districtstatg than the current compliance toolkit.
Unfortunately, the new tools were designed in thetBern and Mid-West regions of the
United States and used nomenclature specific totigenating state laws in that region.
The lowa Inventory and Checklist would be usefulthe summative method suggested
by the tools themselves did not address the qoalifins of the evaluator(s) and, being
somewhat dated, did not represent the latest r@searformative and impact evaluation.

The framework and indicators of alternative schopality was the best | had seen over
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the course of the year and, based on my experiaraéd transfer across different types
of alternative high schools.

It was clear to me and several other members oévhkiation team that
Crossroads Alternative High School needed morefofraative evaluation, rather than a
report card and an annual checklist for compliaitese tools had served their purpose
in contributing toward increased awareness ofdhes Irelating to alternative education in
Oregon but had done little to contribute to quatitstrict programming or the
improvement of alternative schools themselves. Fmnobservation, over the past five
years as the alternative education specialistiistate of Oregon, such quality
indicators were infrequently addressed in schagtridi program evaluations. Moreover
the evaluations themselves were not generally aedegs useful by schools.

Annual alternative high school planning and go#irsg primarily addresses
state-identified outcomes and does not describgrano specific results or strategies
used to support students. The State and distreed better information regarding the
purpose of the school, guiding policies and infaioraabout the governance and
leadership of the school. In addition, the Stat district needs information regarding
the curriculum, instruction, assessment, leaderahgosupport systems that are being
used for both district and school continuous impraent. Members of the evaluation
team at Crossroads expressed that, in the caseofadive high schools, a summative
checklist or school report card is similar to re@dan obituary in the newspaper because
it gives little room for improvement and by the &érthe information is assembled there is

not much that could be done about it, but grieweldiss of life and potential.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

| have spent the past several years as an Edu@pecialist at the Oregon
Department of Education (ODE) and among the assgisr have at the Department is
the monitoring of Alternative Education. In recgetirs | have been fortunate to work
alongside a variety of stakeholder groups, protesdiorganizations, contractors and
consultants to facilitate both design and evaluatibalternative high schools that have
contributed a great deal to me professionally. €regeriences have resulted in a unique
set of understandings about the connection pogtisden alternative high school
environments and the professional field of progemaluation. From these observations |
have come to understand that evaluation is an afe$pintegral part of the formation of
the day-to-day operation of an alternative highosthl define alternative high school
evaluation as the ongoing monitoring and adjudtivag goes on in the school to assure
that its programming is continually improving thaystudents are served.

Alternative high schools serve some of the mostenable students but their
educational programs are challenging to evaluatefihe vulnerable students as those
with two or more at-risk indicators such as predfpanenting, irregular attendance
patterns, patterns of disruptive behavior or digogpissues, drug or alcohol abuse,
learning disabilities, and/or not meeting or ex¢eg@cademic standards. Described

characteristics of vulnerability may include quahtion for free or reduced lunch,
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identification as an English Language Learner errtbed of Special Education. Varying
definitions of what an alternative school is makdifficult to determine indicators that
would reliably indicate quality. Varying types aft®ols and student populations make
even identifying valid indicators problematic. D#sghese challenges, the need for
program evaluation and improvement in alternatigh Ischools has never been greater.

The past decade has thrust forward a new era icaéidn accountability based
primarily upon standardized assessments and measatsystems that are intended to
hold traditional schools responsible for studemieement; however; there were 10,900
alternative schools operating in the United StERESES, 2002a). A national survey,
conducted in the 2007-2008 school year, reportattktere were approximately 10,300
district-administered alternative schools and paawg for at-risk students but did not
include reference to newly publicly funded chasgelnools providing different forms of
choice and options within public education. In thatvey, 64% of districts reported
having at least one alternative school or progranaf-risk students that was
administered either by the district or by anothaite (NCES, 2010). These alternative
schools continue to introduce new and innovativgsaat working with learners and
provide an opportunity for small-scale experimentatvith public resources. It is clear
that these alternative schools are not traditisnbbols; however, they are often included
in traditional forms of educational accountabiliBesearchers, such as Aron, 2003, 2006;
Barr & Parrett, 1997, 2001, 2010; Moreley, 2012Merley, 1996; Raywid, 1981, 1994;
Reimer & Cash, 2003; Schargel & Smink, 2001; Sn&r&chargel, 2004 have studied

innovations and evaluation of alternative high sts0



This dissertation introduces and further explomrfindtions, significance, and
analysis of the problem of how best to evaluatera#ttive high schools and describes
methods for a process that will result in a prodotended for use by evaluation teams in
evaluating the impact of alternative high schobtetighout Oregon. A review of
relevant literature, in chapter 2, provides a histh perspective and references previous
work from the broader field of program evaluati®he review also includes the
generalized debated perspectives that have cotgdltaward my understandings in the
development of the alternative high school evatuatools.

As | have considered differences in alternativéntaghool evaluations, | have
come to a deeper understanding and respect fdoihe Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation’s Program Evaluation Stadsl@¥arbrough, Shulha, Hopson, &
Caruthers, 2011), which include standards organizéigte parts. Brief descriptions of
the five parts provide generalized best practingbe field of program evaluation as
applied in educational settings. The standardenateded in the definitions section in
chapter 1 and are expanded upon in the literatoom of this dissertation and used as
organizers for the research questions in the stiedgribed.

The first part of the Standards for EducationallEaton describe “Utility”
which is used to describe the extent to which @ogstakeholders find the evaluation
process and products valuable in meeting theirsx\é€@asibility” is the second part and
refers to the degree of the evaluations effectigen€he third part is “Propriety” which
depicts what is proper, fair, legal, right, accefgaand ethical in an evaluation.

“Accuracy” refers to the truthfulness of evaluati@presentations, propositions, and
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findings that occur as a part of the evaluatiore Titth part is “Accountability” which, in
the context of program evaluation, refers to tspoasible use of resources to produce
value as a result of the evaluation. These padgsf@underlying Standards put forth by
the Joint Committee on Standards for Educationaliations (Yarbrough et al., 2011)
provide a first glimpse of what the field of progravaluation can offer those who seek
to determine the impact of alternative high schools
Statement of the Problem

The problem involved the investigation of how biese¢valuate alternative
schools. More explicitly, districts do not have qdate tools to evaluate the quality of
their alternative programs. Thdternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkit
intended for use by evaluation teams assignedasiedf determining the purpose and
impact of alternative high schools. Alternative @als serve some of the most vulnerable
students and their educational programs are diffitoLevaluate. Varying definitions of
what is an alternative school make it difficultdetermine quality. Varying types of
schools and student populations make identifyidglwadicators problematic. School
evaluators often act in isolation and often onlgragds issues of compliance based upon
what they know about traditional schooling. Evaloratools made available to
evaluators are usually limited to checklists arelinadequate in accounting for a deeper
understanding of how alternative schools are sgrsindents. It is because of these
challenges that the need for evaluation in altereaducation has never been greater.

There is more to holding schools accountable thaoomnes such as test scores,

attendance, and graduation (Barr & Parrett, 20@ydEad, 2004; Kohn, 1999; Koretz,



2008; Milliken, 2007; Popham, 2001; Ravitch, 20X}pecially when it comes to
determining the impact of alternative high schq8larr & Parrett, 2010; Leiding, 2008;
Reimer & Cash, 2003; Schargel, 2005; Smink & Sabla2p04). If methods of using
these simplistic measures continue to be foundmbé adequate in comparing quality
among traditional high schools, they are especialigequate in determining the impact
of alternative high schools.

Variance between types of schools and experienom@mducational evaluators
causes considerable problems with measurementgiapavhen it comes to alternative
schools (Barr & Parrett, 1997; R. E. Morley, 20B2imer & Cash, 2003; Schargel,
2005). In my experience as the Oregon State Altem&ducation Specialist, | have
found that the principles described by the Joinin@uttee’s Standards for Educational
Evaluation (Yarbrough et al., 2011), introducedvpresly in this dissertation and used as
a theoretical framework in this dissertation, aely referenced in the context of
evaluating alternative schools and are not addddsgé¢he elements of evaluation tools
made available to support required annual evalnatiBractitioners and stakeholders
alike haphazardly apply their own personal opirabout the quality of schooling in their
communities. After all, most adults experience sting in one form or another when
growing up, have likely spent considerable timéeting on those experiences, and
some even went back to school to serve as a teackehool administrator; making
them an expert. However, educational experienderdifvidely depending upon the
state, district, school and programs attended) @vavolvement in the school, and if the

institutions were public, private, traditional, ctea, magnet, or alternative.



Elements of Successful Alternative Schools

As described previously, alternative educationrsggtvary in both mission and
goals but previous researchers have identified ehsnntended to be used in describing
successful alternative schools. However, methodgpplying these elements in program
evaluation are not often explored in the literatdiiee Northwest Regional Educational
Laboratory (NWREL) (Cotton & Paglin, 1995) have ddsed observed elements that
would indicate success. Others have recorded theradtion of elements from site visits
and program evaluations (Barr & Parrett, 1997; lrgjd2008; ODE, 2006a; Schargel &
Smink, 2001). Reimer and Cash (2003, p. 15) desdriharacteristics (elements) of
successful alternative schools in a synthesis@fipus research and are further
described the review of literature in this dissesta
Essential Elements of Effective Alternative Schools

Barr and Parrett (1997) reported that effectiverattive schools have a shared
vision, educational diversity, relevant and focusediculum, creative instructional
approaches, student assessment, caring and demaeaahers, voluntary participation
(school choice), comprehensive programs, smalladaipe, and shared governance and
local autonomy. Table 1contributes a doEdements of Exemplary Oregon Alternative
Schoold observed during alternative school visits in @0Blements 11 and 12 describe
new forms of program evaluation to inform altermatschool improvement thieoolkit

supports.



Table 1:

Elements of Exemplary Oregon Alternative Schools
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Strong mission and sense of purpose

Caring and committed staff

Services to meet the emotional, physical and acedeaeds of students
Sustainable structures of funding and leadership

High expectations for student achievement

Low adult to student ratios that allow individu#lesmtion and care

Individualized learning programs to meet the nesddbe students

Varied instructional strategies with an emphasiscive learning

Rigorous academic standards and clearly communigedormance expectations

. Flexible schedule that meets the needs of students
. Customized program evaluation that is alternatoresl evaluation to be practical,

useful, fair and accurate

12. Communication of both summative and formative paogresults

Sources: Hinds (2010); ODE (2006a)

research on successful and effective forms ofratere schooling. During the past 25
years, thousands of alternative public schools,meagchools, experimental schools and
other non-traditional programs have been devel@meiddocumented to be effective in
teaching reluctant learners (Barr & Parrett, 2@0X%). As mentioned in the introduction

to this dissertation, much of this research caddseribed as “common sense findings”

The elements of this framework are representativeare than 50 years of

and serve to only superficially benefit educatianabvators in the evaluation of

alternative high schools. The framework provideststg place to continue the work of

developing tools for evaluation teams to inventamg report (take into account) their

existing programs and use those reflections to awvgothers.




Research Perspective

In addition to reviewing literature on this topid)ave served in positions at the
classroom, program, school, district and statelsetvat have exposed me to a wide-
range of experiences and involvement in schooluat@n. In particular, my role at the
Oregon State Department of Education (ODE) hasimedthat | lead and patrticipate in a
variety of program, school and district evaluatiasswvell as federal monitoring visits,
civil rights, curriculum and school financial awgit have participated in school
accreditation and program evaluation visits thaeharovided a unique and diverse lens
of alternative and special purpose education irg@meand the Pacific Northwest.

| have participated in accreditation and schoatwis other parts of the United
States (Southwest, Mid-West, South, and Northeamst)in Egypt. In addition, | have
written legislative concepts and bills, testifiedfiont of the Oregon legislature, written
guidance and rules, presented at state, regiodahational conferences and
implemented new state guidelines relating to varijptogram areas such as private
schools, home schooling, GED Options, High Schapldina, Credit by Proficiency,
Instructional Materials, and Common Core State &eats. These experiences have
allowed me to, in the words of Ravitch (2010), ttkiike a policy maker, looking at
schools, teachers and students from an altitu@® 000 feet” (p. 10) and view first-
hand, the challenges of implementing both statefeseral policy with local districts,
schools, and alternative high school programs. Hewd have paid special attention to
my perspective as a researcher and practitionendkyng regular visits and spending

time in alternative school settings and groundingeif in literature in this field.



The access and experiences described have alsdtpdrme to contrast my
observations with local school district educatiopalicy, having served as a teacher,
school and district administrator. | draw upon dkcaf experience spent in the field of
education serving in the roles of a teacher, scadoilinistrator, district administrator,
college instructor, and state education progranidinator. | have been fortunate to work
with other state alternative school specialistenfrdrkansas, California, District of
Columbia, Georgia, Idaho, lowa, Michigan, Massaeltss New Jersey, Tennessee, and
Utah. While there are differences between stats Evd nomenclature used, there are
often similarities in the kinds of challenges pamr school, district and state leaders
face in evaluating alternative high schools. Thom®@monalities provide for supportive
dialogue and rich professional learning as stateimidtrators collaborate.

Purpose and Significance of the Study

The product of the Research and Development (R&R)Je&Cis anAlternative
High School Program Evaluation Toolkit (Evaluatidnolkit) intended for use by
evaluation teams assigned the task of determimiagtrpose and impact of alternative
high schools. This research is theoretically aratfically grounded in Bridges and
Hallinger’s (1995) Problem-Based Learning (PBL) &udg and Gall’'s (1989) R&D
Cycle. The research proposes a method of resetudf that includes information
collecting, learning activities and small-scaldditesting that involved evaluation teams
and education stakeholders in the developmentimvand refinement of a prototype of

the Evaluation Toolkit
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Alternative high schools serve some of the mostenable students and their
educational programs are challenging to evaludies fesearch study was significant
because, from the perspectives of the districtstatk, alternative schools are difficult to
hold accountable. Tools are needed to support atrafuteams in determining the
purpose and impact of alternative high schoolsr&imethods of alternative school
accountability utilize a one-size-fits-all schoeport card or a summative compliance
checklist as a part of required annual evaluatidhgse tools are inadequate and are not
perceived to be generally useful for the schodaitriit or the state.

Oregon’s educational accountability system prinyaaddresses district and
school-level accountability and reports AdequatarkeProgress (AYP) indicators for
attendance, test scores and graduation rate. Eheaton of district alternative programs
is annually required and district-approved programesreported to the State annually and
included in the district-level reporting. A toolldr the evaluation of alternative
education programs is provided to support thigidistvaluation and the State annually
produces district report cards.

The “next generation accountability system” progbiseOregon’s request for a
waiver of No Child Left Behind (2001) and AYP isdea upon a student-level growth
comparison that continues to mainly rely on studesit scores in reading and math. This
new system also proposes an early-warning systemrith grade students not on-track
to graduate with their 4-year cohort. While these/ 1s3ystems proposes improvements to

AYP’s one-size-fits-all approaches to accountagilitstill falls short of providing better



11
ways to hold alternative high schools accountabkabdly identifying their purpose and
impact on student success (ODE, 2012).

While varying definitions of what an alternativéhsol is make evaluation
difficult, it is possible to identify elements ofiglity school policies within the context of
alternative high school program evaluation. A tadkneeded to support evaluation
teams in identifying these generalizable charasties of quality. Varying student
populations makes identifying valid quality indicetd problematic but these issues may
be addressed through other tools in the toolkihsgcan inventory of policies and
practices (R. Morley, 1996), identification of cheteristics of quality (National
Alternative Education Association [NAEA], 2009)sasances of compliance (ODE,
2006b), combined with formative and mixed methaagpam evaluation conducted by an
evaluation team. These alternative high schoolpanearily serving students at risk of
dropping out of school and require special attenéind methods of accountability that
reach beyond traditional forms of school reporting.

About four of every five students attend traditibnigh school in America
(NCES, 2010). It is easy to throw students outchiosl, but it is much harder to help
them redirect their energy to become successfsthool (Reimer & Cash, 2003, p. 36).
Traditional public high schools were never desigttetheet the educational needs of all
students who enroll in them, nor have they kepivith changing demands of student
demographics (Barr & Parrett, 1997). The need fogram evaluation and alternative

school improvement has never been greater andeldeof educational program
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evaluation has a lot to offer alternative educatibanly there were adequate tools to
support their improvement.

Recent articles published The Oregoniana daily newspaper, maintain that
inclusive comprehensive (traditional) high schaois the answer to challenges in student
performance on state tests and graduation. Betsyntand, educational writer fdrhe
Oregonian reported that Oregon's largest urban schooliclistroves around struggling
students and places them in mostly unaccountatdmative schools where at least 80%
drop out (Hammond, 2012a). This article represeunidence that this problem of holding
alternative schools accountable is significantawodhy of study.

The Need for Evaluation Tools

Program evaluation tools used by evaluation teams affer support in making
the process useful to the school, district andgstatought out the previous Oregon
Deputy Superintendent of Schools who is now anmuthstrict administrator and
supervises the operation of a variety of distrmrated alternative schools. He said that
evaluation tools must balance valid measuremetitl{yg indicators that may represent
complex characteristics with ease of use (relighiby the evaluation team (S. Noor,
personal communication, January 2010). The devedopiof valid and reliable tools for
use with a variety of alternative schools wouldverto be a significant challenge.

Failing to properly train the evaluation team cawdiserious negative effects on
the outcome of the data collection process in etalg an alternative schools (Reimer &
Cash, 2003, p. 36). Many school district leadedayoare involved in developing and

evaluating new kinds of schools and are in neesimple research-based tools and
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evaluation protocols (McDonald, 2007) to accomptistir work. Not many of these
leaders have the experience of working within alinrange of schools and few have had
professional experience or graduate courses im@g@onal assessment or program
evaluation.

The Need to Equip Evaluators

A mix of internal (from inside the organization)daexternal (from outside the
organization) evaluation team members are necefsaayvalid program evaluation
(Patton, 2011). Forming an evaluatieadership teanms a key ingredient to
strengthening, sustaining and widely investingipg@nts in the renewal of their schools
(Chenoweth & Everhart, 2002, p. 1Evaluation teammembers are carefully selected
based on qualifications, selection guidelines @aat responsibilities (Chenoweth &
Everhart, 2002, pp. 17-21) with specific attenfiand to context of the school and effort
to produce value as a result of the evaluation.

Members of the evaluation team may have not haéxperience of participating
in district monitoring or accreditation visits anthy have never been involved in
alternative high school evaluation. Evaluation teaembers may have had involvement
in district or school-level continuous school impement activities such as setting
performance goals for attendance, setting smatsgoansidering theories of action,
curriculum audits, school improvement and assessarehperhaps even budget
planning. Few educational leaders have had thedimneason to investigate regional or
national trends in educational innovation, progedfactiveness or have had opportunity

to interact with state or federal policy makersetationship to what is being found to
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work in other parts of the state or country. Momownany district leaders have not had a
single graduate level course in program evaluadimhconsequently do not have
adequate training to evaluate diverse schools.

Rick Stiggins from the Assessment Training Inséitasserts that administrators
and teachers should be adequately trained to udergtassessment and evaluation and
that it should always begin with the intended leagnf it is to benefit (for learning)
students (Stiggins, Arter, Chappuis, & Chappui€53)0The development of an
Evaluation Toolkiand accompanying guidance (protocols) for theuatan process
will contribute a great deal toward alternative@mhmprovement and improve the
usefulness of annual evaluations by addressing/éaknesses discussed here. The
Evaluation Toolkitmay generate discourse among educators aboualhe of
assessment, program evaluation and different tgpdata in the context of alternative
high school evaluation.

The development of state educational policies Vatieating alternative school
effectiveness will involve significant challengeh@ker, 1996; Reimer & Cash, 2003).
Developing a useful toolkit for use in evaluatiniffetent types of alternative high
schools is a significant step in state-wide prognaprovement. This is a significant
challenge, in part, because there are so few fhdalisesearch studies on the topic.

The school accountability information maintainedthy state and used for
accountability could be described as a “blunt’rastent for evaluating traditional
schools, containing only information such as atéene, graduation rate and test scores

to determine school quality. Newer models for s¢famoountability simply look at those
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same indicators over a specified period of timewgh) for traditional schools (ODE,
2012; Quality Education Commission, 2012, p. 1®stTscores, graduation rates and
attendance are not sufficient measures to capterentssion and goals of alternative
programs such as increased engagement in scheolog lspudent in effort toward school
work, evidence of academic progress that is notii@sed as well as increased
aspirations for completion of school or post-se@geducation.

Research Methodology

The research was theoretically and practically gded in Bridges and
Hallinger’s (1995) PBL and Borg and Gall's (198%.R Cycle. The methods employed
information collection, planning objectives andiaties and small-scale field testing.
The product of the R&D Cycle is an evaluation tatlised by evaluation teams assigned
the task of determining the impact of alternatiyghhschools. This research methodology
proposes a method of research and informationatoilg small-scale testing,
development, field testing, and refinement of aqmge of the Toolkit. References used
were books, refereed journals, reports associatdalternative schools, evaluation
tools and my own experiences as an experiencethaiiee school program evaluator.

The terms “alternative school” and “alternativegnam” are used
interchangeably throughout the literature (Barr &rtt, 2001; Conley, 2002; Lange &
Sletten, 2002), with “alternative education” agmant that includes both schools and
programs. Research terms such as “dropout prevér{tiilliken, 2007) and “at-risk

students” (Chalker, 1996) are also referred tesearch and information collecting.
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Research and Development

Having spent the greater part of the past sevesisycollecting, using and
reflecting on various school and educational proggaiality evaluation instruments, | set
out, as a part of my position at the ODE, to deweld oolkit that would support teams in
building consensus among evaluators. The Toollgabhevith an open (funneling
approach) determination of “quality” or “not qualityes or no) intended to guide the
evaluation teams toward indicators and the deveémprof a logic model (theory of
action) development exercise.

Information and feedback gathered in this planmhgse from colleagues and
school site directors provided important informatio moving forward. For example,
although | provided space in first portion of thetrument for both the yes/no statement
and for comments, the narrow scope and early detation of quality or not quality was
problematic. It lacked indicators that would pravielvaluators an opportunity for an
ordinal response for recorded results. It was tosiructured, especially for evaluators
with little experience with organizational theonydeevaluating alternative high schools.

Former state agency directors noted to me thavalu&ors experience plays an
important role in evaluation and those differenicesvaluation experience cause
variance in the interpretation of the standardsdicators used (R. Morley & R. Lindley,
personal communication, January 2012). The recordatem was made that the
statements be modified to include more traditidnieért Scale response format of
strongly agree, agree, neutral, disagree, stratighgree which were made in future

revisions of the toolkit. Accompanying tEswaluation Toolkitdevelopment, | needed to



17
develop a process that involved stakeholders mallsscale research and information
collecting that would both serve to improve the [ka@and contribute toward the current
evaluation and monitoring of alternative schools.

Regional accreditation processes require schoaiaf complete a self-study
that includes a written reflection of how the sdnoeets each of the standard indicators
and requires documentation to support each indi¢atbvancEd, 2012a). Accreditation
visits rely heavily on this self-reported documeéiata and seek to validate claims made
in the self-study as a part of the formal evaluatisit and corresponding report written
by members of the accreditation team. The teamofssponses to standard statements
supported by collaboration and consensus building.

Essential to this work was collaboration with CEétvards’ in his efforts to
establish a design process for alternative higlh@shithat asks members of a Leadership
Team to “start over” based upon a clear set ofdstads and elements. In collaboration
with Mr. Edwards | observed that the school degigptess appeared to benefit from
participation in more formative evaluations thatbbrrow from Covey (2004), “begin
with the end in mind” (p. 97). These teams appetydrenefit from an initial inventory
(needs assessment) that includes reporting of stuafermation (impact), followed by
consideration of policies that provide assurandeodih compliance and quality.

Portions of the original Toolkit will likely be caed forward and entire portions
may be removed as it moves through preliminargfiekting and operational produce
revisions. Future versions may include an inventadryolicies as well as updated

compliance components that account for curriculistruction and assessment. These
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early steps in the R&D cycle were an organizedalidborative effort that included
coming back regularly to the original planning albjees of inventory, compliance and
guality; the components of the evaluation proceggrally expressed to be of value
along with the characteristics of quality evaluatioentioned earlier and are described
further in Figure 9 (Reporting, Compliance and Qualssurance).

Preliminary field testingf the prototype (product) involved a single aitgive
school in southern Oregon and was later expanded ap a part adperational field
testingto involve additional school leaders, district adiistrators and participants that
better represent the alternative schools througtieuState. The process sought to
narrow the Toolkit’s focus to those topics that peeceived as generally useful for
accountability and decision making. Product revisionprove the Toolkits’ usefulness.
Themain field testingncluded the use of the Toolkit in evaluating #eraative school
in an urban region in Oregon. The desired resuth@fevaluation should be that staff at
the school, district, and the state perceive tlauation to be generally useful for
decision making. The Toolkit should assist the ea&bn team and stakeholders in
conducting a thorough and accurate evaluationdbstribes the impact of the alternative
high school and contributes to a better understandi what is occurring at the school.

An approach to develop such a process (alternhtgfeschool program
evaluation) is to create an educational producoldit) that serves to inform and equip
educational leaders and school evaluation tearkedasith evaluating an alternative
high school. | developed a preliminary form of greduct, arEvaluation Toolkit but

further work needed to be done to revise, testogadationalize the tools. To accomplish



19
this work, | used a form of educational researcbvkmas PBL (Bridges & Hallinger,
1995). PBL involves the development of a producddress an actual problem and
provides the opportunity to collect informationaplobjectives and learning activities
that result in small-scale testing and the devekauof preliminary form of the product.
The study involved experienced school leaders atetreal program evaluators in the
product revision and field testing in order to ipe a prototype of thalternative High
School Program Evaluation ToolkiBorg and Gall (1989, p. 782) identify 10 stepaimn

R&D Cycle, presented in Table 2.

Table 2:

Steps in the Research and Development Cycle

Research and information collecting

Planning objectives, learning activities, and sraalle testing
Develop preliminary form of the product

Preliminary field testing

Main product revision

Main field testing

Operational product revision

Operational field testing

© © N Ok wDdPR

. Final product revision
10. Dissemination and implementation
Source: Borg and Gall (1989, pp. 784—785)

PBL involves addressing and fixing real world peahk and in this study it
involved the field testing of thEvaluation Toolkitn order to develop an improved
evaluation process for alternative high school® ptoduct development and prototyping

process, resulted in the development of a prelingif@m of the product (Step 3) is
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justified and linked to the R&D cycle describedBgrg and Gall (1989) as a process
used to validate educational products. OperatiBnadluct Revision (Step 7) completes
the R&D Cycle for PBL. For purposes of this disagadn, only steps 1 through 7 were
employed. Steps 8-10 will be utilized for futursearch and work agenda discussed in
future chapters. The study stops short of dissetmmand implementation and
concludes with step 7, operational produce revision

In my role at ODE, my intent is to work with schabétricts and stakeholders to
conduct Operational Field Testing and make FinatiBct Revisions and disseminate my
findings to ODE and alternative high schools arothelstate. This dissertation reports
on the problem-based approach that improvedetraduation Toolkitfor use with
Alternative High Schools. Borg and Gall’'s (1989)f@alient questions, responded to
below, provide a framework considered in the R&D:

1. Does the product meet an important educationalheed

Yes, the evaluation of alternative schools is sseatial contributing factor in
serving the most vulnerable students. A handf@imilar products exist, including
several developed by school districts and otheéestaut some educational leaders have
expressed a need for additional tools to supp@iuations.

2. lIs the state of the art (in relation to need objrm) sufficiently advanced

that there is reasonable probability that a su¢ekepsoduct can be built?

Yes. A compliance checklist tool already exists E)R006c¢) and is used in

annual summative evaluations of alternative schootglucted by school districts. While

it addresses practices of learning and compliantteimdicators that seek to assure
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student safety, it fails to include policy or piaetquality indicators that might result in a
determination of program quality that might be gaitg useful for decision making.
Logic models are used frequently in new forms afgpam evaluation that have been
successfully evaluating very complex organizationte professional fields of
medicine, and humanities, as well as in industatt@®, 2011). Currently in most cases,
alternative school evaluations are cursory or arelacted by outside contractors,
perhaps demonstrating a district’s lack of intenegtrograms that serve the most
vulnerable students. The product includes charatites of the most recent forms of
school and program evaluation, including policyantory, new results reporting and is
based upon the most recent accreditation standadtisvolves forms of alternative
accountability

3. Are personnel available who have the skills, knolgks and experience

necessary to build this product?

Yes. In some cases, those who cooperate in cuevahiations and accredit
special purpose and alternative schools are thbgeoperate similar programs in the
region and state. Both formal and information psefenal networks and associations
exist and support these evaluators with training) @iofessional development related to
evaluation. As a part of my responsibilities at QDEeet with a number of these
networks regularly and many of them have contrithutsvard refinement of my thinking
about the tool and the elements that are includéldd most recent version.

4. Can the product be developed within a reasonabledgef time?
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Yes. | have spent the past five years in my pasitiothe ODE and the better part
of six years in graduate courses exploring diffetgpes of educational programs and
schools and methods used to design and evaluate tls®@metimes comment that | spent
a year (2011) exploring in the “typology forest’rohg which | explored, visited and
literally built a library of resources from resdam@nd innovative school publications,
toolkits, blueprints, instruments and handbook®uve collected little-known historical
anecdotes and more than 30 instruments that haredsveloped over the past few
decades that have been used to evaluate varioes ¢y@lternative programs and
schools. | compiled the frameworks side-by-sida spreadsheet for comparison and
presented this information at several conferentiesse tools were each designed for an
explicit purpose and were designed to benefit aiipaudience.

Summary

Few research studies exist that explore the clarstits and strategies of
successful alternative high schools and link thath methods of compliance and quality
program evaluation. The focus of the researchveldpment, refinement and field
testing of the Toolkit. None of the previous preetand research | am aware has sought
to field test, modify and improve an educationaldarct such as an Evaluation Toolkit.
As a result of the lack of research in the areavafuating alternative high schools,
public policy and school accountability systemsenhaither disregarded information
relating to these schools or unjustifiably includedm in comparisons with traditional
high schools. Identifying methods to determineithpact of alternative high schools

presents a significant research problem in an@ré@amendous need for research.
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The focus of the dissertation research wassthreduation Toolkit The purpose is

to improve the educational product through the R&&le, with the intended result of a

more useful evaluation process for alternative Isicfiools in Oregon. The research is

theoretically and practically grounded in Bridgesl ddallinger’s (1995) PBL and Borg

and Gall's (1989) R&D Cycle. Future chapters ddmxthe supporting literature and

further explain the method.

Definition of Terms

Accountability: In the context of alternative higbhool program evaluation,
accountability refers to the responsible use adueses (time and tools) to
produce value as a result of the evaluation forcimamunity of students,
parents and members of the region or state.

Alternative High School: A public or private schawlseparate class group
designed to best serve students’ educational reeetigiterests and assist
students in achieving the academic standards cfdheol district and the
state. The majority of alternative high school stutd are enrolled in
secondary grades (9-12). The school offers indadidad instruction, low
teacher/student ratios, flexible scheduling, antkedainstructional methods to
meet the learning needs of students. For the parpbthis research,
alternative high schools include magnet schoolsiamolvative schools that
draw students from outside the school or distraairimary. Although some
charter and private parochial schools may alscobsidered to be alternative
under this definition; they are outside the scopihis research study.

Alternative High School Evaluation: A combinatiohbmth formative and
summative observational records, data and infoonabout what is
happening in the school. Evaluation and informatioltecting is conducted
to inform decision-making and may be referred tease-added or mixed-
method evaluation. In general, evaluation exam&wé®ols to inform
recommendations regarding annual state registregool district approval
and to make recommendations for programmatic nefere that positively
impact alternative high school students. For thppse of this study,
alternative high school evaluation must involveia of both formative
(ongoing information that describes the schoolsactjpn students) and
summative (multiple day school-site visits thatunles a descriptive
summary) methods.
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Alternative Program: There exists some confusiayuaithe definitions of a
school and a school program in both federal aneé gialicy. For the purposes
of this research study, a program may have sonterésaof an alternative
school, but a program, especially an “alternatsieosl program,” is part of
and in service to a larger and more comprehensiveat. That is to say a
program is not a comprehensive school. A schooluding an alternative
high school, is able to stand alone to meet regiaceeditation standards,
including (a) an autonomous mission, (b) educatipr@gram (curriculum,
instruction, and assessment system), (c) leadesstirganization, (d)
supports for learning, (e) finance and faciliti?sd (g) plans for improvement.
School programs, in service to a larger traditi@@dool, may have one or
more of the features of alternative high schoals, tbe focus of this research
study is the evaluation of comprehensive altereatigh schools rather than
programs within a traditional school. “School praxqy,” as defined here, is
also distinguished from “educational program” (coomty referred to as the
curriculum, instruction, and assessment methodssahool).

At-risk Students: Students with two or more at-iirslicators such as not
meeting or exceeding state standards, behind ditsrearned,
pregnant/parenting, multiple suspensions, expulsianfrequent attendance.
At-risk students are referred to as vulnerableestiglor students at risk of
educational failure (dropping out of school) insthesearch.

Benchmark Evaluation: Evaluation that providesrtieans for organizations
(alternative high schools) to evaluate their sue@esneeting a given set of
standards and outcomes. Benchmark evaluationssaedlyidesigned as a
resource, not as a mandate for programs.

Charter School: A charter school, in Oregon, isteosl of choice operated
under a contract (charter) between a charter aagrasnd a group of parents,
teachers, and members of the community. Chartexéslare required to
meet requirements set forth in Oregon Revised @&tathich include the use
of flexible learning environments and innovativadieing and assessment
methods that better meet individual student acaceeeds and interest.

Compliance Indicators: Statements designed to stppthe determination of
whether or not the alternative program practida sccordance with the law.

Comprehensive School: A school able to offer cegdiérvices and instruction
in standards and essential skills to support stisdargraduation with a
regular high school diploma.

Criteria: A set description by which something t&njudged. In an

alternative high school program evaluation, critenust be simple enough for
evaluators to understand, yet complex enough totighly explain the tools
and indicators that describe what is being observed
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Design (Evaluation): A plan for conducting an eaion; e.g., data collection
schedule, report schedules, questions to be addremsalysis plan,
management plan, etc. Designs may be either preied{designed ahead of
time) or emergent (emerging over time).

Evaluation: A systematic investigation of the valmeportance, or
significance of something or someone along defaietensions (e.g., a
program, project, or specific program or projeanponent) (Yarbrough et al.,
2011, p. 287)

Emergent Design: An implementation plan in whicé $pecification of every
step depends upon the results of the previous,stepgetimes also known as
cascading or rolling design (Yarbrough et al., 201.1287)

Evaluation Team: Balanced evaluation team madd bptb internal
stakeholders and external members who are knowdddigabout the school’s
mission, purpose and policies, leadership, cumitylinstruction and
assessment, support systems and planning.

Evaluation Utility: Is used to describe the extentvhich program
stakeholders find the evaluation process and ptedwduable in meeting
their needs (Yarbrough et al., 2011).

Evaluation Checklist: A list that serves as a ratairof the process,
procedures, and tasks that needs to be addressed da evaluation.

Evaluation Propriety: Depicts what is proper, f&gal, right, acceptable and
ethical in an evaluationConsiders the rights of stakeholders and intent to
ensure that an evaluation will be conducted legallyically, and with due
regard for the welfare of those involved in theleation as well as those
affected by its results (Yarbrough et al., 2011).

Evaluability: The degree to which it is possibleteaningfully evaluate a
specific program at a specific time and place (lbdéyg; Yarbrough et al.,
2011, p. 287).

Experimental Design: The plan of an experimentuitiog selection of
subjects, order of administration of experimentatment, the kind of
treatment, the procedures by which it is adminesteand the recording of
data (with special reference to the particulanstiatl and other analyses to be
performed (Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 286).

External Stakeholders: Those not having, or halesg of, a stake in the
school.

External Evaluator: An evaluator from outside thkeaol that is the subject of
the evaluation and may serve as the facilitatavelsas a member of the
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evaluation team. Typically external evaluators heneered into some form of
a contract with the school district or regional eation service district and
offer an objective viewpoint to the team.

Externally Validated: Confirmation of the sharedidfs of the school, its
mission, function and the results being achievethfmembers that are
outside the school organization. School visitsrofferve as a consensus-
building process where internal and external stakiis come to some level
of agreement about the strengths of the schoottendeeded improvements,
based upon established findings.

Feasibility: In the context of program evaluatitegsibility refers to the
extent to which resources and other factors allowe\aluation to be
conducted in a satisfactory manner (Yarbrough.efall1, p. 288)

Field Test: The study of a program, project orrunsional material in a
setting similar to that in which it is to be us€tkeld tests may range from
preliminary primitive investigations to full-scaseimmative studies
(Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 288).

Formative Evaluation: Evaluation designed and usaohprove an alternative
high school, especially when it is still being dieyed or redesigned
(Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 288)

Focus Group: A group selected for is relevancentevaluation or research
that is engaged by a trained facilitator in a seofediscussions guiding
guestions designed for sharing insights, ideaso@isdrvations on a topic of
concern (Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 288)

Goals: Strategic and specific, measurable, att&nadsults-based, time-
bound (SMART) objectives usually established byostsduring annual
school improvement planning (O’Neill, 2006).

Holistic Evaluation: An evaluation that takes iatcount multiple and mixed
methods of evaluation in order to describe whagispening in the current
context (Sometimes referred to as mixed methodgrx@ntal, holistic,
value-added evaluation).

Indicators: Specific narrative descriptors thatodiég a particular degree to
which practice, performance or behavior are obsketodave been achieved.

Internally Validated: Shared beliefs about the sthits mission, function and
the results being achieved. School visits oftemesas a consensus-building
process where internal and external stakeholdemgdo some level of
agreement about the strengths of the school andetbged improvements,
based upon established findings.
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Internal Stakeholders: Those inside the local idtstr school who are
affected by or with interest in the school andfa $students who attend the
school.

Impact Evaluation: An evaluation that includes @eniifiable assessment of
academic and/or non-academic growth over a spddifiee period.

Logic Model: Schematic organizer that accountdliercharacteristics of
students, staff, administrators and members ofdinemunity. The graphic
organizer supports drawing conclusions (left thitfigbout strategies,
resources and information involved in accomplishdegired results in order
to accomplish desirable outcomes. Logic modelo#en used in program
evaluations involving complex organizations, suslakernative high schools,
that serve an evaluation purpose that requirexadrof both method and
approach.

Mixed-Method Program Evaluation: Evaluation thatalves multiple
measures and information used to determine sclesalts and outcomes.
This type of evaluation may be referred to as valdeéed evaluation
conducted to describe program results.

Program: A set of specific activities and dedicatgburces (inputs) designed
for an intended purpose, or to achieve an intemdedess, product, service
output with quantifiable goals and objectives. Aample of a program

within an alternative high school would be a progfar young parents, a
behavior or reading intervention program.

Qualitative Information: Representations of expeces, performances,
characteristics, or other descriptions presentethimative or other symbolic
but not numerical form (Yarbrough et al., 20112¢1).

Quantitative Information: Representations of exgeces, performances,
characteristics, or other descriptions modeledrnguonmarized by ordered
numerical systems (Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 291).

Regional Accreditation: A valid and standards-basdtbol review that
includes annual reports, self-assessments, schieolisits and assurance of
reciprocity of credits and diplomas earned fromeottegionally or nationally
accredited schools.

Rubric: Tool that includes indicators that descibainal descriptors for pre-
determined categories of characteristics. Rubrickide descriptive indicators
for each level of performance that may be descrilyedn evaluator.

School Design: A process of using conceptual fraorksy assumptions, and
procedural steps to complete planning that follaw®ducational needs
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assessment, and before the implementation andduélopment of a
designed school. For the purpose of this reseducly sit is assumed that
program evaluation is imbedded in effective sclassign.

School Quality Indicators: Statements designedesrdbe the degree to
which the program is performing, with fidelity, itts mission, goals and
expectations.

Summative Evaluation: An evaluation designed te@né conclusions about
the merit or worth of an object program or orgati@aand recommendations
about whether it should be retained, altered, iotie&ted.

Time Series Study: A study in which periodic measugnts are obtained
prior to, during, and following the introduction af intervention or treatment
in order to reach conclusions about effects ofnkervention.(Yarbrough

et al., 2011, p. 293).

Triangulation: The use of multiple sources and mé¢hto gather similar
information about an object of study, such as @fm characteristic,
indicator or specific outcome.

Vulnerable Student: Student with two or more ak-nmlicators such as
pregnant/parenting, irregular attendance pattgaserns of disruptive
behavior or discipline issues, drug or alcohol ablsarning disabilities,
and/or not meeting or exceeding standards. Chaistate of vulnerability
may also include qualification for free or redudedch, identification as an
English Language Learner or in need of Special Efiloic.
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

The following review of literature is a synthesfscontent issues involving
evaluation of alternative high schools. The expasiof these topics serves as a starting
point for the product in this research study: Eaaluation Toolkit This review of
literature is not intended to lead to the idendifion of a researchable problem or identify
research solutions. The literature selected is\dgd to ground the Toolkit in existing
research findings and frameworks in an effort fjopgut Toolkit development and the
practical contribution to the field of alternatisehool evaluation. The literature studied
will have an additive effect throughout future stép the research cycle described in
future chapters. ThEevaluation Toolkitis already more useful in the alternative school
evaluation process as a result of the literaturewveed in this section.

As stated in chapter 1, this research study isrétieally and practically grounded
in Bridges and Hallinger’s (1995) PBL and Borg &all’s (1989) R&D Cycle. PBL and
R&D provide a framework for the development andtffiesting of an educational
product designed to address an actual problem.tepies have been selected to support
this research study and contribute toward the gtmgnof theEvaluation Toolkittypes
and purposes of alternative schools, standardsdiecational evaluation, alternative
school history and policy, evaluation studies agpbrts on alternative schools and

alternative school evaluation processes and tools.
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The first section describes types and purposekearhative schools in the context
of other types of schools and describes relateddveorks for considering different types
of alternative schools. The second provides afssthoadards for educational evaluation
that support the objective consideration of progréinat have a mission and purpose
different than what most adult educators experiémeeheir schooling. The section on
alternative school history and policy describes ngradternative schools came from and
what general policies impact their operation. Téetisn on evaluation studies and
reports on alternative schools provides refereacegearch and evaluation conducted in
the area of alternative education. The final saectiescribes alternative school evaluation
processes and tools that formed development dEvaéuation Toolkit

It is important to emphasize that the field of enaion, especially program
evaluation, has much to offer alternative schdalduding standards to support
evaluations that are useful in the improvement gsecThis emphasis is included
throughout the review of literature. Determining tavel of quality in alternative schools
is more difficult however, largely because theme amwidespread variety of research
studies that include descriptions of quality alégive schools. The impact of the school
relies on valid feedback and evaluation. Traditi@thools were probably never
designed to serve all students (Barr & Parrett12&avitch, 2010; Reimer & Cash,
2003; Schargel & Smink, 2001; Smink & Schargel,20@lternative school evaluation
begins with needs assessment and evaluation ptatimahintends on providing ongoing

(formative) feedback about how the school is da@nd how to improve.
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Types and Purposes of Alternative Schools

The definitions of school organizations, includadtgrnative high schools, are as
diverse as the schools themselves, which reshigim levels of complexity in efforts to
evaluate them. In the past several decades resesitttdve developed typologies and
frameworks for alternative schools with differingrposes (Aron, 2003, 2006; Barr &
Parrett, 2001; Raywid, 1994). Some have descrilféeteht types of alternative schools
within the context of broader school reform whitbers described them in reference to
innovations in schooling that seeks to personaiadent learning. A definitive typology
of the many types of alternative education schaontsprograms has yet to be accepted
by the field (Aron, 2006, p. 3).

The term “alternative education” in its broadestsseincludes all activities that
fall outside traditional neighborhood schoolinghie K-12 school system—including
home schooling, GED Options Programs, special gstucprograms, residential and
treatment programs, correctional settings, programgifted children, charter schools,
magnet schools, charter schools, online/blendedileg etc. (Lange & Sletten, 2002).
As described earlier in the definitions sectiom,tfee purposes of the review of literature
and this research study, an alternative programhmag some features of an alternative
school, but a program, especially an alternatieggam, is part of and in service to a
larger and more comprehensive school. That isy@gaogram is not a comprehensive
school. A school, including an alternative highaahmust be recognized and reported
as an institution and be able to stand alone td negegonal accreditation standards,

including (a) an autonomous mission, (b) educatipnagram (curriculum, instruction,
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and assessment system), (c) leadership and orgjaniz@) supports for learning, (e)
finance and facilities, and (g) plans for improvem@dvancEd, 2012b).

Comprehensive alternative high schools often sarvariety of some of the most
vulnerable students and their programs are oftificult to evaluate. Varying definitions
of what is an alternative school make it diffictdtdetermine quality, especially because
alternative schools primarily serve students wheeHailed or dropped out of traditional
high schools (Aron, 2003, 2006). In some casesditig students have been suspended,
expelled or removed from a traditional school sgtthecause they have been disruptive,
violent or have been identified to be able to berfiefm an alternative educational
setting. Traditional school policies and practiaes often among the factors that
contribute toward a student failing or dropping ptior to enrolling in an alternative
high school (R. E. Morley, 2002). For this reassome alternative educators describe
serving as a teacher at an alternative school &slomary work” where they employ
practices that “awaken the dead” (Crossroads Staf§onal communication, January,
2010). This is not to say that they are engageadwung the “souls” of students, the
teacher statements speak to the personal investraeessary in reaching vulnerable
students who have not found success in traditil@aahing environments.

Alternative high schools are public or private smisdhat are described as a
school, program or separate class group designieestoserve students’ educational
needs and interests and assist students in achitheracademic standards of the school
district and the state (ODE, 2006b). The majoritgtadents at the school are enrolled in

secondary grades (9-12) with an educational plathieve proficiency in academic
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standards resulting in the completion of a highostldiploma or other equivalency
certificate that will facilitate post-secondary echenroliment. As described earlier,
traditional schools were probably never designesttoe all students (Barr & Parrett,
2001; Ravitch, 2010; Reimer & Cash, 2003; Schagg8mink, 2001; Smink & Schargel,
2004). Alternative high schools offer, low teacktardent ratios, individualized
instruction, flexible scheduling, and varied instrtanal methods to meet the learning
needs of students (Barr & Parrett, 1997; Chalke®61 Raywid, 1994). Alternative high
school evaluation begins with needs assessmergatdation planning that intends on
providing ongoing feedback about how the schodbisig and how to improve.

Schools are most accurately measured by its stsidewk this philosophy is
evident by schools current focus on adopting acaxlstandards, improving
accountability, and achieving excellence, whil¢hatsame time increasing corrective
actions taken on violations of school disciplinaogles (Leone & Drakeford, 1999).
Varying types of alternative high school purposed student populations make
identifying valid evaluation indicators problematf school is made up students and
those students make up the school. Information Ibeagaptured about student
characteristics and a particular schools’ purpagdhe variety of types of schools is as
wide as the array of students who attend them.

In 1999, the Florida Department of Education (199@posed “Quality
Standards for Dropout Prevention Programs” andldpee a self-assessment tool for
practitioners. In 2001, alternative schools we@alty defined in Pennsylvania state

policies as any institution that is not a tradiabachool. Arkansas Department of
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Education state policies attempted to further defipecific program characteristics and
eligible students. Dr. Raymond Morley (as citedReimer & Cash, 2003, p. 23) was one
of the first researchers to begin looking at foratinlg a model to evaluate alternative
schools. Rather than describing students as “laf-ise schools were considered at-risk
of failing the students (R. E. Morley, 2002; Sarsd@000). Morley developed indicators
and rubrics that serve as a framework for establjsand maintaining quality alternative
schools in lowa.

For the purposes of state school comparisons asureshby the National
Assessment of Education Progress (NAEP), the UepaBment of Education (USDE, as
cited in ODE, 2006b) defines a school as an aut@usnmstitution offering instruction
and counseling services with a school administramol teachers. Often these definitions
are found in public policy, administrative ruledata system business rules. The Federal
Institution for Education Sciences (NCES, 2010)estdahat alternative schools and
programs are designed to address the needs ohssualeo typically cannot be met in
regular schools. The students who attend altematiools and programs are typically
at-risk of educational failure (as indicated by pgrades, truancy, disruptive behavior,
pregnancy, or similar factors associated with terapoor permanent withdrawal from
school). Alternative schools are usually housea separate facility where students are
removed from regular schools, while alternativegoams are usually housed within
regular schools (NCES, 2010).

Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 336.615 defines aligmeducation program as

“a school or separate class group designed toskest students’ educational needs and
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interests and assist students in achieving theeac@dstandards of the school district and
the state” (ODE, 2006b). The ORS definition isthertclarified by requirements found in
Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 581-022-1350 vithiequire that “each public or
private alternative program approved by a schagilidt board” comply with certain
requirements such as student placement, maintajphamg for student transition and
transportation.

Figure 1is a visual representation of the typolofglternative schools and
describes the differing mission of traditional, kkaand alternative schools. Alternative
High Schools are schools that are an alternatiyeatbtional school. Their mission and
goals are related (education) but different asesgmted by the overlapping areas. The
overlap between alternative and charter schoolesepts situations where charter
organizations operate a school that may also sexeetraditional or alternative school.
Figure 1 does not specifically distinguish betwsah-types of alternative schools such
as private, public alternative schools and dematestra simplified picture of the
landscape that contextualizes alterative high deha®having different mission and
goals than other types of schools. School choidecantextualized program evaluation
are described in later chapters and reflected uptmroughout the R&D process. The

degree of actual school choice and its impact odestts is also described.
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Traditional
Schools

Figure 1 Types of 8hools ancTheir Differing Missions.
Adapted with permissiofChenoweth & Everhart, 2002)

Schools are complex organizations made up of afgpelimates and sets ¢
cultural norms that have emerged over time in $lefting. Each schc includes student
and educators unique to that educational settittgrative schools are especie
difficult to define because of the particularly &-spread variety of school characteris
(how alternative are they?) and students (how vabie e they?)These two endurin
consistencies (how alternative and how vulnerdide® characterized a typology
alternatives schools that have been used throub0 years of research (Barr &
Parrett, 1997, 2001, 2010; R. E. Morley, 2002; Rdyd981, 1994; Schargel & Smir
2001; Schargel, 2003, 2005; Smink & Schargel, 2.

Raywid (1994 )suggesedthree types of schools ranging from an innova

school to a school with a special focus to whatesiek others call “soft jai (p. 26).
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Furthermore, Raywid suggested that when strucamdgpolicies act as barriers to
innovation, they must be modified if innovative sols are to flourish (Raywid, 1994).
She further contended that alternative schoolsa@liin three categories: transitional,
last-chance, and change schools, sometimes referesiType |, Type Il, and Type lli
(Aron, 2003; Lange & Sletten, 2002; Raywid, 199R¢gardless of the category,
alternative schools have one commonality—a focuthenndividualized success of
students. Defining what alternative schools aabsolutely essential as one considers the
variety of innovative educational environments wittent to evaluate them. These types
are described in the evaluator training along \Witjure 1 as the evaluation team
considers the purpose and desired outcomes ov#ieation planning. Table 3 describes
the three-tier typology that is a common startingpfor considering the mission of

alternative schools.

Table 3:

Alternative School Typology

School Type | — “Transitional” Program or School of Choice

e Focus is on providing students with temporary piaeet while helping them transition
back into a traditional schooling environment.

School Type Il - “last chance” schools or Assignmerschools

¢ Provide education opportunities to students whagrésk of dropping out, or those
who are close to being expelled, or students wive baen incarcerated.

School Type Il — “change schools” or Referral Progams

e Seek to create a new type of learning environmargtiidents, an environment that i
not based on conventional schooling or based endest's behavior. Often charter
schools and magnet schools fall into this category.

Source: Raywid (1994).

n
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Another promising typology was developed by MeliBsalderick (as cited in
Aron, 2003) of the University of Chicago, who foedsher typology descriptions on the
students’ educational needs and challenges rdthaartheir demographic characteristics.
She argued that by targeting a particular studeptifation (demographic) a single
school or program will have significant challengenandling such a wide array of needs.

Table 4 describes Roderick’s identified typology.

Table 4:

Typology Based Upon Student Needs and Educatidmaléhges

Student Population Type 1
o Off track because they have gotten in to trouble
¢ Need short-term systems of recovery to route thack into traditional school
e Goal of getting back into traditional school istbappropriate and realistic
Student Population Type I

¢ Prematurely transitioned to adulthood either begdlisy are (about to become)
parents or have home situations that do not allmmtto attend school regularly

Student Population Type Il

e Substantially off track educationally, but are oldad are returning to obtain the
credits they need to transition into community gl (or other programs) very rapidly

Student Population Type IV
e Substantially off track educationally, have sigrafiit problems
e Very low reading-levels and are often over-agegiade with few, if any, credits
¢ May have been retained repeatedly or previouslgleatin special education

¢ Includes late teenage students with third and fiograde reading levels who may not
been promoted from eighth grade; who may have gmhéeh school for a few years
but have few, if any, credits earned toward gradoat

Source: Aron (2006, p. 5)

If a chosen typology defines the quality of schieglonly based upon its students’

generalized characteristics, alternative scho@dileely not to perform well in systems
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that seek to hold them accountable. Typologieshbht us more accurately describe
alternative high schools cannot be one-size-fitssad should not be based upon
comparison with traditional schools. A program ewaion that uses quality indicators
that account for impact on students with similaedseand educational challenges will
present a more fair and accurate comparison. ifasuch a comparison some
alternative schools may outperform traditional sdholt is because of these challenges
that the need for program evaluation in alternadi@ecation has never been greater.
Regardless of the policy changes that result fresoadirse and debates about alternative
education, school choice and accountability, mdstators agree that there is more to
measuring schools than test scores, attendancegyraddation rates.

Standards for Educational Program Evaluation

The Joint Committee on Standards for Educationalu&ation has developed its
Third Edition of Program Evaluation Standards. Blestandards are organized into five
groups corresponding to key attributes of educatiemaluation: utility, feasibility,
propriety, accuracy, and accountability (Yarbroeglal., 2011). The Standards provide
guidance on when to evaluate, how to select evasiatommunication and technical
issues in planning, designing, and managing eiahmt

The framework of standards and best practicesafuation used throughout this
study to frame the review of literature, researsbggions, and the Toolkit development
and is used in describing the Toolkit efficacy. g2 depicts the framework and

suggests descriptions that are expanded uponinetieis section.
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' I

Standard Evaluation Elements with Descriptions
® utilit}? {useful and purposeful)

® PeaSibilit}T {practical or realistic)
*® I"'l"'f.}l:’l"'i‘at}1r {proper or fair)
*® AEEura C}T {adequately conveys analysis)

® ACEDuntabi]ity {contextualized and produces value)

(Yarbrough & Joint Committee on Standards for Educational
Evaluation, 2011)

p vy
Figure 2 Standards foEducational Evaluation.
Source: Yarbrough et al(2011)

Utility Standards

The group of “utility” standards addresses usefulisess, inluence and misus
of program evaluations. They describe evaluatatibiigy, evaluation purpose and tl
need to attend to multiple audiences at the same thefore, during and after evaluat
takes place. Judgments about an evaluation’syutiteé mde based on the extent
which program stakeholders find evaluation processel products valuable in meet
their needgYarbrough et al., 2011, p.

Onssite evaluation teams, sometimes ce collaboration teams should be m:
up of both internal and external stakehol(Chalker, 1996, p. 147Members o
evaluation teams should have experience in halistizvhat is sometimes called ve-

added, or mixed methods methodols of program evaluation. Onsite teams may
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tools such as data analysis, in depth interviead groups, student, parent, teacher and
staff surveys, document review, curriculum analystisdent work analysis, classroom
observation, strategic planning, professional dguelent and training (Dunsworth &
Billings, 2010). This review of literature and syudill focus on the field testing of an
educational product, tHevaluation Toolkitand its respective characteristics and on
achieving quality evaluation standards establighethe Joint Committee on Standards
for Educational Evaluation. As describe earliealaation teanmembers are carefully
selected based on qualifications, selection gudsland team responsibilities that meet
the assist in providing context and producing vase part of the evaluation
(Chenoweth & Everhart, 2002, pp. 17-21) in combamatvith evaluator competencies
describe later in this chapter.

Program evaluation methodologiesEvaluations are more credible and useful if
members of the evaluation team have experiengeogram evaluation that took place
in a variety of settings and were conducted foiedent purposes. Examples of other
settings and purposes might include special purpolseol accreditation, state
standardization, district improvement, program iay@ment, school or program closure,
audit or compliance. Diverse experience in eduaatiorganizations in combination with
experiences in program evaluation provide the etahsets of generalizable principles
that generally lead to more purposeful questioming investigation of what is going on
in the school. Today, alternative schools may ldiflerent from their predecessors, but
they exist because of the same philosophy; onedsies not fit all (Cable & Spradlin,

2009, p. 2). The following adage could be consideti&hé but is appropriate here,
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“methods are many but principles are few, methodg amange but principles rarely do”
(Author unknown).

The principle of individualized learning combined@iwa focus on students’ non-
cognitive skills (life skills) held by alternatissezhool educators is one such principle. The
phenomenon may be measured in multiple ways byiatyaf methods but it is a
principle that has rarely changed over time in sthithat serve students at-risk of
academic failure. Methodologies used in schoolwatadns, especially alternative school
program evaluation, should include a mixture ofrgiiative and qualitative tools and be
perceived as generally useful to the school, disamd the state. Examples of qualitative
data gathered during this kind of a visit is ddsedi by Fowler (2004, pp. 310-311) is

described in Table 5.

Table 5:

Qualitative Information for District/State Policyelvel Program Evaluation

Transcripts of interviews
Transcripts of focus group discussions
Notes on observations
Open-ended surveys
Personal statements
Diaries/Journals
Minutes from meetings
Official reports

Legal documents

Books and materials

e Photographs

Source: Fowler (2004, p. 311)

As a follow-up to a podcast that a fellow gradusttelent (Chet Edwards) and |

were asked to do, | had the opportunity to commateigvith Dr. Ray Morley (personal
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communication, January 28, 2012). He remarkedttieainventory of Policies and
Practices Related to Student Failure and Droppingn@eded to be updated. The
Inventory begins with a survey intended for usénwtiudents to help guide professional
decisions regarding changes in policies and pre&tiStudent responses can be ranked
and utilized to prioritize policies and practiceeding change (R. Morley, 1996, p. 21).
Table 6 describes other types of quantitative mfron that could inform evaluations
that seek to contribute toward systems of accoulityend contribute toward district or

state policy making (Fowler, 2004, p. 311).

Table 6:

Quantitative Information for District/State Polidyevel Program Evaluation

Test scores

Retention rates

Attendance figures

Dropout rates

Per-pupil expenditure

Teachers’ salaries

Teacher-pupil ratios

Percentage of students on free and reduced lunch
Enroliment figures

Percentage of teachers with master’s degrees

Source: (Fowler, 2004, p. 311)

Evaluator competencies Credible evaluators could be described as good
researchers with the ability to communicate effetyi, attend to multiple problems at
once, and manage multi-dimensional projects sufidgssSchools considering making
use of program evaluation would do well to consigsaluator competencies” and
domains, described in Table 7 derived from stargjaektbooks and evaluator training

programs (Russ-Eft, 2008, p. 34).
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Table 7:

Evaluator Competencies Derived from Standards

Professional Foundations and Competence:

e Communicate accurately and effectively

¢ Observe ethical standards

e Obtain and maintain needed skills

¢ Understand evaluation background and history
Professional Responsibility, Integrity, Accountabiity
Accurately represent skills

Disclose conflicts of interest

Negotiate honestly

Communicate accurately and fairly

Understand politics

Respect for People

Use informed consent

Maintain confidentiality

Maximize benefits and reduce harms

Communicate respect for stakeholders

Understand multicultural and cross-cultural aspects

Social Responsibility

e Consider wider implications and side effects

¢ Recognize obligations for public good

Evaluation Understanding and Practice

Understand and use alternative evaluation theariedgls, and approaches
Focus the evaluation

Work with stakeholders to determine evaluation tjaes
Understand and use program theory or logic modeling
Communicate and report progress and results

Ensure use of findings

Evaluate the evaluation i.e., conduct a meta-etialua

Build and sustain support for evaluation i.e., thaitganizational capacity for evaluation
Research Skills

Develop or select an evaluation design

Develop appropriate data collection instruments @odedures
Use appropriate data collection methods

Understand and use appropriate sampling methods

Use appropriate qualitative and quantitative angslysocedures
Project Management Skills

Plan and negotiate the evaluation

Develop, plan for, and manage communications

Develop, plan for, and manage the budget

Develop, plan for, and manage the schedule

Source: Domains and Competencies (Russ-Eft, 2001)p
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Current practice varies with regard to school disattention to evaluator
competencies but in most cases district or schawliistrators conduct a school visit
once a year with the compliance tool provided lgydtate (ODE, 2006b). The evaluation
of alternative schools needs to account for stigjenirriculum and teaching and requires
a mixed method analysis by evaluators who havendenstanding about principles of
learning, are familiar with both traditional andeahative school settings, and are aware
of common issues and political structures involweschool systems.

Evaluation is best conducted with the involvemdriiaih internal and external
stakeholders (Patton, 2011) in a process wherdifowaers and stakeholders come to
consensus about the school’s strengths and neegedvements. The outcomes and
processes should be agreed upon and contextualiyngel to meet the needs of the
school so that school staff may make use of thluatian. The tools used in the
evaluation process must be complex enough to ecapmantified characteristics but
simple enough to be valid and understood.

From my experience, the alternative school evalnateeds to somehow account
for the curriculum, instruction, and assessmenteltas those factors that are evident in
student engagement and the programmatic strucimaeadership. Academic learning
principles may be generally true in the procesgtathing and learning but may not be
observably present in an alternative school duttvegparticular period that it is being
evaluated. Evaluators need to understand whabtoftor as a “proxy” (in place of) for
observational characteristic being observed. Fampte, during an alternative school

evaluation, students might be observed while thieyrevolved in a project that
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demonstrates proficiency in a particular subjed eray not appear to be on task to
someone not familiar with the context relevanti® project. If the teacher demonstrated
good classroom management and had communicatedhstiznrand clear learning
objectives, the observer should be compelled tdoegpvith a sampling of students to
ask if they understood what they were learningwahy they were learning it. This will
largely confirm or cause the evaluator to questibeffective instructional practices were
present on the days leading up to the observeeédgiroj

Learning may be easier to identify in a short amt@fitime with such tools as an
observation check list or inventory. However, thiEgens of evaluation are often less
helpful for the school. Alternative school evaloas must account for differences in the
philosophy and mission of the program. Programweatadn must access fidelity to the
alternative school’s vision and the school’s effetistudent learning. An effective
evaluation should evaluate fidelity to the programésign and assess its impact on
student learning (Chenoweth & Everhart, 2002). Sofrtte most innovative and
successful programs may employ practices that@reanventional or commonly
understood and thus are difficult to evaluatehkse situations it is critically important
that evaluators be prepared for diverse learnimMy@mments designed to serve unique
student populations. It is recommended that evataatork in teams made up of
professionals from both inside and outside the mmgdion who together, represent a

wide array of knowledge and experience (Patton 011
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Feasibility Standards

The group of “feasibility” standards attends to tlegree of evaluation
effectiveness. The feasibility standards are indeinid ensure that the evaluation will be
practical, realistic, prudent, diplomatic, and fmu¢Russ-Eft, 2008, p. 116; Yarbrough et
al., 2011, p. xxviii). Feasibility addresses thieefs of context, cultures, costs, politics,
power and available resources. If annual altereatigh school program evaluations are
required, as they are in Oregon, school distriaistrfind a way for them to be feasible.
Most districts and schools are frugal, may not usid@d or weigh heavily the benefits of
program evaluation, and as a result, do not seekgpend precious resources for
professional evaluation of their schools. The d@distatement, “you get what you pay for”
may accurately depict alternative school prograalwation. In Oregon, the typical
evaluation, conducted by the district or school exstrator costs nothing. If alternative
high schools are to improve, high quality evaluagiare needed.

Reimer and Cash (2003) addressed issues of fetys#nt cost in alternative
school program evaluation by describing checkhstd rubrics, used primarily in self-
evaluation, as “Level One Analysis.” Level Two ismare in depth analysis of the school
that includes staff and stakeholder interviews amdgite observations resulting in a
significantly more detailed report of the finding®eimer & Cash, 2003, p. 24). The best
practices for development and evaluation are irgdrid contribute toward the National
Dropout Prevention Center's (NDPC) Fifteen Effeetistrategies for School
Improvement and Dropout Prevention, which includiernative Schooling as a Basic

Core Strategy (Reimer & Cash, 2003, p. 5). TheeEiftStrategies (NDPC, 2011) and
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approaches to alternative school evaluation deeeldyy Reimer and Cash contributed
toward my understandings about evaluation toolsiafodmed new versions of my
product.

Propriety Standards

The group of “propriety” standards depicts whatrisper, fair, legal, right,
acceptable and ethical in an evaluation. Theselatds consider the rights of
stakeholders and are intended to ensure that dma¢iea will be conducted legally,
ethically, and with due regard for the welfareludge involved in the evaluation as well
as those affected by its results (Russ-Eft, 20087pYarbrough et al., 2011, p. xxviii).
Evaluators must attend to the perceptions of melspakeholders’ values or conceptions
of what is fair, which can play a significant rateevaluation propriety. If program
evaluation required a sanctioned human subjectiswe as academic research does, the
propriety standards would provide the basis forewyAlthough, program evaluation
does not always require a human subjects revievgram evaluators and members of
evaluation teams need to remain aware of requiresmerfiederal, state, or local district
policies that would require they request permis$iom subjects prior to the evaluation
or analysis of data.
Accuracy Standards

The “accuracy” standards are intended to ensuteathavaluation will reveal and
convey technically adequate information about #ares that determine worth of the
program being evaluated. They address bias, leglccanclusions and describe validity,

reliability, information management, design, analyand reporting as it pertains to
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program evaluation. The standards call for clearasturate documentation, the analysis
in context to which the program exists, defensibfermation sources and accurate
analysis of both qualitative and quantitative infiation that result in justified
conclusions. The standards also point out how tomike inconsistencies, distortions
and misconceptions that can undermine accuracyaluations (Russ-Eft, 2008, p. 118;
Yarbrough et al., 2011, p. 158).

Accountability Standards

The “accountability” standards, compiled by theni@ommittee on Standards
for Educational Evaluation, refer to the contexpafgram evaluation and not state,
district or school accountability. The Standarden®to the responsible use of resources
to produce value as a result of the evaluation.skaedards require that evaluations fully
document their negotiated purposes and implemetdsigins, procedures, data and
outcomes. They call for both an internal meta-eatadin (Standards-based self-
evaluation of the evaluation) and external metdemteon (evaluation of the evaluation
by someone other than those affected by, or wilyidimate interest in the program or
program evaluation (Yarbrough et al., 2011, pp.-258).
Summative and Formative Evaluation

There is utility in summative evaluation but thejonidy of evaluations should be
conducted on the formative happenings combined suithmative outcomes of program
activities (Chalker, 1996, pp. 146-147). In theface to this study, members of the
evaluation team, (sometimes called the collabogaam), at Crossroads expressed that,

in the case of alternative high schools, summaixeduations and school report cards
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were comparative to reading an obituary in the papwsr because it gave them little
room for improvement in the sense that by the tineeinformation was assembled there
was not much that could be done about it, but griee loss of life and potential.

To use the language described in the Standardsopeekby the Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational Evaluation, summagixgduations might be found lacking
in “utility,” because the reports are potentiallyt waluable in meeting the program
needs. From the perspective, of the state, it cbeldrgued that summative evaluations,
such as school report cards, containing averagsderes, attendance and graduation
rates, were designed to hold schools accountabteha students. To again draw from
the Joint Committee for Standards for Educationall&ation in the context of alternative
program evaluation, the accountability standargsyajo the responsible use of resources
to produce value as a result of the alternativgamm evaluation (Yarbrough et al.,
2011).

Evaluators and evaluation teams should avoid imefemg methods without first
considering the context of the alternative schitaé recommended that evaluators work
in teams made up of professionals from both inart outside the school (Patton 2011).
As discussed in the introduction and policy sediohthis study, a variety of alternative
schools exist that serve students with a wide asfayaracteristics. Each of these
programs employs learning principles but includédent learning practices that are
contextually relevant and motivating to their targeident population.

Effective school design and evaluation needs tludecmembers of the

community and occur with regular updates of theveth vitality and relevance, rather
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than its final obituary report. Evaluation needgnteolve observations of student learning
(growth) and impact made by the school becausadsrgts improve the school
improves. Evaluation planning must precede theahevaluation. Formative evaluation
methods are be used over time to make accuratevaltises of what is actually
happening. Similar to the experience, describelieean the preface, formative
evaluation enables evaluation teams to achievéterlvesult because they become aware
of the context of the school and the impact it rnaymaking on students.

In the preface Crossroads Alternative High Schabihadt meet state
requirements for progress. Few benefits came asudt of labeling the school a “failure”
but the blunt action increased predictability iruke prices and average annual income in
the resident neighborhood. The failing label furtmarginalized the school and the
students at risk of educational failure that wemeiving support to graduate. Outcomes
that are published in summative evaluation ardydir&ked back with results and
observations of what is happening in the schoas. ot unreasonable for test scores
attendance, standard courses and graduation tedoefor measurement but it surely
should not stand alone as a comparison betweeitidreed and alternative schools. Those
that seek to evaluate alternative high schoolslgdhsrek to include more formative
processes that account for differences betweerotechad contribute toward results.

Alternative School History

In order to understand and describe alternativk bapools as they currently

exist, a historical context and understanding ofent policies is needed (Barr & Parrett,

2001; Conley, 2002). This section on alternatigost history provides an introduction
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of alternatve (progressive) education at the naticlevel, followed by a description ai
sample policies from alternatireducation history in Oregon. It is difficult to sgpte the
historical context (practice) from policy, in pacause policy has informed the hist
in the past three decades. Moreover, my role adieypnaker requires that | conside
historical cotext when | work with groups to develop or imprgaicy. Included in this
section are previously adopted policies that haf@med practice and recently revis
policies that describe the history in Ore( The section that follows provis additional
literature and reference to alternative schoolgydinat support the development of
Evaluation ToolkitFigure 3generally describes alternative school history dlerpas

100 years.
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In the 1800s it was not uncommon for children ia thhited States to attend
church-sponsored schools, boarding schools, oafgischools in their community.
During that time, private school outnumbered pubtibools and variety of options
existed for those able to pay the fees. Early ennimeteenth century, enrollment in
public education surpassed home and private saigpalhnen common neighborhood
schools became an option (Conley, 2002; Mann & lletsssetts Board of Education,
1957). Those who have studied the history of adtieve education in America (Barr &
Parrett, 1997, 2001, 2010; Conley, 2002; Fowlef42@race the development of
alternative schooling back to the first part of ¥ Century with the invent of
progressive education theories of Dewey (1909, 19988). Alternative schools in a
broad sense are an integral part of the way theatidumal system has evolved in the
United States: Early in our history we recognizeat the needs of a few often mirror the
needs of the many. From the establishment of Hdr€atlege in 1636 originally
intended for the education of Puritan ministershi magnet schools of today, American
education is the collective result of countlessralative schools programs (Katsiyannis
& Williams, 1998).

School leaders trying to improve their schools sé@ompulsively want to
replicate currently successful models and try folyaphose practices to local needs
(Ravitch, 2010). One might assume that these pexctnight transfer across from
successful alternative schools into traditionalbsdt and in some cases they may. For
example practices relating to credit by proficienagquisition of essential skills and

personalized learning plans emerged from alteraaducation and those practices have



54
been accepted in most states to support gradu&tmmever, in some cases practices
such as small learning communities (smaller tradél schools) have not been found to
be better (Kopkowski, 2006; Shah, Mediratta, & Misgdr, 2009; Shaw, 2006) . This
example serves as a warning that great cautiondlheuaken to avoid implementing
practices without first considering the contextlod research generalizability (scalability
of practices) of the findings and how they may @ymot impact implementation of the
learning theory (principles).

As mentioned previously, the learning principleplagal in alternative education
are frequently traced to early Twentieth Centursiaty progressive education theories
of Dewey (1909), experiential (progressive) eduratind contextual learning. Dewey’s
(1916) belief in the unity of theory and practicguges that theory of experience in a
democracy is what is needed to move from theopractice. The knowledge and skills
taught in alternative schools are among those &akskills and content standards
required for high school graduation in traditiosehools and are aligned with
expectations for college and career. However thereaf student performance is
sometimes significantly different in alternativénsols.

Learning practices in alternative education sgtimay look different than those
employed in more traditional learning environmeiitsese differences are problematic
when it comes to evaluating schools, in part bezafishe frequent lack of experience on
the part of evaluators in working with alternathigh schools. For example, the

experience of Mrs. Refermer noted in the prefagergte of Crossroads Alternative
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School, has had experience with traditional scimgoiut did not fully understand what
alternative school felt like until she spent sigraht time there.

Alternative schools include unigue education sutocaland include staff and
students who are actively involved in educationabvation, often out of necessity (for
survival). Learning practices in alternative edigrasettings are often a mixed set of
tools and innovations; often involving personalitearning; proficiency based progress
monitoring, theme based instruction, authentic ®ohassessment, student and teacher
choice, and active learner engagement (Barr & Rair@97, 2010; Raywid, 1994).
Learning principles applied into the subculturalbérnative education described by
Bruner (1996) also addressed theories of contelg¢aahing. Bruner, applying the newly
emerging "cultural psychology" to education, praggbthat the mind reaches its full
potential only through participation in the cultun®t just its more formal arts and
sciences, but its ways of perceiving, thinkingJifege and carrying out discourse. By
examining both educational practice and educatithedry, Bruner explores new and
rich ways of approaching many of the classical [gis that perplex educators. The
concept oknowing as doings an attractive approach to learning in altes@a@ducation
because of the relevance needed to motivate arajergjudents. For example, skills
acquired in an inquiry science experiment (doingyhmprovide the background
(knowing) and opportunity to capture a sample gdasitory writing.

Knowledge helps only when it descends into hakiu@r, 1996). While some
generalized learning principles are transferabkeaditional learning environments, the

teaching and learning practices in alternative atiao are often unlike those applied in
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traditional schools. These habits and norms arguenio each alternative learning
environment and program. Successful alternativedshBarr & Parrett, 1997, 2001,
Chalker, 1996; Leone & Drakeford, 1999; NDPC, 204upport students in learning the
“grammar of school” (socially acceptable behaviorsacademically civil settings)
(Tyack & Cuban, 1995). In essence they are leanturiglay the game of school.”

Among the students who attend alternative schaelshese who have not
learned to “conform to socially acceptable normsplay the game of school. Gardner
(2000) suggested that it may be the job of schimopgepare students for life in a market-
dominated world. Students who attend alternatiVials are taught using approaches to
both teaching and learning to which they can redat to which they can engage. In this
way students who have unique abilities or quirleg timit their skill in fitting in at a
traditional school may thrive in an alternativerteag environment. In a similar way,
students who are very aware of their peers in latgesational institutions may have
found it difficult to express their voices and nflyurish in an alternative setting.

Tomlinson and McTighe (2006) contended that diffiieted instruction adjusts
based upon a particular student’s readiness, stteard learning profile. Methods of
“assessing for learning” allows for ongoing teadeedback and adjustment for students
via formative assessments as described by RickjiBiStiggins et al., 2005). Feedback
and adjustments also need to be embedded into Istgign and evaluation and go
beyond test scores, attendance and graduation Beegmin Bloom (as cited in

Guskey, 2012) described that schools should dey@iograming that include approaches
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to student development in affective domain and gvstudents ability to function and
even thrive in a school community.

These methods of assessing often take into acooultiple intelligences, such as
those described by Gardner (2000), who has ressduanid demonstrated that
intelligences include linguistic, logical-mathencali, special, bodily-kinesthetic,
musical, interpersonal and naturalist. Assessniergaaliness and intelligence has to do,
generally, with learners’ preferred styles of leagnas well as their levels of proficiency
with knowledge, understanding, and skill (zone mbgmal development). Social and
educational psychologist, Bandura (1997) has gépeexognized the value of student-
centered learning and contextual learning as primgaitrinsic motivation for all kinds
of learners. Researched based practices commoadlingdraditional schools may also be
applied generally in alternative settings wherelsti-centered learning is supported as
long as caution is taken in customizing practieesspecific student populations
(Marzano, 2003). Alternative school evaluation agte for these learning principles by
observing practices over time and involving stakeéis in the evaluation process.

Before alternative schools, the prevailing belieswhat everyone learned in the
same way and that one curriculum was sufficientfbstudents (Conley, 2002, p. 5). At
its deepest core, alternative education, sometrafesred to as progressive education,
could be described as an attitude, a movementjef beexperimentation, and a
commitment to the education of all children in &merican schools (Conley, 2002).
Also considered as core would be a commitment ¢@bjustice and anti-centralized

systems. The four dominant themes of progressiueattbn are represented in Table 8.
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Table 8:

Dominant Themes of Progressive Education

1. A broadening of the school to include a direct @ndor health, vocation and the
quality of community life

2. The application in the classroom of more humanegemgative and rational pedagogical
techniques derived from research in philosophycipsipgy and the social sciences

3. The tailoring of instruction more directly to thé#ferent kinds of classes of children who
have been brought within the purview of school

4. The use of more systematic and rational approachia® administration and
management of the school

Source: (Conley, 2002, p. 1)

The origin of the alternative schools that existaiyp seem rooted in the civil rights
movement of the late 1950s and early 1960s (R., parsonal communication, August
2011), when some perceived the traditional puldisl system as racially prejudiced. A
variety of new schools generated educational optauiside the neighborhood school.
With respect to alternative schools, the 1960s tghconsidered the period of
innovation. The number of public school alternagigeew exponentially, in just a decade
growing from approximately 100 to more than 10,0R@ywid, 1981). The 1970s might
be referred to as the age of accountability andavgment; the 1980s, the period of
excellence and quality and the reportingddflation at RiskNational Commission on
Excellence in Education, 1983), which lead to etiooal reform and restructuring in the
1990s. In this series, the twenty-first century milge referred to as the era of
competition, school choice and re-privatizationd@r2006; Barr & Parrett, 2001,
Conley, 2002; Lange & Sletten, 2002).

Growing in numbers alongside various forms of akive schools in the 1980s

and 1990s a new kind of alternative school emeaggarogressive schools began to
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decline. These alternative schools focused on bheteveform and academic
remediation of disruptive youth at risk of failisghool (Barr & Parrett, 2010).
Alternative schools increasingly focused on bakiltssand less on innovations such as
democratic decision-making by staff and students/(®d, 1981) . As an example, the
John Adams High School in Portland, Oregon, whiéls wrganized as schools-within-a-
school and designed around students’ interestsieabi® 1969 but was closed in 1981,
because of difficulties associated with its uncaorivmal approach to education (Tyack
& Cuban, 1995).

Oregon has a history of state laws and policiesahaw local school districts to
establish alternative education programs and regtieir annual evaluation. In 2012
Oregon school districts reported that 384 alteveatiducation programs were serving
15,328 students that year (ODE, 2006b, pp. 69Sthte law, ORS 336.640(1), requires
districts to maintain learning situations that #e&ible with regard to environment, time,
structure and pedagogy. Such options provide inin@/avays of educating students
within the public school system. For the purposstafe laws (policy), the term program
includes school and alternative education prograsama a school or separate class group
designed to best serve students’ educational reeetisiterests and assist students in
achieving the academic standards of the schoaldiand the state (ORS 336.615).
Statutes are carried out through administrativesand OAR 581-022-1350 provides
standards for districts in operating alternatiieosds and programs.

OAR 581-022-1350(3) requires that “School distritisst adopt policies and

procedures for the approval and at least annuéiaian for public and private
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alternative education programs under ORS 336.6556835 that receive public funds.”
In addition to approval and at least annual evalnathis rule sets other requirements.
Commonly in Oregon, samples of policy required tayeslaw are drafted by the Oregon
School Boards Association (OSBA) for adoption bgalosschool boards of education.
Sample OSBA policy is developed and distributeddiaool districts through updates that
require membership with the OSBA organization (O$SB®A08). OAR 581-022-1350
was amended in 2006 and in 2007 | met several tmthsOSBA staff and composed
revisions to sample policy but the project neves Wwaly completed and the policies
were not distributed formally to districts. Tabl@®alyzes the standards described for
alternative education in OAR 581-022-1350 and makesparison of sample OSBA

policy and selected school districts in Oregon tieate historically adopted such policies.
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Table 9:
Comparative Analysis of State Law and Sample RBisBolicies
Policies and OSBA Portland | Eugene | Hillsboro | Hermiston| North | Forest
Procedures Sample SD SD SD SD Santia | Grove
Required in Policy mSD | SD
OAR
581-022-1350
Adopted: 1996 | Unknown 1990 2006 1996 1996 2002 1999
Revised: 2008 2005 2008 2008 2004
(3) “Must adopt” | “Annually” | Approval | OSBA OSBA “List...ad | No No
For Approval of | (notin law) | of new opted.” policy | policy
(with provisions) “Ed.
Options”
(3) “Must adopt” | “In “On an OSBA OSBA OSBA No No
For Annual accordance | establish policy | policy
Evaluation of with ed cycle” (evalua| (evaluat
(with provisions) | ORS/OAR” tion ion
criteria | criteria
only) only)
(5) “Shall adopt” | Yes, but Yes, OSBA OSBA OSBA No No
Placing students| needs “Assist policy | policy
in “must ensure” | revision to students
conformto | and
current law | families
to make
choices”
(6) “Must adopt” | “...dedicate | General | OSBA OSBA OSBA No No
For notification | dto supports policy | policy
of students and | providing availabili
parents educational | ty and
of (a) the law, options for | new
(b) availability, | all programs
and (c) students.” , but not
procedures to (a) and (b) | specific
request not to these
establishment of | addressed, | areas
new programs | and (c) only
in terms of
program
approval
(8) “Must have” | Refers to No OSBA OSBA OSBA No No
For making only private | policy policy | policy
claims for state | alternative
school funds programs
(with provisions)
(9) “Must have” | Notin No OSBA OSBA OSBA No No
data for each current policy policy | policy
student in sample
district policy
reporting
“ensure”

Source: Edwards (2012).



62

The information in the previous table substantidtedneed to update and clarify state
law through sample policy, especially as it reldtethe design and evaluation of
alternative education programs designed to meatebds of students at risk of
educational failure. Appendix B describes curreBBA sample policy and includes a
marked version with recommended changes | drafiddMr. Chet Edwards (Mr.
Edwards) in 2011. The marked version was furthelatgd to include references to
teacher effectiveness, online and blended learasnag part of the research, information
collecting and learning activities conducted. Destadoption and use of the proposed
changes to policies may contribute toward impronesailts and student outcomes.

Oregon has a rich history with a variety of altgive education programs, and its
future will likely be influenced heavily by Oreganturrent Governor, chair of the
Oregon Educational Investment Board (OEIB) anddikators and community leaders
in their effort to create a seamless, unified sysher investing in and delivering public
education from early childhood through high scherad college. Oregon's goal is that by
the year 2025, 100% of Oregonians will earn a Bighool diploma or its equivalent,
40% will earn a postsecondary credential, and 400@htain a bachelor's degree or
higher (OEIB, 2012).

Recently, school districts, regional education iserdistricts and postsecondary
institutions were asked to submit “achievement cactgd' that are being closely
reviewed by stakeholders (Hammond, 2012a). Amoagédlachievement compacts,
institutions were invited to submit informationpoets and evidence of their commitment

to setting high goals for academic achievemengaajly as it relates to high school
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graduation and postsecondary degrees. The riabrjist educational innovation by
Oregon educators and stakeholders and new stalersdp provide great promise for
improved performance, positive results that mayaatgenerations of students and
positive outcomes for Oregon. Alternative high suleserve as alternatives to
suspension and expulsion and seek to serve stualemé& of educational failure,
enabling public schooling experiences to meet trexla of more students.

Alternative School Policy

Policies relating to alternative high schools vacyoss states and differences
exist between school districts (Barr & Parrett, BOOhalker, 1996; Conley, 2002;
Fowler, 2004). Educational leaders need to bealigeabout policy and the policy process
(Fowler, 2004, p. xi). Relevant to thwaluation Toolkitare the policy topics of federal
influence on school accountability and rating systeschool choice and local
accountability measures. As mentioned earlier elagmnprehensive traditional schools
represent the method by which most students experirigh school but these schools
often educate thousands of students and oper#&eettif educational programs. Quality
indicators for traditional high schools include @mweristics of schools, teachers,
classrooms and students at the high school lendlage designed to enroll one thousand
students (Quality Education Commission, 2012). Caiensive traditional high schools
offer instruction in all academic standards, cosireed services that intend to support
students in graduation from high school and prdamardor postsecondary education. For
some students, different types of schools provdieational options within their public

schooling experience. In Oregon and nationwideagetiea growing population of
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students with alternatives options besides thaditional neighborhood public school
(Barr & Parrett, 2001; Raywid, 1994).

Public policy polls relating to the satisfactionreighborhood schools
consistently find that adults rate their neighbaxthgchool higher than the nation’s
schools (Gallup & Newport, 2009). With access ttadgad information more open than
ever before, parents quickly become informed comsarabout where their children will
get the best forms of education. In the past, deteng the quality of neighborhood
schools was left to the stories representing tgarazation and the perception portrayed
in the local news media. Summative reports notechaols’ progress toward targets set
by the state and the school themselves. Schodieactier evaluations were largely left
alone by the general public. In this way, the gyaif schooling was largely locally-
driven and school accountability was left primatdyocal citizenry to determine,
maintain and report.

Innovations in summative test-based assessmerdaadystems for tracking
program results lead to further questions and ewtdit information about public
education outcomes of schooling as well as altermathooling. In 2001, measures for
holding schools accountable for AYP were includedew federal policy in the United
States, setting the trajectory for school reportis@and state-established rating systems to
hold schools accountable for their results andestidutcomes. The trouble with test-
based accountability is that it imposes consequeaoehildren and schools on the basis
of scores that may reflect measurement error stitzdl error, random variation or a host

of environmental factors or student attributes (Réy 2010, p. 166). For the most part



65
these data systems were limited to results relatirgtendance, high school graduation
and academic assessment but attempted to alsondeterharacteristics of quality
teachers and safe and drug free schools. Whileipsland implementation created a
space for innovation, primarily in academic assesdnthe result was the narrowing of
the curriculum and a focus on a narrow set of avacleentered outcomes.

School report card and rating systems are, fontbst part, still limited to results
associated with attendance, graduation rate atehside academic achievement tests.
There are no penalties or consequences for faitimgach established goals and
achievement compacts, nor rewards for doing so ¢hiana, 2012c). While the ratings
serve the purpose of identifying schools with sastid outcomes, these ratings are
summative and do little to indicate how a schoouldamprove. The school ratings are
useful in predicting real estate and home pricedibue done little to improve student
learning. The ratings have been found to be inaaledior determining characteristics
such as effectiveness of teachers (Ravitch, 20ddadministrators and fall short of
measuring characteristics of quality curriculunsonool culture (Barr & Parrett, 2010;
Barr & Yates, 2010).

A recent innovation proposed by the federal govemint‘Race to the Top”
attempts to develop more locally-driven accounigb@nd a statewide system of support
(ODE, 2012). Some of these policies appear to thterreduce the federal role in school
accountability while others make a clear reachirfiuence on local-level decision
making. Federal support of College and Career R&asalydards also indicate an example

of federal support for State-adoption and impleragoim of Common Standards.
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School Accountability and Rating Systems

In 2001 the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) (BB, 2001) bill was signed
into law. The law called for standardized measofasting school performance but did
not account for complex typologies of schools. Massion of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) also included moeasuring “stick” than “carrot”
reward. The USDE labels approximately 10% of schdailing and 30% schools as not
meeting AYP (USED, 2001). States were called upaefine the criteria that determine
AYP as measured by state, district and school teqaods. The data included are
disaggregated by subgroups such as English Landiesgaers and Special Education as
well as Race and Gender but did not account forynoathe complex student
characteristics that make up alternative schoalsrsgthe most vulnerable populations
of students. In addition, the descriptive statssdad ratings were a primitive effort at
school evaluation and did little to help improvéaals themselves.

Despite the new policies for school accountabumygler NCLB, little was done to
address alternative school programming or evalnatiging this period (Aron, 2006;
Cable & Spradlin, 2009; Milliken, 2007; Smink & Saigel, 2004). Few studies exist that
identify general characteristics of successfulraligve schooling and demonstrate valid
methods to identify if they are present or not.aA®sult, my observation has been that
public policy has traditionally either disregardatbrmation relating to alternative
schools or unjustifiably included them in companisevith traditional schools. Also as a

result of the lack of attention to programing anduaate evaluation school districts have
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used alternative programs and schools to removeerming students froi
traditional schools to improve AYP measurementtheftradiional schoo

Considerable time and resources have been sp&taby Education Agenci
(SEASs) in improving accountability systems and dkeuracy of instruments th
measure student performance and adequate prodrieaditonal schoolsFigure 4
denonstrates accountability lenses presented by N(state, @strict, andschool). The
figure lacks progranhevel reporting which illustrates the lack of atien paid to the
complex interactions between different types ofraits, schools and progranFigure 4
demonstrates that state, district and school orgéions are held accountable throt
state report cards and school ratings without atterto their environmental difference
Types of schools are not accounted for in the gatiget all areompared with on

another and given school ratir

Figure 4 School Acountability System Under NCLB.
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Members of the school community sometimes disagrtethe school ratings.
For example, 90% of local citizens describe thelrosl as successful (Gallup &
Newport, 2009) but that is far from the case iruatschool ratings (ODE, 2012).
Members of the community might hesitate to callrteehool failing and are likely not
objective stakeholders in the determination. Scleoaimunities strongly resist the
negative rating. They may demonstrate this biaadmse their own children go to the
school they are referring to and they participatstakeholders in that school’s success.
Ratings are determined quantitatively at the d&atel and are based on statistical
measures using reported data. Few, if any, fronconemunity are involved in
establishing the school rating which leaves a taaknderstanding about how these
ratings may be used. Federal and state policy wiadidate that they are used in school
improvement monitoring (ODE, 2012). Researchersmodram evaluators often
distinguish between “insiders” who have a firm stakthe organization’s success and
“outsiders” who do not have as much difficulty ddishing an objective viewpoint
(Spaulding, 2008; Wholey, 2010). Program evaluaatss suggest comparison between
the effectiveness in context to the community dmou&l include both insiders and
outsiders in the evaluation process (Patton, 2011)

Those who set out to measure schools and hold chocountable do so with
any number of reasons. Some hold agendas thatshspecific intent of social policy
change. Others are in pursuit of some objectiverpaent that will help them determine
if they should consider placing their childrenlie tschool. Still others are tasked by

federal or state laws to hold schools accountabistidents’ academic performance.
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The purpose of school evaluation is essential gewstanding how to use the resulting
information. The purpose of school rating systesni most part, not clear to the
schools or the communities where those schoolbeated. In my experience
representing the state of Oregon, these ratingsystare misused more than they are
used for improvement or fully understood. Absenthef expressed purpose, school
ratings are of little use to members of the comryuniimproving their alternative
schools. In the example describe in the prefaces€€oads had not met AYP for several
years and had been designated as a failing sofeidhe students attending the school
described it as a positive place to learn and a&ehseedits toward graduation.

The NCLB provided funding and resources to incengistates to develop state
accountability systems to measure AYP. Comparismmsng schools were accomplished
by states in a number of ways and with a varietyw@nded and unintended outcomes.
Debates arose regarding what was adequate pragréssate definitions differed in this
area depending upon the context of policies ingtate. Some scholars now argue that
school report cards are not an adequate form ofunement of school performance and
schools are better off measuring themselves (Rav2@10).

Critiques of school report cards have concludet Alnaerican school report cards
may be a better measure of average student prafilésocioeconomic status than school
performance (Figlio & Lucas, 2004; Harris & Herriag, 2006). Some now suggest that
a growth model ought to be used to account foedsffices in student growth from year
to year. Such comparisons in student growth mdkegieal argument but lack practical

application when states account for student mgtbgtween schools and districts (ODE,
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2012). This is especially true in alternative sdhadhere the average length of stay
could be as short as a few weeks and as longeas gdars. Many alternative schools
that currently receive report cards do not havadequate data sample to result in a
grade and those that have a population large entoulgdy measured are identified as
some of the worst schools in the state of Oregatetermined in AYP calculations
(ODE, 2006Db).

The field of program evaluation has a lot to otiternative schools as well as
traditional schools, including standards to suppuegluations that are useful in the
improvement process. While determining qualitylieraative schools is more difficult
than it might seem, there are widespread rese#&udres that include descriptions of
quality alternative schools which serve as a Hasithe evaluation of these types of
schools. Traditional schools were never designestee all students; alternative school
design, redesign and evaluation begin with neeskssasnent and evaluation that will
provide ongoing feedback about how the school isglo

Traditional forms of school accountability, suchsakool report card comparison
are not adequate for alternative schools becaegedi not account for differences in
student population over a like amount of time. Altive schools typically serve
students for shorter periods of time after thoadests have demonstrated (sometimes
several times), that their needs were not beingimigte traditional school. One urban
area school district student service director reféto alternative schooling as an
expensive undertaking that was her districts’ sti¢hof intervention (referring to the

Response to Intervention (RTI) Program which ordgatibes three tiers of progressively
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intensified instructional treatment) (Urban Schbdtrict Director, personal
communication, February 18, 2011). Alternative rsghool evaluation and public policy
should be derived from needs of the local classrtganher and school leaders and serve
to support them in increasing student achieventeimdre, 2004). This review of
literature and study were designed to ground&eduation Toolkitin previous work
related to the determination of degrees of quatitgiternative schools.

Policy Involving School Choice

The historical context of educational policy rafgtio alternative education in the
past 40 to 50 years helps in understanding the Eompteractions between and among
state and federal stakeholder groups. Fowler (200436) suggested three historical
periods relating to educational policy; the “YouRgpublic” (1783-1830), the “Rise of
the Common School” (1831-1900) and the “Scienfiaating Machine (1900-1982).
These time periods help to categorize transitiartgpes of schooling that were
occurring during the first two periods. Alternatisehools and charter schools have
emerged as innovations to serve students who wetedsout by the “Scientific Sorting
Machine.” Some describe the emersion of publictemachools as a disinvestment of
public education (Murphy, Louis, & American Educatal Research Association, 1999).

Milton Friedman (1962), professor of economicshat tniversity of Chicago,
first described “school choice” as an idea that M@llow successful schools to emerge
and thrive, creating competition in public educatitm the early 1970s, school choice
continued to move forward and educational opticngioued to emerge in many

different forms. In the 1970s and early 1980s, ioored to criticize the “Scientific
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Sorting Machine” and there was concern expressedriiymber of groups about a
growing number of students who were “at-risk” amdl bt appear to be successful in
traditional schools.

As described earlier in this review of literatuaeeport titled “A Nation at Risk”
suggested that there was “widespread public pamefitat something is seriously
remiss in our educational system” (National Commis®n Excellence in Education,
1983, p. 1). The report authors warned that théipabhool system in the United States
was failing to prepare their graduates adequatelyhie competitive global economy and
suggested reforms that they felt were necessagdeess the needs of an endangered
nation. These studies are included the agendasgeta school choice, which included
the creation of alternative, charter and magnebt@sh Many authors use the “Nation at
Risk” juncture as a breakpoint in history becausatias followed in the current policy
environment is a seemingly endless stream of pglioposals for education reforms
from politicians, business people, think tanks, antversities (Fowler, 2004).

In a series of events such as school choice aided by Gladwell (2000) as a
“tipping point” in education policy; a set of everthat, considered together, represent
substantial change. The definitions of school obaied alternative schools emerged
through the chronological stages described by Fof@(@04), from definition and agenda
setting to policy formulation, policy adoption, ilementation and evaluation. My role at
the ODE, in part, is to determine the extent tocllthe alternative school policies are

effective and use research and information to ppegmlicy that improves programs.
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This has been a frustrating effort the past fivargelargely because of the lack of
research on school choice and processes for degignd evaluating alternative schools.

Few “policy proposals” ever make it to the pointesthey are defined at the
federal, state and local levels. Policies thats&i#fully defined and likely to move
toward becoming “policy agendas” include severa élearacteristics. The defined
policy proposal needs to include claims made atmiproblem, evidence to support the
claims, a realistic solution for the problem, br@ggeal, and powerful language that
links the issues to deeply held values, hopess faad aspirations (Fowler, 2004). In the
case of “school choice” the issue included allh&fse characteristics along with 20 years
of research, and in the 1980s became policy ageaidbe federal and state levels
(Morken & Formicola, 1999; Viteritti, 2001). Whilke policies gained solid momentum
and became law, practitioners at the state and lleas continued to struggle in
developing and replicating successful innovativeosts based upon the research
evidence. This process was and continues to betaim@iof experimentation and
innovation with a wide array of approaches involyavariety of student populations
enrolled in alternative schools. Developing exemptaograms to address educational
programs at the local level is among the most gffe¢hings practitioners can do to
influence policy agenda setting (Barr & Parrett971p | spend months every year visiting
alternative schools in order to identify exemplemaracteristics and support policies and
procedures to support improvements.

There are a variety of stakeholder groups thateaigréne claims made in the

educational agenda of school choice. Among thesmslis that students are more likely
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to succeed if they have choice in what school #itegnd. There is 50 years of evidence
that suggests students thrive in schools where ithdividual needs and interests are
addressed. Raywid (1994) suggested that qualgyrative schools are the clearest
example we have of what a restructured school niagit like. They represent our most
definitive departure from the programmatic, orgatiamal and behavior regularities that
inhibit school reform. Moreover, many of the ref@rgurrently pursued in traditional
schools (downsizing the high schools, pursuingcagor theme, student and teacher
choice, making the school a community, empowertaff,sactive learner engagement,
authentic assessment) are practices that alteensthvools pioneered. Given such assets
and advantages, it is important to ask why altéraachools have not been more widely
adopted. In the case of Crossroads Alternative Hajtool, describe in the preface,
leaders at the comprehensive high school and anfieovative educators were given the
autonomy (ability to innovate) to begin a schoaittvas designed to serve all students
educational needs and engaging them in attainiedjtsrtoward graduation.

Raywid (1994) surfaced a very important policy disgs “Why have alternative
schools not been more widely adopted?”, and adimatisalternative schools pose some
fundamental challenges to the way we organize anddinate common schools. They
call for diversity in preferences to common staddaand uniformity. They challenge
coordination, control arrangements, and what has beconservative approach to school
improvement. These important questions are patieofhow” and “why” of alternative
education. Alternative education seeks to exist esunter to traditional schooling; in

essence, it exists because traditional schools foave that one size does not fit all.
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Stage models of policy processes begin with isgfi@itlon and progress
chronologically continuing with agenda setting,ippfformulation, policy adoption,
implementation and evaluation (Fowler, 2004). Alagive school choice policies have
been formed and adopted but methods of evaluateye neglected and put upon the
local districts without support or guidance. Theiaaces in programs and student
populations have presented a challenge in the stafdsoth implementation and
evaluation. It is clear that there is research eded the area of evaluating alternative
schools and it is also clear that school repod catings, under NCLB, are not an
adequate accountability system for that evaluation.
Local Policies for Good Schools

Cuban (2003) wrote that he has wrestled with theept of “good schools” for
many years and contended that just three criteeim@eded to measure schools: are they
democratic? Are they meeting their goals? And takeholders involved? Cuban
contended that “good” is a common term that isviergday use by top policymakers,
educators, business leaders, parents, and taxpaygo®d school also could be
described as “great,” “excellent,” “first-rate,” by other similar terms. Common as these
terms are, there is no agreed-upon meaning to ¢ine @ar phrases. Moreover, the words
and phrases encompass several notions of “goodmessting Effective Schools, Core
Knowledge Schools, Accelerated Schools, CoalitibEssential Schools, Success for All
Schools, and dozens of other designs for a goasbs¢Buban, 2003).

Until present-day reformers openly recognize tleaepts, principals, and

teachers have already made a variety of good sshaadl until they develop explicit
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criteria that go beyond the training of studentstfi@ workplace to include the nourishing
of civic virtue, the official orthodoxy will prevhiThe tyranny of a one-best-school
model that largely seeks to prepare individual sisl for an information-based work-
place ultimately weakens public schooling in a deracy because it ignores the
fundamental purpose of public schooling as revitadj democratic practices and
building a strong sense of common good in eachrgéna while ensuring that the young
are prepared for productive labor.

Cuban (2003) warned that in the late 19th centuayket-driven reformers
steered public schools toward a progressive veigood schools through vocational
education and in the past quarter century, busimesded reformers have urged all
student a traditional academic schooling. Theeetrsith about democratic politics buried
in the cliché: “when the nation has a cold, pubtibools sneeze.” In the case of
Crossroads Alternative High School, described engreface, the local community
services and urban resources are overburdenedemtiest from the public and many of
the students who are at risk of dropout out of sthave been at risk for quite some
time, due to economic, personal and academic clykeexperienced.

Whether it is state or local policy, policy thatggod for students needs to be the
focus of program evaluations conducted at alteradtigh schools seeking to serve
students at risk of academic failure. In orderetad in processes of improvement that are
focused on students, State and district policy meakeed to be able to understand what
is going on, make sense of what is happening ane tinee processes and tools to inform

decisions of what to do next. TEsaluation Toolkitsuggests a process of evaluation that
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begins from where the school is and formativelystiders what is best for those involved
with the school.

Evaluation Studies and Reports on Effective Alternave Schools

While 50 years of research on alternative schadals representing exploration
and evidence of successful forms of alternative@sltihg (Barr & Parrett, 2001; Conley,
2002; Milliken, 2007; Smink & Schargel, 2004), muaftthis research can be described
as normative and a-theoretical. Most are based apservations gleaned from
traditional schools. These observations serve by superficially benefit the evaluation
of alternative schools. In addition, evaluationdsts and reports have resulted in
seemingly endless lists of generalized charactesigirameworks) that appear to
describe all effective schools. Researchers whe laoked at what was happening in
different types of schools have come up with défeérsolutions (Conley, 2002, p. 12).
School Evaluation Studies—Traditional Schools

Well established quality characteristics for tramhal (standard) high schools
include specific descriptions of schools, teachans, classrooms at the high school level
that were designed to serve students in the “prpé&dtschools. These schools were
intended to be comprehensive and include their educational settings that serve as an
alternative to suspension or expulsion (Quality &dion Commission, 2012). These
descriptions depict schools that were intende@iteesthousands of traditional students
who may not have the same characteristics of vabiity, described earlier in this
dissertation. Other examples of established queatigracteristics include regional

accreditation standards which include framewonlibrics and indicators that address
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school mission, leadership, curriculum, instructiassessment and provide resources,
including school visitation and monitoring, for ¢muous improvement (AdvancED,
2012a, 2012b, 2012c, n.d.; Northwest AccreditaGeammission, 2011).

As described earlier, few research studies digelei@po the characteristics and
strategies of successful (effective) alternativghtschools and as a result, valid program
evaluation methods to identify successful altemgasichool practices are “hit and miss”
(infrequently described in the literature reviewedthis dissertation). Valid evaluation
requires trained evaluators equipped with complekeasy to use tools who operate with
a common understanding of Standards for EducatiBwaluation described earlier in
this dissertation. There are a few notable exangflesich evaluation studies and reports
that describe, in greater detail, what is goingrotmaditional schools and in some cases
alternative schools.

A notable example of a valid evaluation and conguariis the intensive 7-year
study John Goodlad completed that resulted in thdigation of A Place Called School,
originally published in 1983 and again in 2004. Bhedy encompassed 13 school
districts, 38 schools, intensive classroom obs@msaf central data gathering and
interviews or surveys with 27,000 teachers, parantsstudents. His research and
writings work from the premise (belief) that an emstanding of schools must precede
attempts to improve them and he seems to deschiétive nation should consider as it
designs new and better schools. Although Edmor@igd)land Goodlad (2004) primarily
focused on elementary schools, they described wmepnent as a school-by-school

process, enlightened by the degree to which thesecated with each school are trying
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to improve, having the information (data) requifedbuilding useful agendas for
improvement. Put on one pair of glasses and owdstappear to be the worst of places.
Put on another and they appear to be the best (&hdD04, p. 10).

Another research study by Edmonds (1979). descihathcteristics consistently
found in effective schools such as a safe and lyrdevironment, clear and focused
school mission, instructional leadership and higbeetations While both Goodlad
(2004) and Edmonds appear to take a very scieatiftccareful approach to establishing
themes from rigorous observations made in tradiisohools, neither specifically
addressed differences between certain types ohattee high schools or the populations
of students they serve.

The Washington State Office of Superintendent ddlieunstruction (Shannon,
2007) has published the second edition and resdistad Nine Characteristics of High-
Performing Schools which include a clear and shéyeds, high standards and
expectations for all students, effective schoallézahip, curriculum, instruction and
assessments aligned with State Standards and tbpuskessional development . Others
have sought to benchmark similar effectivenesscatdrs with research and rubrics
(Dunsworth & Billings, 2009). Further investigatioeveals that many such indicators
were never intended to address the needs of ewrgjuadternative schools (M.

Dunsworth & D. Billings, personal communication bgary 25, 2010). NWREL
described research which resulted in identifiableosling practices and characteristics

associated with measurable improvements in stuatdneévement and behavior such as
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school time is used for learning, discipline isrfiand consistent and there are high
expectations for quality instruction (Cotton & Pagtl995).

Oregon has its own conceptual framework (Standdodsontinuous
improvement planning and district accountabilityd® 2011) which include indicators
for curriculum, instruction, culture, family andramunity engagement, leadership and
integrated systems and structures. At one poing@re Standards were used to conduct
standardization visits (audits) including schodd amstrict monitoring and curriculum
audits (English, 1999; Jacobs, 2010) but are namwaily used as a framework for
submitting school improvement plans in a State actability system that is primarily
limited to state, district and school report carésently reinvented as achievement
compacts. Recent changes in Oregon state policynhalved increased state and
regional involvement with the lowest performing sols, identified as “Focus” and
“Priority” Schools. Independent contractors conédcstudent, parent, and teacher
surveys combined with protocol-driven classroomeobations and reported on what was
happening at focus and priority schools. These aaaontributing to the development
of statewide systems of support described by SaddiRg and others at the Center on
Innovation and Improvement (Redding, 2006; Reddinyyalberg, 2008).

As mentioned previously, such research studieggmatts on effective schools
are not generalizable for use in alternative higtosls, which serve a specified
population of vulnerable students. Even with thip leé multiple librarians, education
experts, researchers, staff from the USDE anduppat of the NWREL (now called

Education Northwest) Compressive Center (Educatiorihwest Staff Researcher,
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personal communication, February 24, 2011), it diicult to find studies that focused
more narrowly on the topic of evaluating alternatihigh schools. In reaching out to my
own professional network, as Alternative Educatgecialist at ODE, | received more
guestions than answers in response.

School Evaluation Studies—Alternative Schools

The Accelerated Schools Project, since its incegtidl986, has been focused on
transforming schools with high populations of studeat risk of dropping out into
schools with high expectations of students (Fini&nJohn, McCarthy, & Slovacek,
1996; Hopfenberg, 1993). The project studied aesyatic school-restructuring process,
employed the work of trained accelerated schoalit@ors and was focused on unity of
purpose (student achievement), empowerment cowptadesponsibility
(accountability) and building on strengths (desagid evaluation planning). Trained
facilitators used an inquiry-action framework tgpart improvement. Teachers and
school stakeholders learned that inquiry playedad role in the change process (Finnan
et al., 1996, p. 73).

The Accelerated Schools Project in 1986 (Finnaal.e1996) and the study of
more traditional schools in 1983 (Goodlad, 2004hkescribed a school-by-school
approach to school evaluation and improvement.stheol-by-school approach
included research (inquiry-action approach) andaadry rigorous mixed method (value
added) research design; including training for ¢hibsit sought to use the developed
processes and tools. In both cases, trained toilg contributed to the success of the

project and the impact was felt throughout theditiere of that decade and even decades
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to come. Both these evaluation studies and repodsunted for elements of humanity in
the process of evaluating schools; recognizinggbhbols are made up of people
(students, parents and members of the communéghezs, and administrators). As
described earlier in this dissertation, schoolsrowp as their students improve and are
impacted by skilled teachers and communities tblt high expectations for them.

Another research study seeking to support schoishigh concentrations of
students that are at risk of dropping out is thalffion for Community Schools (CCS)
Project, which has defines a community school dis Aglace and set of partnerships
between the school and other community resourdesh(Brink, London, Masur, &
Quihuis, 2012). A community schools’ mission israad out through an integrated focus
on academics, health and social services, youtltamanunity development and
community engagement that lead to improved stul@anhing, stronger families and
healthier community schools (CCS, 2012). The CQGfept is similar to the Schools
Uniting Neighborhoods (SUN) Community Schools inliviamah County, Oregon
which are full-service neighborhood hubs wheresitteol and partners from across the
community come together to make sure kids and fesilave what they need to be
successful-in school and in life (Multnomah Cou2@12). There SUN Community
Schools (Service Systems) in Centennial, David Dassy Gresham-Barlow, Parkrose,
Portland and Reynolds School Districts and eacimtaiai annual profiles, complete with
logic model outputs (results) and outcomes desagriten the previous year. While

Crossroads Alternative High School, described engreface, is not a SUN Community
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School, Mr. Lovall and Mrs. Refermer may benefunfr networking with other school
and district leaders in Multnomah County who supfizese schools.

The Institute for Educational Leadership (2012)usrently working with the
John W. Garner Center at Stanford University (J&h#6rd, 2012) on the CCS Project.
CCS resources include national models, researclcptibns, aScaling up Guide and
Community Schools Evaluation ToolkiheEvaluation Toolkitwas designed to help
community schools evaluate their efforts so thayddrom successes, identify
challenges and plan future efforts. It providesep-$y-step process for planning and
conducting an evaluation of community school sité encludes a logic model, results
(inventory), and corresponding indicators (for ayalffor evaluation planning and design
with clear descriptions of the evaluation process.

The NWREL publishedlternative Schools: Approaches for Students At Riat
describes schools and programs targeting studdmisave unsuccessful in the traditional
school environment. The report described certatufes (characteristics) of alternative
schools including a clear mission, small enrollmemire personal relationships between
students and teachers, clear rules, high standadlia flexible schedule (NWREL,
Paglin, & Fager, 1997). Though this research agpeaidentify valid indicators of
effective alternative schools beyond elements otsssful alternative schools (Barr &
Parrett, 1997, 2001) the publication was intenddg to briefly describe concerns and
issues (NWREL et al., 1997, Foreword).

Throughout the research and information collecimthe R&D Cycle (Borg &

Gall, 1989; Bridges & Hallinger, 1995), | correspled with state policy analysts in
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several states, policy analysts and administramoiGeorgia, 2006; California, 2007,
2010; lowa, 2008; Idaho, 2009; Pennsylvania, 20889y Jersey, 2009, 2010, 2011;
Tennessee, 2010; Wyoming, 2009; Massachusetts; ¥04€hington, DC, 2010;
Michigan, 2011; Arkansas, 2011. | have personallgracted with other researchers and
graduate students that asked permission to citgddriaw, policy and practices in their
own research, personal communication with reseesdma graduate students at: Lewis
and Clark, 2006; Clemson, 2006; Stanford, 2007 yehsity of Tennessee at
Chattanooga, 2007, George Fox University, 2008tI&at State, 2009. Among those |
consulted was James Witty, Board Member of the NAE209) who was developing the
headings foExemplary Practices in Alternative Education: Iratiors for Quality

Programingdescribed in Table 10.

Table 10:

Exemplary Practices in Alternative Education

Mission and Purpose
Leadership
Climate and Culture
Staffing and Professional Development
Curriculum and Instruction
Student Assessment
Transitional Planning and Support
Parent/Guardian Involvement
. Collaboration
10. Program Evaluation
Source: NAEA (2009)

© 0Nk~ wWwNPRE

The alternative education practices (indicatorscdbed by the NAEA may

prove to be useful in small-scale testing and prielary field testing of the product as a
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part of school observations, especially if theyiactuded with school and student
information (inventory) with a step-by-step Toolkésources used by trained evaluators.
However, the indicators are of little use at tregesbr regional levels, for holding schools
accountable, without an agreed upon typology @iradtive high schools and
subgrouping of student population (based on vubikiy that results in easily
describable program outputs (results) and outcomes.

As previously described, the differentiation betweldferent types of schools
(typologies) benefit those who seek to identifyasal based upon generalized school or
student characteristics but such categorization suppports in determining their likeness
and fall short of determining the quality of thpnograming (Aron, 2006; Barr & Parrett,
2001; Conley, 2002; Raywid, 1981, 1994). Previmsearch studies and reports have
introduced Elements of Successful Alternative Sthbable 1) such as a strong mission
and sense of purpose, high expectations for stuadr¢vement, low teacher/student
ratio, individualized learning, varied instructidsérategies, high standards, holistic
services, caring staff and a flexible schedule (A2003; Barr & Parrett, 1997, 2001,
Harris & Herrington, 2006; R. Morley, 1996; RaywiB94).

Reports—Alternative Schools

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCE&) twice published reports
based on school district survey data that descaliemative schools and programs for
students at risk of educational failure. The NCEfort provided information about
alternative schools and programs that are speliyfidasigned to address the educational

needs of students who are at risk of school failu setting apart from that of the
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regular (traditional) public school. Schools degitin the report, as described by school
districts, may be administered by the district (p)lor an entity other than the district
(private). The survey includes information on thaikability and number of alternative
schools and programs, the number of students edrwilalternative schools, and
programs, and district policy on returning studeatsegular school (NCES, 2002b,
2010). While the two reports are not directly conajpée, their review and comparison
provided information about federal perceptionshef value alternative schools have.

The survey conducted by the NCES reported that 89ptiblic school districts
administered at least one alternative school ognairm for at-risk students during the
2000-2001 school year (NCES, 2002b). AccordindheoNICES survey, 612,900
students, (or 1.3% of all public school student®re enrolled in public alternative
schools or programs for at-risk students. Ovetdl]900 public alternative schools and
programs in the nation served at-risk studentsiduthie 2000-2001 school year (NCES,
2002a). According to the survey, urban distridexge districts with 10,000 or more
students) and districts with high minority studentoliments, and districts with high
poverty concentrations were more likely than ottistricts to have alternative schools
and programs for at-risk students. Among othergsithis information demonstrated
that alternative education had become a viablepalption, especially in urban areas,
for districts and more specifically for studentsisk of academic failure. Though,
alternative schools were still often not explicitignsidered in state accountability

systems that were designed under the guidance bBNC
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In addition to the evaluation studies and reponwipusly referenced (Barr &
Parrett, 2001; Finnan et al., 1996; Goodlad, 26®pfenberg, 1993; NAEA, 2009; Shah
et al., 2012), the ODE (2006b) produces an anmyrt on the status of alternative
education programs and in 2006, produced a Sumaidyemplary Alternative
Programs in Oregon (ODE, 2006a). The most recemiarOregon State Report on
Alternative Programs (referenced earlier in thisew of literature) is included in
Appendix G and reports on the types and numbessudients and alternative programs
statewide. This information is based upon estimsisnitted by districts in the Spring
of each school year and are not reported publi¢atlgny purpose accept state-level
reporting of alternative programs. Recent changésderal, state, and district reporting
have left questions about the future of state-lespbrting of this information but up
until now, ODE staff has maintained that the geheaorting is useful to the
Legislature, ODE and Districts despite law changes.

As described earlier in this dissertation, 50 yedr®search on alternative
schools exists, representing exploration and ewiel@h successful forms of alternative
schooling (Barr & Parrett, 2001; Conley, 2002; M#n, 2007; Smink & Schargel,
2004), but much of this research can be describetbanative and a-theoretical. Most
are based upon observations gleaned from traditsmh@ols and these observations
serve to only superficially benefit the evaluataralternative schools. Researchers who
have studied what was happening in alternativeashtave come up with different
solutions (Conley, 2002, p. 12). The evaluationli&tsi and reports included are

representative of the literature available at thme tof review.
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Among other steps in the process, developing arelaluation plan is essential
in the design of an alternative school (Barr & Barr1997; Chalker, 1996; Conley, 2002;
Kellmayer, 1995; Mottaz, 2003). The next sectionews the literature relating to
alternative school evaluation processes and tools.
Alternative School Evaluation Processes and Tools
Program evaluation is an essential component &tamative school’s
effectiveness (Aron, 2006; Barr & Parrett, 2001nféy, 2002; Finnan et al., 1996;
Leone & Drakeford, 1999; Milliken, 2007; Mottaz, @8 NAEA, 2009; NDPC, 2011,
Raywid, 1994; Schargel & Smink, 2001; Schargel, 2®&hah et al., 2012; Smink &
Schargel, 2004, 2004; Thomas & Thomas, 2008; TgaCkiban, 1995). Many school
district leaders today are involved in developing avaluating new kinds of schools and
are in need of simple and easy-to-use researclihbasks and evaluation protocols
(processes) to accomplish their work. The invenadrychool policies that impact
alternative high school student graduation is dsdgiR. E. Morley, 2002; R. Morley,
1996). Evaluations need to focus on observableatdis of successful alternative high
schools (Barr & Parrett, 1997; Cotton & Paglin, 398 determine exemplary practices
(indicators of quality programing) (NAEA, 2009). @pliance with federal and state
laws continue to be one indicator for quality (cdiapce) that seek to maintain safe
learning environments and provide students andhpawmith clear expectations regarding
certain assurances (ODE, 2006b). The evaluatiotegsothat involved Crossroads, in the
preface, would have benefited from a clearly depigigram evaluation process and tools

described in this literature.
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In my work at ODE over the past six years, | hagespnally reviewed hundreds
of program applications for alternative schoolse Pnogram applications include annual
program evaluations, sample documentation andnséaits of expenditures reported by
the organizations. Although it might be a clichgrdgrams that fail to plan, plan to fail”
Alternative schools that demonstrate thoughtfulgrewith respect to evaluation appear
to be more successful and are perceived by otbdys telivering quality educational
programing. | have personally observed increasgtesand concerns expressed about
schools that lack a clear vision/mission, leadgrsimancial resources and planning, in
comparison with those that submit complete andspeli applications. Although
documentation and registration is just one indicdtolure to meet deadlines for
registration and required annual program evaluataos often valid indicators that the
school is in leadership transition or having ofheblems.
Accreditation Standards as Framework for the Evalugion Process

The process of regional school accreditation prewia useful framework for
looking at both quality school design and evaluaaad is perceived as more useful than
school report cards or compliance check lists. aditation for schools and school
systems involve regular site visits combined widmping, regular reporting and
assurances that are based upon commonly held stigrfda quality such as purpose and
direction, governance and leadership, teachingagsdssing for learning, resources and
support systems, and using results for continuaysavement (AdvancED, 2012a,

2012b, n.d.).
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Accrediting organizations have traditionally main&d processes for regular
mixed-method evaluations that attend to commonigedyupon quality standards that
are accompanied by indicators and rubrics thatemddschool mission, leadership,
curriculum, instruction and assessment, provideues for continuous improvement.
Accreditation of schools that serve a “special psgJ or that serve students “online”
utilize indicators specific to that type of schaold typically involve an evaluation team
made up of stakeholders with experience in thaiqaar type of school. Accreditation
teams include stakeholders from inside and outkideschool in an evaluation process.

In Oregon, public schools are not required to nemitegional accreditation but
many choose to undergo the process anyway ayéssarpurpose in school and system
improvement. In some cases, especially smallerivate alternative schools, regional
accreditation assures academic credits and cetgBowill be recognized by accepting
institutions and organizations. Not all schoolsareredited and most states do not
require full accreditation as a prerequisite towisgy alternative high school students.
These accreditation standards and indicators granebed upon in the context of
evaluation in this dissertation. They offer a us&mmework for consideration when
evaluating alternative (special purpose) schools.

Some Oregon districts pursue regional accreditaga part of contract
arrangements to serve high school students. Thigasce provides evidence of a
standard quality of school and assures their icawdit high school or community college
will accept credit awarded by the alternative s¢hBrom their inception (design), high-

guality alternative schools should consider how thdl communicate their evaluation
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results both internally and externally to stakekaddn the local community, district, and
state. National recognition, regional accreditat&tate registration and organizational
memberships can improve public perception and aflegnues for public disclosure of
evaluation results that positively reflects on skbool.

In addition to being a contributory framework faogram evaluation,
accreditation standards may be used in designingatternative schools (Edwards,
2012). School evaluation is embedded in this degigoness and occurs formatively
throughout, providing a context for the inventongaevaluation of quality results and
outcomes from a schools inception. Edwards suggiestshere are four key areas of
school development: Assessment of student nedasolsdesign, school and educational
program implementation and development, and coatiaschool improvement
(program evaluation). We have worked together fio@econtinuous improvement to a
formative evaluation process that begins with the i@ mind. The results of this process
include a program description that depicts the skhision and an evaluation plan that
puts in place methods of formatively measuring @apibrting on results and outcomes.

Throughout working with Chet Edwards the past sgwazars, in reference to
alternative school program evaluation, | have exeed the need to establish educational
context through inventory and reporting, deternfopgality” based upon established
standard tools with indicators and monitor for “q@rance” with federal and state laws.
We have found in preliminary field testing thatrstey from accreditation standards and

essential elements produces a quality program igéiser (vision) and formative
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evaluation planning results in schools that betteterstand their mission and desired
student outcomes.

To make the link between what school administsakmow about traditional
school improvement | strived to use generalizad$ such as curriculum, instruction,
and assessment to describe the tools in the Tobikimy experience as the alternative
school specialist at the department of educatitiayke had the opportunity to participate
in hundreds of evaluation visits and have assemtileénsions of alternative high
school program evaluation in a way that traditidmgh school administrators, teachers,
teachers and students may contribute.

Following the visit to Crossroads, described eaitig¢he preface, | reached out to
and corresponded with Bob Barr, author of sevevakb that | had been reading about
alternative education. Bob offered insights anddnisal context that no one else had
referenced about alternative education and we ogether and talked several times and
interacted at various national meetings over thesmof three years and remain in
regular contact today. His personal narrative dodes provided me alternative school
context to school segregation, free schools amddoted me to a whole new way of
looking at charter schools, alternative schools@heér forms of school choice. Upon
further review of the literature and Bob’s writing$®egan to understand more about the
context and history of alternative schools withia tontext of school choice. Bob’s
recent book was a self-guided audit for school owpment and was based upon tools
used in Europe and Australia and were constructédrabrics and indicators (Barr &

Yates, 2010). The tools described in the book castivith our conversations heavily
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influenced my design of the first version of Toolkiat included a rubric without
indicators that described the framework. Furtherkwon the Toolkit) is needed to
develop valid indicators and more reliable instratsdor the Toolkit.

The last few years, | served on the Board for thegdbn Program Evaluation
Network (OPEN), a professional organization fomwwking among program evaluators.
| had come to believe the notion of “assessing otip@nd auditing alternative schools
was worth pursuing in the context of program eviadus required under Oregon law. A
“logic model” is a tool used most often by evaluatof programs to determine the
effectiveness of a program. Logic models are ugwatiepiction of the logical
relationships between the resources, activitiefpuis (results) and outcomes of a
program. At a “logic model” workshop at the Oreddnseum of Science and Industry
(OMSI) | interacted with professional program eabrs struggling to design methods to
measure the impact of museums exhibits (OMSI Spaffsonal communication, March
16, 2010). If a workable method of program evatlwratvas possible with museum
visitors that were only present for a few hourgsked a colleague, “Why are we not
keeping better record of the results and outcorhetudents attending alternative high
schools, who often attend the school for the miyjaf a school year?”

Evaluators’ Objective Determination of Quality

Failing to properly train the evaluation team cawdiserious negative effects on
the outcome of the data collection process in etalg an alternative school (Reimer &
Cash, 2003, p. 36). The involvement of outsidecsiasiders in a program evaluation

process, as a part of an evaluation team, imphaetsieasurements that determine
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alternative school effectiveness. Insiders areghaso are directly impacted by the
school rating, such as the school administrataghers, students, parents and members
of the local community. Outsiders might include spaper reporters, external program
evaluators, contractors, government officials, stadf from state education agencies,
regional education laboratories or the USDE.

In order to assess “quality” in alternative schpoisaddition to compliance,
evaluation team members must be competent (Rus&EI8) and take into account the
perspectives of stakeholders from both inside arndide the organization (Chalker,
1996; Fowler, 2004; Russ-Eft, 2008; Spaulding, 20G8brough et al., 2011)

While it is impossible to be completely free ofhi@valuators must be expected
to act ethically and adhere to propriety standdfdsthis purpose, the evaluation should
be conducted by a team of professionals assemitadedldoth inside and outside the
organization. The evaluation team must considelifyd(alignment) of the observed and
noted school practices with the alternative sclsomlission and the school’s effect on
student learning (Barr & Yates, 2010; Chalker, 2996odman, 1999; Leiding, 2008;
Mottaz, 2003; Reimer & Cash, 2003; Slavin, 198%rmhhas & Thomas, 2008; Yarbrough
et al., 2011). The program evaluation should seek/aluate fidelity to the program’s
design and assess its impact on student engagemefearning.

In many cases an alternative school looks nothkegd comprehensive school
but a similar set of terms may be used in evalnatio other cases the unit of analysis
(school) looks more like a program that suppotsr@prehensive school. Either way, an

alternative education setting may intimidate ediocal evaluators who are more familiar
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with traditional school settings, activities andessments. Any process of measuring
school performance is difficult without commonlydemnstood categories of indicators
such as curriculum, instruction, culture, engagetreadership, systems and structures
(ODE, 2011). As it turns out these categories aeady the basis for many
comprehensive school evaluation processes and ineksier for stakeholders not
familiar with alternative schools to transfer tie&iton of terms required to discuss
subject areas in evaluating alternative schoolssience, these categories are commonly
understood and provide a scaffold for alternatni@s| evaluation training.

District evaluation of quality among their altenvatschools necessitates (a) tools
to focus attention on characteristics of qualitg @) qualified people involved in the
evaluation team (inspectorate). These teams oflpetpuld account for what is present
in context with the population of students whordtand the resulting outcomes
accounted for that are relevant to the missiongaals. The team should be perceived as
helpful in presenting accommodations, criticism eexbmmendations for improvement.
In this way these evaluation teams should be atiigomewhere between a state
consolidated monitoring and standardization visd the school accreditation process
with the overall intended outcome being continusttsool improvement.

Evaluating the Organizational Leadership in Alternative High Schools

Leaders may build a commitment from those involwetheir organizations,
implement with fidelity, sustain the program, asdess and evaluate progress
(Chenoweth & Everhart, 2002). Designing with thd @anmind is absolutely essential in

the process of designing alternative high schadternative high schools with strong
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educational leaders are more effective (AdvancBd2a; Barr & Parrett, 2001; Chalker,
1996; R. Morley, 1996; NAEA, 2009; NDPC, 2011). Edtional leaders such as Mr.
Lovall and Mrs. Refermer, described in the prefie involved Crossroads Alternative
High School, were strong leaders and both had nofffer this unique school, however
transition was not easy for students or staff beedhe school is such a unique setting.

Skilled organizational leaders and managers dewbgkillset required to read
situations with scenarios in mind and forge actithrag seem most appropriate (Morgan
2006). Looking for this kind of organizational leadhip in program evaluation and
improvement is perhaps the most challenging ahallsections addressed in this paper
because of the variance in organizations that mpkaternative education. This is
largely because the features of alternative scherelshaped to a large extent by the
needs and characteristics of the students theg serwell as the philosophy of the staff.
Compared with traditional schools, alternative stb@ary widely in terms of how they
are organized, as well as in their customized aggrdo instruction and support.

As mentioned in the introduction and policy secsiof this paper, an agreed upon
typology of alternative high schools does not exAd#ternative education can refer to any
non-traditional educational service, but is ofteedito indicate a program provided for
at-risk children or youth (Aron, 2006). As descdbaarlier, programmatic characteristics
are suggested as essential in alternative schbiiése characteristics include (a) small
class size and small school, (b) choice, (c) agma&zed educational environment, (d)

high expectations for success, (e) students indludéhe decision making process, (f)
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specialized teacher training and teaching arrangesy{g) family involvement, (h)
effective classroom management, and (i) transgiguport (Tobin & Sprague, 1999).

Similarly to alternative schools, a lack of a wdsleatypology with which to
describe results and classify charter schools tiaibuted to the lack of quantitatively
examined studies of schools (Carpenter, 2005). &béep conducted a two-dimensional
typology (school type) that classifies these schbgltheir theme and the population the
school is designed to serve. His typology is based study of documentation and
“Common Core of Data” that described more thanoaisand charter schools in Arizona,
California, Florida, Michigan, and Texas and deteed that the data represented could
be consolidated into only five types of charteraadh: traditional, progressive,
vocational, general, and alternative delivery.

As mentioned earlier, Raywid (1994) suggested thezdhree types of schools
ranging from innovative school to what she and tleall “soft jail” based upon the
severity of intervention services as well as thelent population. Defining what
alternative schools are is absolutely essentiahasconsiders evaluation processes for
the landscape of innovative educational organinatitt is difficult to advise leaders in
alternative schools because there is so much yanietchools.

A particular alternative school may have a ricldiian and be in operation
autonomously for decades while others may opesatesahool within a school, having
been opened and closed in a single school yeare®ne a growing number of virtual
(online) educational programs and blended lear(bfend of online and face-to-face)

programs that are designed for at-risk studentsrgiational Association for K-12 Online
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Learning [INACOL], 2012). The variety of size, m®s, methods and purpose of such
programs has made identifying the unit of anal{@iternative school) a constant
challenge to both federal and state regulatorsnatieg to reliably compare outcomes
from such programs. As a result, public policy traditionally either disregarded
information relating to diverse schools or unjuabfy included them in comparisons
with traditional schools. Both of these policies,d@scribed, have devastating effects on
such organizations and the attending students.

Alternative schools require additional resourceseve at-risk (vulnerable)
populations of students and include smaller clasgeecialized instruction, counseling,
transition and career services, before and aftesadgrograms, and intervention
planning. A National Longitudinal Study found tmbre students with emotional and
behavioral disorders were attending school in adteve settings than any other disability
group (Ennis, Jolivette, Swoszowski, & Johnson,20Eifty to 80 of incarcerated youth,
many of whom are attending some type of alternatoh®ol, are reported to have
educational disabilities or diagnosed mental headtiditions (Quinn & Poirier, 2006;
Quinn, Rutherford, Leone, Osher, & Poirier, 2008)ese diagnosed, as well as
undiagnosed conditions require that alternative@slshcustomize versions of functional
behavioral assessment and pyramids of intervention.

One example of a tiered intervention system istResBehavioral Intervention
and Support (PBIS). PBIS implementation requirgh hevels of support to implement
(Sagai et al., 2000). PBIS implementers are praviwaeprint and evaluation tools

(Algozzine et al., 2010) and caution that PBIS iempéntation with fidelity requires (a)
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establishing a leadership team to actively cootdimaplementation efforts (b) adequate
funding, visibility, and consistent political suppdc) building a cadre of individuals
who can provide training and coaching supportdoal implementation, (d) a system for
on-going evaluation and provision of performancedabfeedback to implementers; and
(e) a small group of initial implementation siteattdemonstrate the viability of the
approach within the fiscal, political and sociahwte of the state or system.

Customizing behavior and academic interventionesystsuch as PBIS requires a
sophisticated level of organizational leadershig imcludes assisting program staff in
organizing evidence-based behavioral interventtbasenhance behavioral outcomes for
all students (Sailor, Dunlap, Sugai, & Horner, 20Q®gic models and blue print
evaluation templates are supplied to support PBidementation that seeks to establish
fidelity in efforts to scale up the program. Theesation tools combined with best
practices and recommendations for alternative dducaettings (Tobin & Sprague,
1999, 2000) provide alternative educators implewt@n tools.

It has been my observation that educators andypolakers who do not have
experience with alternative schools sometimes cwhtieat alternative schools should be
able to just get these kids and “fix” them. Whatgé individuals fail to recognize, is that
these students are vulnerable (at-risk) and siagtiressing their current individual
needs takes tremendous resources. Many at-riskrgidan be identified as early as
third grade, while others have experienced someo$@ducational interruption that has
resulted in them falling behind in achieving thewthedge, skills or credits required to

graduate. Some alternative educators describetéatdo as “raising the dead.” In a
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study from ODE titled “Student Voices: Why Schoob¥s for Alternative High School
Students, the authors include direct quotes framdestts enrolled in alternative schools
from throughout Oregon. Students were interviewéd attend Alternative High
Schools and found that these students struggledodoersonal, academic or school
issues (Brush & Jones, 2002). In my experience#se few years in working with both
design and evaluation of alternative high schddisyve found the direct quotes in this
report repeated by other vulnerable (at-risk) sttgle

The narrow set of indicators (attendance, gradoafite, and test scores)
prescribed under NCLB, known as AYP, required #ibschools that fail to meet target
proficiency levels for two or more consecutive geare required to undergo the same
series of prescriptive federal interventions. Td# hlso required that states issue school
report cards and school ratings without considenatif differences between schools or
the populations of students they served. This areefgs-all accountability system rates
the performance of schools and does not accoumtifferences in school and program
mission. A handful of states promptly adjustedestatlicies to increase standards, adjust
for differences between schools and even alterautorong schedules to include diverse
programs such as alternative schools. Other statgstured accountability systems to
attend to units of analysis (only district and sahaot program) that maintained an
intact group and set of indicators that were masiiable from year-to-year. Complying
with NCLB and accounting for the most vulnerablgdsints in alternative schools has
been a significant challenge for educational le;aded our communities over the past

decade. Recent innovations by state and local édnehorganization with growth
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models, personalized learning, educator effectisgngrogram evaluation, and modified
grading systems that separate out academic achesteand behavior may be the focus
of policy in the next decade.

Policy levers (tools to incentivize organizatiobahavior) in public organizations
are limited primarily to money and accountabili§ovler, 2004) and these levers impact
school and program accountability and systems ppat improvement. An attention to
students’ well-being and choice must remain atctrger of policy and program
implementation if student outcomes (accountabiking to be impacted. Policies that lack
attention to students, as well as educational pi@wtrs who support student learning,
will likely lack clear results or practical outcomeéAdult agendas are sometimes
described as adult systems and organizations thétlem and are sometimes perceived
as not having enough interest in students. Accdmilittaand money, primarily
recognized by school leaders, are two large mopar¢s in that organizational structure
and cannot be ignored in evaluating alternativé lsichool programs.

Elements of the Evaluation Process

School evaluation tools and self-evaluation aualiesoften used in school and
university accreditation and seek to gather evideara evaluate the institution based
upon established professional standards (Barr &£%,&010, p. 8). Tools are needed that
(a) conduct an inventory and report on the edunatioptions the district maintains for
students (b) include indicators that assist intifgng levels of quality in specified
variable areas such as curriculum, instructiores@sent, engagement, leadership, and

structures and should (c) include checklists tair@ssompliance with state and federal
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laws that assist in maintaining student safetyjtggand access. Checklists to assure
compliance with state and federal laws alreadytexid are required in most states in at
least annual evaluation of their programs.

Tool elements The tools need to be detailed enough to accaur@dmplexity in
handling the varied types of results and outcoraggeted by alternative schools. These
tools need to be detailed enough to support evalueliability (comparable
determinations made between schools) and simplegbnim maintain validity (indicators
accurately describe what is happening in the s¢tambng review teams. Terms must be
described and used in context with observable atdis that make sense to the
evaluation team and to the school district andtgresommunity.

Strong teams Building a strong team is important in movingcaaol from good
to great (J. C. Collins, 2005; James Collins, 2Q; Collins, 2006; Cuban, 2003). For
some, evaluating schools is routine and has bee@wonmaternal process of accounting for
where a school is in comparison to where it has la@el where it is described to be
going. These evaluation team members are excepaadaoften have a position where
they regularly visit different types of school as tead on accreditation visits or has a
role in the state or region where they interachwitmore generalized (district or state
level) set of policies. Evaluation tools shouldkstesupport these determinations made
by all members of the evaluation team.

The focus of this literature review is to ground Bvaluation Toolkiin methods
that accurately and helpfully describe charactessif the impact made by alternative

high schools. There are widespread descriptiomgality alternative schools, and as
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many standards and toolkits as there are purposastuate quality in alternative
schools. Districts, schools and programs themsghaay identify useful tools that serve
a specified purpose such as needs assessmentl debigmation, district approval,
school distinction, the awarding of financial cauts or achievement compacts.

Program evaluation methods.The professional field of “Program Evaluation”
has a lot to offer the field of “Educational Evaioa” as reflected by the revised Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluatiarifrough et al., 2011). Program
evaluation researcher Michael Patton describesticuzed set of methods for applying
complexity concepts to enhance innovation and ndesaggests the use of a mix of
internal and external members of an evaluation tedher than a single individual
(Patton, 2011). For those fortunate enough to diffierent types of schools regularly,
characteristics of quality are complex but ideabfe. Unfortunately, without experience
as a school parent, teacher, school administrat@rogram evaluator, the characteristics
of quality may take much more time to identify ahd resulting assessment of school
quality would likely not be reliable across diffateschools.

Professional program evaluators are innovatingteesboth public and private
organizations and the research field benefits firmernational comparisons. Donaldson
(2013) identified innovations professional progrewaluators should look for in the
coming years and recently presented at the Oregmgrén Evaluator’s Network

(OPEN). A portion of the information he shared aitdd in Table 11.
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Table 11:

Trends and Innovations Likely to Impact Your EvabraPractice

Globalization of Evaluation

The Demand for Culturally Competent Evabra

Advances in Understanding the Theory-RradRelationship

Increasing Use of Program Theory in EvaduaPractice

More Sophisticated Evidence Debates

An Increasing Role for Evaluators in PeagrDesign

The Demand for Evaluation Capacity Buitdin

Innovative Approaches for Tackling Comjitex

. Technological Innovations

10. New Approaches for Addressing the Humaridfan Evaluation Practice

Source: OPEN presentation by Donaldson (2013)

CoNoOhRwWNE

Characteristics of the Alternative High School Progam Evaluation Process
TheEvaluation Toolkiineeds to be detailed enough to be reliable, dudiggple

enough to maintain validity between review teams different types of schools (S.
Noor, personal communication, February, 2011). R&® Steps were conducted as a
researcher in combination with experience workmgualuate alternative high schools
throughout Oregon and the Northwest Region of thi#dd States. The 10 characteristics
describe potential improvements to the existing®pf evaluation (old evaluation
toolkit—compliance checklist) that is traditionallged with alternative high schools in
Oregon. Table 12 contains a list of Toolkit Chagastics developed as a result of Steps
1-4 of the R&D Cycle (research and information ealing, Planning objectives, learning
activities, and small-scale testing, Develop preiamy form of the product, and

Preliminary field testing).
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Table 12:

Alternative High School Program Evaluation ToolRharacteristics

Who (Members of the evaluation team)

1.

Why (Establishing a clear purpose for the evaluatin):

Toolkit effectively supports an evaluator (preferably fromside the school) who
facilitates active participation of both internaldeexternal stakeholders working in

evaluation team to evaluate the alternative hidglosktwith the support of others in thei

community.

Toolkit supports the formation of an evaluation team ihahowledgeable about the
school’s mission, purpose and policies, leadershipjculum, instruction and
assessment, support systems and planning.

3.

What (Decide upon evaluation protocols, methods anchetrics):

Toolkit supports the evaluator and evaluation team inldpirey a program evaluation
with a clear purpose and objectives that "begimwhe end in mind” (S. R. Covey,
2004, p. 97) and thoroughly and accurately portthgsschool.

Toolkit provides protocol, guidance and tools that suppanix of formative (ongoing
and informative) and summative (school visit anchsiary) approaches to evaluation

5.

10.

Toolkitsupports the evaluator and the evaluation teanpiogram evaluation process
with a clear timeline and supportive learning atigg (data collection, information
gathering, reflection and reporting).

Toolkitincludes valid tools (tools that measure what tinégnd to) for assessment,
curriculum, engagement, instruction, leadershipstnattures that support those at th
school in learning from their successes, identgyiarrent challenges, planning for
improvement and more effectively telling their stor

Toolkitincludes tools that provide for program evaluatitemning, survey of initial
observations, indicators that portray school pregend a process that assists in
formative program evaluation planning that is petwg by members of the community
school, district and state as generally usefukireiamining the schools’ impact on
students.

Toolkitincludes an assurance of established school missid goals addressing studé
attitude, academic performance, effective studsannling and behavior, future job
success, and parent/community engagement is relgpiregram evaluation validates
that the Toolkit is perceived as useful to the sthdistrict and state. Determining the
school's impact on academic and non-academic grisvetbsential.

Toolkitand program evaluation process includes considaraf school context
variables such as: challenges students bring tedheol (student demographic data,
focus groups and interviews), what the school astiict does that contributes to
student failure (inventory of district and schoolipies) and assurance the district anc
school policies and practices are compliant withlgw.

Toolkitincludes tools that are designedittventory(profile) the school’s context
through policy and practice, determine a levelwdlily using approaches that may be

BNt

)

referred to as a value-added or mixed-method asuresompliancewith current laws.
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As described previously in this dissertation, |d@bserved and experienced
various forms of evaluation and have attempteddorporate principles and strategies |
found generally helpful in the process of evalugttternative high schools. The
Characteristics described in the previous tablesggmt research-based implications and
theoretical positions (assumptions) about an affeclternative high school evaluation
and used as a framework for program evaluatiohenrésearch study. The framework
and Toolkit were designed to support a facilitatnd evaluation team in determining the
impact of an alternative high school. Gay, Millsd&irasian (2009) described “an
assumption is an assertion presumed to be truedbwatctually verified” (p. 109).

In addition to interviews and focus groups, | hésenally presented the above
list of characteristics as well as early draftshef Toolkit with school district leaders,
alternative high school principals and colleagues several have expressed excitement
about what the Toolkit might be able to offer bstihool districts and the alternative
programs they are required to evaluate. Collabagatiith fellow researcher Mr.
Edwards, we found many uses for the Essential Eigr(Barr & Parrett, 1997; Reimer
& Cash, 2003) and Special Purpose Regional Acatalit Standards (AdvancEiD,
2012b) in both designing and evaluating alternatiiggn schools. Edwards (2012) has
developed four assumptions about alternative sategign that are related to this
research study: Consider all of the “essential el@st of alternative schools, deploy
organizational leadership strategies that causgras to “start over” when designing a
new alternative school, use school accreditatiandsrds as a framework for design, and

weave program evaluation throughout the designga®¢Edwards, 2012, p. i). As | have
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contrasted my experiences with current districgpan evaluation practices, my own
experience with various program evaluation methodsher fields of study and
participation on different types of school accratidn teams | have found that there is
considerable value in using accreditation standandisessential elements in the design
process that results in a strong vision for thenization. Following the development of
a strong vision, the school is likely ready to adasthe development of mission, goals
and planning methods of formatively measuring rtissathd outcomes in their school.

Summary

The most effective methods of alternative high stlevaluation are expensive
and time-consuming (Barr & Yates, 2010; Chalke@@,9500dlad, 2004; Reimer &
Cash, 2003); requiring detailed planning, the uskdevelopment of refined tools
(Chalker, 1996; Dunsworth & Billings, 2010; Reddi2906; Redding & Walberg, 2008;
Slavin, 1989; Thomas & Thomas, 2008) and the tngimf professional facilitators
(Finnan et al., 1996; Goodlad, 2004; Hopfenber®31®Redding & Walberg, 2008; Shah
et al., 2012). They include evaluation that is daggon localized context, determines
compliance through consensus-building (AdvancEL2&A) with stakeholders from both
inside and outside the school or program (Donald8anam, & Conner, 2013; Patton,
2011) with intent of accurately describing what&ppening. This kind of evaluation
requires resources beyond what is offered in tbpesof work for a summative (report-
style) program evaluation (Barr & Yates, 2010; Sgig, 2008). Effective program

evaluation involves a formative (ongoing) procdes tncludes goals, tasks and
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deliverables that utilize multiple site visits aodls in an approach similar to the
methods utilized in the field of school anthropatog

As described in this review of literature, the aguability framework for NCLB
was and one-size-fits all in its approach to haditate, districts and schools accountable
and failed to recognize differences of school missstudent population and their local
community. The policy focus on nationalization @sulted in the ability for states and
districts for focus on improvement rather than cbamge. Innovations in program
evaluation are able to move to a more localizethfof impact-determination, rather than
a one-size fits-all solution. This new system welfjuire trust building and (J. C. Collins,
2005; S. M. R. Covey, 2008; Redding & Walberg, 208&nge, 2006)

Previously in Figure 1 Alternative, Charter andditi@anal School types and their
missions were depicted as being separate with swerap. Figure 5 suggests that more
customized (mix of formative and summative) lertsesonsidered when schools are
held accountable for student achievement (morediyatefined as cognitive and non-
cognitive skills). The description in Figure 5 aptsethe federal and state involvement
and use of blunt instruments but suggests a bi-fenaes be used in prescribing more
formative evaluations for alternative schools. Ené&arged circle encompasses alternative
and charter schools due to expanded national patiepdas involving Common Core
Standards, consolidation of regional accreditatoa single national commission,
nationalized performance tasks and common assessarah Common Data elements

required across all states in order to participatederal grant funding and Race to the
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Top Initiatives. Figure %s a revised framework for alternative accountgbtichool

Typology Alternative Accountability Framewo

Traditional
Schools

Figure 5 School Typtogy Alternative Accountability Framework.

This review of literaturgrounded th&valuation Toolkiin research and prepar
it for the main field tesmg of the product. The reviemcluded types and purposes
alternative schools, histc and policy of alternative educatiogvaluation studies ar
reports on effective alternative schools and evelogrocesesand toolsDuring the
past several yeatavas very fortunate to have direct access to agliesand references
that supported this studin many cases those colleagliesd through the era or polic
period which | was seeking to learn ab The references listed represent professi
reading, research and information collected oveerss years, including persor

communications, refenees cited anToolkits requested from organizatic



110

CHAPTER 3
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Research is for the good of the public. If you wample answers to educational questions, it
would be better to stop reading and look elsewhiisner, 1985)

Introduction

This dissertation studies the research questiorat\idtols support leaders in

planning a thorough and accurate program evaluati@am alternative high school?
According to The Joint Committee on Standards ftwdational Evaluation a thorough
and accurate educational program evaluation inslgteEndard elements wfility,
feasibility, propriety, accuracyandaccountability(Yarbrough et al., 2011). These
standard elements were included as organizerihitbrature Review (chapter 2), are
the basis of small-scale testing, were used asrtjanizers of secondary (guiding)
research questions presented in this chapter &wlsad in the analysis chapter that
follows (chapter 4). Among all the frameworks désed in chapter 2 these standards are
best suited to accomplish my primary research guesnd address the issue of how best
to evaluate alternative high schools. Data colbecprocedures for this research are
theoretically and practically grounded in Bridgesl ddallinger’s (1995) PBL and Borg
and Gall’'s (1989) R&D Cycle. The study involves sghleaders in the R&D Cycle and
resulted in the field testing and revision of an@tional product, thalternative High

School Program Evaluation Toolkit
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Elements, Characteristics and Assumptions of thEvaluation Toolkit Recipe

TheEvaluation Toolkitcould be thought of as a “recipe” for a thorough a
accurate evaluation involving both tangibleolsandCharacteristicof a process for
evaluating alternative high schools. The first gdirthe recipe includes ingredients
(Seven Toolsand describes “what to collect.” The second patte recipe is the
instructions Ten Characteristigsand describes “how to collect.”

Both Tools and Characteristics contain featurah®fStandard Elements
(Yarbrough et al., 2011) such as utility, feastipiand others. The Standard Elements
developed by the Joint Committee on Standards doic&tional Evaluation could be
considered a “cookbook” with standard elements magal as a reference for different
types of recipes. Thalternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkita specific
type of recipe with a set of ingredients (tools)l amstructions (characteristics). As is the
case with most recipes there may be a degree iainear between one dish and another
but the elements are the similar.

As an alternative school evaluator, | have develagged tested many of my own
assumptions (seasoning in the recipe) such as Bvaeation Dimensions aéporting,
complianceandquality assurancelescribed by the funnel in Figure 9 presented late
this chapter. This method of formative programleation is further supported by the
notion, derived from Covey (2004), that evaluatstiouldbegin with the end in mind
“Beginning with the End in Mind” is a way of dedaing the formative evaluation of an
alternative school with the use of a previouslyaleped vision, mission and goals.

Additional assumptions about Tools and Processedescribed later in this section. The
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focus of this research methodology is to furtheareligp the Toolkit and describe the
efficacy of the Recipe. Chapter 4 describes thelteand the efficacy of thevaluation
Toolkitbased on data from in depth interviews, focus gsand survey data collected
during the main field. Data collection methods @escribed in this chapter.

Evaluation Toolkit Elements

The purpose of this research is to develop and fedt theElements of the
ToolkitandCharacteristics of the Processed by a facilitator and the evaluation team in
the evaluation of an alternative high schdaolkit Elementsre tangible tools that
support a Facilitator and the evaluation team éngfocess of evaluating an alternative
high school. Thes€&oolkit Elementsnclude training materials, protocols and worksbee
and are further described in this section, in Feghiand the tools themselves are included
in the Appendix A. Participants in the main fieést were asked to rank Toolkit
Elements in a survey conducted at the conclusigdheomain field test. This information
was combined with qualitative data collected franteiviews, focus groups and field
journal entries about elements of an effective Kibaind later used to discuss efficacy.

Original versions of th@oolkit Elementsvere developed over the course of the
past six years as part of my responsibilities asAernative Education Specialist at
ODE and lead evaluator in numerous types of evialusit Theinitial surveywas
generally useful in getting an evaluation teamradywith the evaluation purpose. The
indicators for alternative school improvemessisted in identifying potential areas of
growth for the school community. Tleealuation planning matrixsimplified logic

model) went through several iterations before i$ wianplified to a left-to-right
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navigation that could be simply described \Whereare you at? Where are you goir
How will you know when you get there Research and inforation collection have bee
ongoing and have collected hundreds of evaluation tools dedrésearc frameworks
that supports thenMany of these frameworlwere examinednd summarized in tt
review of literature anébr the purpose of this research nodologyare condensed dov
to the Standar&lements for Educational Evaluation developed leyJbint Committe:
on Standards for Educational Evalua (Utility, Feasibility, Propriety, Accuracy ar
Accountability). Toolkit Element are the actual tools that make up Tlo®lkit described

in the following figure anthe Toolsthemselves are included in tAppendix A.

4 I

Seven Evaluation Toolkit Elements

i. Evaluation Training Materials

2. Evaluation Planning Worksheet

3. Ewaluation Protocols

4. Inmitial Survey Questions

5. School Progress Indicators

6. Six EvaluationTools for Evaluation Teams
(Curriculum,Assessment, Engagement,

Instruction, Organizational Structures and

Leadership}
Evaluation Plann.ing Matrix

=]

A ,/’
Figure 6 SeverEvaluation Toolki Elements.

Evaluation Process Characteristics
The intent of thigesearch is to develop and field test Biement (tools) of the

Alternative High School Program Evaluation Toc andCharacteristics of the Proce.
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For the purpose of this researProcess Characteristicare descriptions of effecti
evaluations pycesses such as “Begins with the end in mind” amebives internal an
external stakeholdersind others provided in Figure Process Characterists are less
tangible than ToolkiElement but as described previously maydepicted b the
standard elements afility, feasibility, propriety, accuracyandaccountabilit
(Yarbrough et al., 2011 haracteristics adin effective process are further described |
in this sectia through the standard eleme including utility, feasibility, propriety
accuracy and accountabililYarbrough et al., 2011). The result of fR&D is
demonstration of the efficacy of tEvaluation Process Characteristics. Additic
research methodologiese presented later in this chapter to describe eagph iBtthe

R&D Cycle in greater deta Process Characteristicare described in Figure.

g I

Ten Evaluation Process Characteristics

1. Begins with the end in mind.

2. Considers established school vision, mission or goals
(program description)

3. Involwves internal and external stakeholders

4. Supports the formation of an evaluation team

[*1]

Uses a mix of both formative (informative] and
summative (summar}'] aPPrDac:hes.

&. IsPral::tic:al or realistic (feasil:ﬂe]

|

Is contextualized and Prnduc es value (ac:c:nuntab]e]

=]

Is genera]l}' useful (utﬂir}']

w

Is proper and fair (Propriet}']
10. Ac:c:uratel}' conveys anal;rsis (ac:c:urac:}']

. "y

Figure 7. TenEvaluation Proces Characteristics



115

During the main field test (alternative school exaion), | collected data while
serving as Facilitator in the evaluation procesg.rde as the Facilitator and Researcher
required that | act as a member of the evaluagamtwhile collecting data about the
evaluation process. To counteract potential bias @articipant in the research, interview
and focus group data were compared with field jabemtries and anonymous survey
data collected at the conclusion of the main fiekt. During the survey, participants in
the main field test were asked to rank Processdchexistics in an online survey. This
information was compared with qualitative dataectiéd from in-depth interviews, focus
groups and field journal entries about effectivedess Characteristics and scrutinized to
determine efficacy. Methods employed during eadp 8t the R&D Cycle (Borg & Gall,
1989) are explained in greater detail later in thiapter.

Assumptions about Program Evaluation

The intent of this research is to develop and fiekl theElements of the
Evaluation ToolkiandCharacteristics of the Process determine their efficacy. As
previously describedoolkit Elementgre tangible tools that support a Facilitator dred
evaluation team in the process of evaluating arrative high school and are described
in Figure 6.Process Characteristicare descriptions of effective evaluations processe
such as “Begins with the end in mind” and “Involweternal and external stakeholders”
and others provided in Figure 7. My own persadksdumptiongbout alternative high
school program Evaluation were derived from expegeas an evaluator and are

represented in Figure 8. These assumptions weseralsided in the survey as Likert
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Scale items that askedlain field tes participants How essential are each of t
following statement$o evaluating an alternative high sch¢” The survey items wel
developed to explore these assumptions and theidrilcation to theefficacy of the
product. Thes assumptions address bElementqtools) andProcesslescribed in th

Alternative High School Program Evaluation Toc.

' ™
Eight Assumptions about Program Evaluation

that Begins With the End in Mind

1. Planning for a program evaluation from the beginning of the design
process with the full development of the new school in mind

3, Advocating for a formative evaluation of educational program
quality that goes beyond standardized test scores

[

Compiling an inventory of school practice and policy
4, Complying with federal and state laws
Maintaining a checklist of quality indicators for alternative schools

&, Encouraging creative thinking about what an alternative school can
be within the constraints of program evaluation

7. Considering the context and circumstance under which the
alternative school was designed to be established for program

evaluation

Establishing the cutcomes for which the alternative school will be
held accountable inthe future when fully implementad

(=]

AN /

Figure 8 EightAssumptior About Program Evaluation.

The eight assumptions are addressed and furtheriloled later in this sectic
through the standard elements including utilitgsieility, propriety, accuracy ar
accountability(Yarbrough et al., 201 and 15 guiding questions that #ne basis of
efficacy responses in the analysis of produce atfic The result of the R&was an

improved product and the anals provideda description of efficacy based on d
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collected from in depth interviews, focus groupsldfjournal entries and the survey
items. As described the survey asked main fieldgagicipants to rank the 7 Elements
and 10 Characteristics and provide a Likert scadponse for the eight Assumptions. The
Eight Assumptionare depicted in the Figure 8 and are describedaityais in chapter 4
of this dissertation.

Online Survey Design

An online survey was given to the evaluation teardeeland School District at
the conclusion of the design and evaluation prod@emographic data were collected
and summarized and only relevant questions aratezpon in the analysis. A naturalistic
gualitative examination of the data and text isduseanalyze data. Survey questions 1 to
10 request background (demographic) informatiopawficipants and the environments
they work in but may not be relevant to the efficdscussed in the analysis thus it is not
be included. Questions 11, 12, and 13 are sim@ey@o answers which most
importantly are asking for textual responses. Qoesl is a Likert type 4-point scale
measuring “how essential” a series of statemertts F¥ogram Evaluation and is
included in the analysis. A section is also prouifta respondent comments. The 4-point
scale used a 1 to indicate a statement is “non&ageor there is no support for the
provided statements. The 4-point scale used antliicate a statement is “absolutely
essential.”

Question 22 focuses on providing necessary feedfankings) on the level of
importance of the Evaluation Process (Charactesissitatements. Participants were

asked to rank order the 10 Evaluation Processnséatts with 1 being most important
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and 10 being less important. Question 23 asksggaaifits to comment on tHeraluation
Toolkit Participants were asked to rank order the s&watuation Toolkit'elements”
with 1 being most important and 10 being less irtgpdr For graphic display, the ranked
characteristics were given numeric values of 1Qt¢at 7) corresponding with the rank
placement. So the number one ranked charactesistmost import were given a value of
1, second rank value a 2, through the seventintin tank which was given a value of 7
or 10. By adding the numeric values in a given “rewd dividing by the totah, an
average number is displayed.

Approach to Program Evaluation and Research Design Explained

It is necessary to clearly distinguistialuationandresearchfor the purpose of
the methods used in this research study. The foligpweven sections of this chapter are
critical to the readers understanding about the agpvoaches and assumptions being
made in this research study about an effectiverateye school evaluation. The
Research Design Section follows this descriptiothefToolkit. As discussed previously
a workable typology for evaluating alternative salsaloes not exist for alternative high
schools in Oregon so early versions of the prodaoerated such a structure based on
dimensions, elements and characteristics descmibiis chapter and analyzed in chapter
4. These sections are followed by a section titlecsearch design.

This chapter also discusses the research desigguastions used to evaluate the
need for this product (utility) and its effectivassgaccuracy and accountability) in
helping school leaders evaluate an alternative safiool (Program Evaluation). The

chapter then explains the data collection methed us this research study. The data
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analysis section explains how the researcher safdgd the research process from bias
and assured the validity of the study (Researchgdgd_ astly, this chapter describes the
R&D Stepaused in researching and field testing the product.

This chapter analyzes the results of a R&D Cycler¢B& Gall, 1989) used to
improve an educational product, in this caseBlenentsf theAlternative High School
Program Evaluation ToolkiandCharacteristicsof a process for evaluating an alternative
high school. It also reviews the primary and seeoyndesearch questions and the general
design of the PBL project. It then reviews the depment and implementation (field
testing) of the research based on experiencestapsd $-7 of the R&D Cycle. The
analysis concludes with discussions of challenges@ntered during field testing and
recommendations accounted for in the final prodecision.

Dimensions of an Effective School Program Evaluatio

The result of developing tHevaluation Toolkitwithin the R&D Cycle is a more
useful educational produdtyaluation Toolkit. Early in the research and information
collecting (Step 1) | observed trends in accoufitgliarrowly defined under NCLB that
were mirrored by the compliance checklist ODE pded school districts in evaluating
their alternative schools. The preliminary forntloé product (Step 3) was designed from
the observations described in Figure 9; that theedsions oflternative High School
Program Evaluation ToolkihreReporting ComplianceandQuality Assurancelhese
dimensions presuppose evaluations with a processnvolves an evaluation team
participating in planning and carrying out the enxion that addresses all three

dimensions. This type of planning has not tradaibnbeen considered with program
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evaluations in OregofProgram evaluation prtices vary from an administrator witr
clipboard to an external contracted professionagj@am evaluator. It is my belief th
evaluation planning informs the proceby which anevaluation team willearn what they

need to know taetermine the impact the identified alternative higkchoo.

(" Dimensions of Alternative High School
Program Evaluation

Continuous [mPrDvemen‘t

b A

Figure 9 Dimensions oAlternative Aaccountability and Evaluation.

Figure 9describes the dimensions of alternative schoolnaragevaluation a
they contribute to continuous improvement. Dimensiof alternative school evaluati
are described by three spheres labeled reportimgplance, and quality assurance. -
funnel illustrates a narrowing of information for the purpokéor consideration an
continuous improvement. The arrows represent amaotive and ongoing process t

illustrates ongoing (formative) program evaluatinathods
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Differences Between Research and Evaluation

The terms “research” and “evaluation” are sometineésrred to synonymously
but are very different in purpose, especially ia tase of the “research methodology”
and “program evaluation” methodology describechis education study. “Educational
research” is a formal and systematic applicatiothefscientific method to the study of
educational problems (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 200@ducational evaluation” is less
formal but still often employs systematic applioatof scientific methods to study
educational problems.

Program evaluation is conducted for a variety asoms (sometimes to reduce or
increase funding, illustrate needed changes, timas to close a low performing school)
and often is not conducted with the intent to cunithe study of more generalized
educational problems. Program evaluation is usutitgcted at a single school or
program with the purpose of determining its impatstudents and understanding what
is going on at the school. Retired state admirtstrand researcher, Moreley (2012)
suggested decision makers consider student-cerdeesdions when evaluating schools.

Distinguishing between “research” and “evaluatiaméssential in describing the
methods used in this study because the two ardéasirhbr the purpose of this study
program evaluation relates to the evaluation otatlanal programs. A program is a set
of specified activities designed for an intendedppsge with quantifiable goals and
objectives (Spaulding, 2008, p. 5). Spaulding (3@@thtended that although a research

study could certainly examine a particular prograrost research tends to be interested
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in either generalizing findings back to wider aundies (quantitative research) or
discussing how the study’s finding relate back® literature (that is qualitative
research). Evaluation is a systematic collectiomfafrmation about activities,
characteristics, and outcomes of programs in dalerake judgments about the program,
to improve its effectiveness, an/or to inform dexis about future programming (Patton,
2011)

Research Design
The research design in this dissertation includepsSl-5 of the R&D Cycle

(Borg & Gall, 1989) and involves research and infation collecting, planning
objectives, learning activities, and small-scatitgy, developing a preliminary form of
the product, preliminary field testing and maingwot revision. The main field test of the
Evaluation Toolkitand evaluation process took place at an actuahaltive school. The
researcher served as a participant-facilitatordeocollect information throughout the
main field testing that informed the operationalgurct revisions. Main field testing
(Step 6) is discussed in chapter 4 in the anabfdilse data collected from the in depth
interviews, focus groups, field journal entries aodvey questions regarding theolkit
ElementsProcess CharacteristicandAssumptiongbout Program Evaluation. This
research design is grounded in a product developpreness justified and linked to the
R&D Cycle described by Borg and Gall (1989). Tablgescribed the R&D Cycle in
which the methods in this dissertation researclgeoended. As previously described in
the introduction and research methods sectionsi®fiissertation, Borg and Gall (1989)

identify 10 steps in an R&D Cycle.
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Product Efficacy

This dissertation studies the research questdrat tools support leaders in
planning a thorough and accurate program evaluatdm@n alternative high schoolPhe
Toolkit ElementsProcess CharacteristicandAssumptionslescribed in the previous
section describe a thorough and accurate evaluatian alternative high school.
Secondary (Guiding) Questions Organized by Elensantluded in Table 21 and is used
as the organizers for discussing product efficaoghapter 4.
Research Site

The main field testing occurred at an alternatinghschool near an urban area of
Oregon. The site was selected as a result of darefiaparison of school district size and
alternative schools within regions of Oregon thataccessible to the researcher. The
alternative school is located in a region of Oretiat represents the majority of the
population and is similar to many other districtghe state. For sake of anonymity this
research site is referred to\Ahyroads Alternative High SchaolZeeland School
District [pseudonyms]. Zeeland school district is genenmapresentative of half the
school districts in Oregon, having one high schanlalternative high school option,
several middle schools and several elementary $€hothe feeder system.
Research Participants

The Whyroads Principal has worked in the distrid ¢his school site for several
years and the previous Zeeland Superintendent,tigtlsupport of those on her Cabinet,
expressed a need to evaluate student placememdun@s and investigate as to the

outcomes of students attending the district altéradigh school option. A series of
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development and evaluation team meetings weratéded to inform the product
revision and focused on the effectiveness of tloelyoet rather than participants. An
example scope of work (included in the AppendiXusiher describes the goals, tasks,
deliverables and intended outcomes of the evalugtiocess with a team of internal and
external stakeholders that included staff from #ekland and Whyroads. It is generally
recognized that a control and experimental groufhatkis not strictly adhered to in this
study. The research sought to inform the produssi@n and focused on the
effectiveness of the product rather than partidipan

Facilitating the evaluation team in Zeeland alloweale in-depth access,
observations, exploration and field testing intehtterevise the Toolkit. As part of the
participation in this study, the researcher (féaitir) provided a prototype of the
Evaluation Toolkithat described a process and evaluation. Inigalgh meetings and
trainings were conducted by another researcheraitbn(2012), in the development of a
design process with the intended result of a nésvradtive high school. The alternative
high school evaluation included the involvementhef researcher (facilitator), essential
to investigating the challenges involved in using Toolkit. Early in the R&D Cycle
(small-scale testing and preliminary product depeient) Mr. Edwards and | developed
a conceptual framework to build a more detailecess. This framework was necessary
to assure the alignment of our collaborative fielsting and future product revision.
Figure 10 is a draft of the conceptual framework Ettwards and | developed for
purpose of aligning our research projects. A méabarate framework is presented in

chapter 5.
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Research Project

New Alternative School Develﬂpment

Need—2 Design - Implement - Improve
Evaluation Process

1. Df‘TE‘le a Program Descripticru
2. Desigu and Evaluation Plan

% S

Figure 1Q Framework forthe Design and Evaluation Process.

Great attentiomnd cautiorwastaken in the research design to care fol
subjects involved and the methods described iiToolkit product revisior While
participating in this study, was possible that subjects could have bnconveniencet
due to using their time to particije. In order to safeguard against this risk, theaeshel
limited the focus group time and attempted to write theesuso that it could b
completed ifdess than 3 minutes; making the entire commitment to partigipatn the
study as under one hoin addition, an informed consent notiat research participar
may discontinue the study at any time, for anyeaaand that participation is n

required. The ConsefRborm also noid that any information that is obtained
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connection with this study that can be linked tenthor identify them will be kept
confidential. Research activities and field tesismgtended to inform the product
revision and focus on the effectiveness of the pcodather than participants.

Toolkit Prototype Descriptions

Thelnventoryof school characteristics intends to support tiodilprg of the
school in the context of its broader communityridvides information about the school
that reaches beyond the school report card ddaen(itnce, test scores and graduation
information) and seeks to include information sashlgrowth in attendance, credit and
obtainment of a high school equivalency certifiq@&D) and postsecondary enroliment.
TheAlternative High School Evaluation Planning Worksti@cluded in Appendix A)
asks the evaluation facilitator and members oftheduation team to each identify the
school name, purpose of the evaluation and determio will be using the results. The
form includes a place for members of the evaluatam to share their name, phone and
email contact information as well as a place fentito describe what they perceive their
role to be with the alternative high school evalwatThe Worksheet also describes

resources needed for the evaluation (describeclnheTl3).
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Materials and Resources Needed for the Programuzaiain
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Materials and Resources Needed:

Facilitator (Preferably not associated with theamigation)
Room/Uninterrupted space for discussion

Easel Pad & Markers, Post-It Notes, Computer

Documents: Plans, contracts, budgets, requirenagntstandards
Data: Program descriptions, reports, profiles,fpbas

Among the tasks identified for the first meetingshe program evaluation

planning team is to determine the timeline forekaluation. The timeline and purpose

for the evaluation recorded during that first megtshould be referred to throughout the

evaluation. Thélternative High School Evaluation Planning Workstiacludes

guestions that intend upon capturing a TimelineBaaluation (described in the

following table) and asks the team to designatengcto consensus on) how many times

the group was willing to meet, who was respondittdéaking the group’s work and

making electronic draft (s) available, when we regked finished product and when

additional evidence or results would be provided when the next evaluations will

occur. The Timeline for Evaluation is included TahH.

Table 14:

Timeline for Evaluation for the Program Evaluation

v
v

NANEN

Timeline for Evaluation:

How many times is the group willing to meet?

Who will be responsible for taking the group’s waikd making electronic
draft(s)?

When do we need a “finished” product?

When will additional evidence of results be provi@e

When will the next evaluations occur?
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The front page of th&€ools for Evaluation Teamscludesinitial Survey
Questionsand includes room faCommentsnade by individuals working alone or in
workgroups. The tools on the front side of thes&ation tools are simple and could be
used with minimal discussion and documentatiorutistantiate claims made about the
level of agreement or practices. Thedlity indicators included in th€ools for
Evaluation Teamare each intended to support a team of evalubtotisemselves or in
workgroups to identify both successes and areabalfengelnitial Survey Questions
CommentandSchool Progress Indicatorme included on the first page of the six tools
and are specific to that tool. Each of theBools for Evaluation Teamis briefly

described in Table 15.

Table 15:

Six Tools for Evaluation Teams

Toolsfor Evaluation Teams (Six Tools):

1. AssessmentAssessment for learning and assessment of learnin

— The school maintains methods of tracking stugerfiormance and growth.
2. Curriculum: Aligned, managed and monitored curriculum

— Both teachers and students know what is taughtiasessed.
3. Engagement Engaged in relevant learning activities

— Students attend and participate.
4. Instruction: Sustainable instructional capacity

— Effective learning and instruction is used in tisg@ching and learning process
5. Leadership: Effective leadership

— Guidance is provided in assuring teacher effentdgs and student performance
6. Structures: Integrated systems and structures

— Systems of student support assure programs hievaw results and outcomes

The backside of each of the Tools for Evaluatioaig includes thEvaluation

Planning Matrix(Simplified Logic Model) that requires a differdatel of
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sophistication, care and attention on the parheffacilitator in order to use it as an
evaluation planning tool (not a program evaluatmwl). Teams must discuss various
audiences and the purpose for formative (ongoiagiuation and logic model planning
in order to understand how results and outcomebestdescribed. Teams should plan to
revisit the written timeline and purpose of thelaation process (Worksheet) at least
guarterly to determine the schools impact on stigdén addition to th&valuation
Planning Matrixis a simplifiedEvaluation Planbased upon the determinations of
measurement and accountability agreed upon iivititeix.

The evaluation planning sections (on the seconé pagach of the six tools) are
included to assist the team in better understanchagacteristics of more accurate and
formative program evaluations. TE®aluation Planning Matrixs a simplified logic
model that has the generalizable characteristieslofjic model (left to right progression
including requested descriptions of inputs, resautid outcomes) but designates the
granularity of the logic discussed that leads bakis (right to left) from desired
outcomes. A series of questions was used to ghelevaluation planning team
workgroups through thinking about the kinds of gsrihey wanted to know (objectives),
how they would know it (feedback tools) and whesytivould know it (timelines for
results). In program evaluation logic model wotkstplanning process is sometimes
referred to “beginning with the end in mind,” anmiple of effectiveness borrowed from
Covey (2004). The granularity in the logic modetlescribed as students, teachers and

community and is further depicted by Table 16.
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Evaluation Planning Matrix (Assessment Evaluatioorkroup Example)

Evaluation Planning Matrix - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will
know those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be

reassessed.

Assessment Evaluation

Tool, Data or
Instrument (Feedback

Design Timeline &

Objectives Stakeholder tools) Results
Groups (Start and restart dates)
What do you want to Who? :
know? pow wil youknow: | yyhen wi you know it?
1.
Students
2. Students
3.
Teachers
4 Community

TheEvaluation Planwas designed to narrow the evaluation team — wortkyg

thinking, from the broaddtvaluation Planning Matrixtoward a single objective (a word

or two) that describe what they want to know an@&mvthey would know it (formative or

summative evidence). This tool also engages menabéhe evaluation team in

applying, what may be new understandings abougreifit forms of program evaluation

and planning. As described earlier in this dissenaevaluation planning can be
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complex, time consuming and expensive. Elaluation Plansection seeks to simplify
the evaluation teams planning process and buildermsus about objectives that seek to

serve the students, teachers and community (sde T@p

Table 17:

Evaluation Plan (Assessment Evaluation Workgrougni{e)

Evaluation Plan - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a
shorter statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods
and update status.

Assessment Evaluation

Objectives Stakeholder | Formative and Summative Status
(From above but more Groups Evidence

concise)

1. Students

2. Students

3. Teachers

4, Community

As described earlier in this dissertation, the esly developed\lternative
Education Program Evaluation ToolKi€Eompliance) (ODE, 2006c¢) is a checklist
intended to assure compliance with state and fetkava. The checklist continued to
serve as a useful instrument in determining compaand was necessary in supporting
the work of an evaluation team because many ofdeired laws address characteristics
of school safety. For the purpose of this reseatetly, this compliance tool was

considered part of thevaluation Toolkit The Toolkit also includes a description of
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purpose (Reporting, Compliance and Quality Asswadescribed earlier in this

dissertation and depicted in Table 18.

Table 18:

Dimensions and Underlying Purpose of the Evaluafionlkit for Teams

evaluation.

ThePurposeof the Toolkit is for evaluation teams to learmabplanning and conducting

e Reporting — Seeks to understand the context of the schabitaprograms in order to
account for its unique purpose and student populafihe reporting inventories
policies and practices related to student failure @opping out, use new and existing
data sources to learn from success, identify aneiased of improvement and
effectively tell the schools story.

e Compliance— Assures the alternative high schools are follgwaws that promote
the safety of students and a minimum level of qualnd predictability among
educational schooling systems.

e Quality Assurance— Regularly gather information, observations andewe that
help in identifying challenges and informing futyslanning and decisions.

The Toolkit includes instructions and protocolattiescribe six simple steps

(protocol) for Facilitating Evaluation Team Plangitmat include the following

(summarized from the actual protocol provided ia Appendix A):

1.

2.

5.

6.

Use and UpdatEvaluation Planning Worksheet
Review and Discusgools for Evaluation Teams
Respond to thanitial Survey Questions

Identify level in theSchool Progress Indicators
Fill out theEvaluation Planning Matrix

Fill out theEvaluation Plan

As previously mentioned, the main field testingalwed the evaluation of an

alternative high school located near an urban af€xegon. This school site was
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carefully selected because of its size, studentilptipns, staff, leadership and current
relationship with the district and community. Whitee use of the Toolkit at a single site
may limit the generalizability of the research fimgk, the size and scope of the field
testing location allowed for operational produatiseons to be made that will inform
future research studies. The determination ofabékit’s effectiveness was considered
with support of the professional standards on efituta evaluation in the areas of
utility, feasibility, propriety, accuracy and accaability (Yarbrough et al., 2011).
Secondary (guiding) research questions are includ#ds section to further support the
determination of the efficacy of thevaluation Toolkit The accuracy and accountability
guestions are included below:

Accuracy Questions (adequately conveys analysis):

1. Are theTools(assessment, curriculum, engagement, instruceaaldrship
and structures) valid (measure what they inteméasure)?

2. What obstacles (challenges) have leaders (evatuttailitators and
evaluation team members) experienced when attegifaiavaluate an
alternative school? How well does the process aal$ address those
challenges?

3. How useful are thdlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkit
Characteristican the evaluation process? Are there other framlesvor
intended for use with alternative high school papgrevaluation and tool-
development?

Accountability Questions (contextualized and prextucalue):
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1. How does using an evaluation team impact the sadwvadlation process and
results?
2. What impact can this Toolkit have on studentssit af high school failure?
3. Do the Tools for Evaluation Teams support thogéeaschool in learning
from their successes, identifying current challengéanning for
improvement and more effectively telling their gtr
Steps in the Research Design
PBL is a product development process justified larketd to the R&D cycle
described by Borg and Gall (1989). Table 2 desdrihe R&D Cycle in which the
methods in this dissertation research are grouniegreviously described in the
introduction and research methods sections ofdissertation, Borg and Gall (1989)
identify ten steps in an R&D cycle. This dissedatdescribes the problem-based
approach that seeks to improve the functionalittheEvaluation Toolkit
TheEvaluation Toolkithas been developed to support evaluation teams in
identifying current challenges, planning for impeovent and more effectively telling
their story. The Toolkit describes a process fanping and tools for data collection and
information gathering that support the evaluateemt in conducting a thorough and
accurate evaluation. As mentioned previously, #€search includes a focus group and
survey information collection that field testingdaproduct revision outlined by Borg and
Gall (1989) in steps two through six, ending witfemtional product revision. Future
research will involve operational field testing vgamples of more diverse alternative

high schools and the training of evaluation faaibts. This work will involve operational
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field testing, final product revision, disseminatiand implementation and is discussed in
the final recommendations section of this dissienat

Step 1.(Research and information collecting.) This stegs\w@ccomplished
through the research and information collectedterreview of literature and has been a
vital part of my day-to-day activities in my positiat ODE. | interact regularly with state
and national leaders who have served in positiongas to mine at ODE and many have
decades of experience in the process of develgndgmplementing alternative
educational policy. As discussed previously, thépsvas also accomplished through
information and feedback collected while presentinglternative school design and
evaluation at state, regional and national confegenThese interactions were reflected in

previous sections and presentations are listeGiner19.

Table 19:

Conference Presentations on Alternative School Etado

Title of Presentation Event Location Date
Designing and Evaluating| Northwest Innovative Schools Gervais, October
Alternative Schools Conference Oregon 2012

An Innovative School Oregon Association for Comprehensive| Seaside, January
Design Process Education Oregon 2012
PBIS and Data Teams in | Northwest Innovative Schools Network | Webinar March and
Alternative Education Webinar Series May 2012
Designing and Evaluating| Podcast, National Dropout Prevention | Oregon November
Innovative Schools Center/Network Public Radio | 2011
Designing and Evaluating| Northwest Innovative Schools Gervais, October
Innovative Schools Conference Oregon 2011
Designing and Evaluating| National Dropout Prevention Chicago, October
Innovative Schools Center/Network Annual Conference lllinois 2011
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Title of Presentation Event Location Date
Design and Evaluation of | Confederation of Oregon School Seaside, June 2011
Innovative Alternative Administrators (COSA) Annual Oregon
Programs Conference
Designing Innovative Washington Association for Learning | Ocean March 2011
Schools Alternatives (WALA) Annual Conferencq Shores,
Washington
Design and Evaluation of | Oregon Association for Comprehensive| Seaside, January
Alternative Programs Education Conference (OACE) Oregon 2011
Program Evaluation in K- | Oregon Program Evaluators Network | Portland, September
12 Schools (OPEN) Annual Conference Oregon 2010
Alternative Education Confederation of Oregon School Seaside, June 2010
Programs: Review Teams| Administrators (COSA) Annual Oregon
and Evaluation Conference
Tools for District Review | Washington Association for Learning | Ocean March 2010
of Alternative Education | Alternatives (WALA) Annual Conferencq Shores,
Options Washington
Effective Evaluation of Superintendent’s Summer Institute Eugene, | July 2009
Alternative Education Oregon
Programs in Oregon
Alternative School Alternative School Leaders Training Portland, April 2009
Evaluation Oregon
Dropout Prevention Oregon Diploma Summit Portland, March 2009
Programs Oregon
Alternative Schools 2008 Governor’s Youth Summit — Portland, November
Eliminating DMC in the Juvenile Justicel Oregon 2008
System
Accountability for Superintendent’s Summer Institute Portland, | August 2008
Confirming Success Oregon
Alternative Education Alternative Education Workgroup — Salem, June-August
Workgroup Secretary of State Audit Oregon 2008
Alternative Education Oregon Data Collection Training Webinar Fall 2007
Programs 2012
Types of Schools and the [ Confederation of Oregon School Eugene, October
Laws that Apply Administrators (COSA) Annual Special | Oregon 2007
Education Conference
Alternative School Oregon Closing the Achievement Gap | Salem, September
Evaluation Toolkit Conference Wilsonville 2008
New Alternative Educatior] Alternative Education Regional Technic| 13 OR Fall 2006
Policies Assistance Workshops Regional
Locations
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As previously discussed, | have and will continn@s$e speaking engagements
and conference presentations as opportunitiesthegéeedback on topics I'm studying
and consider those who attend my presentationsrééiences to be among my target
audience for the subject. | meet regularly with gore alternative school leaders and
other state alternative education specialists faoound the country as well as ODE staff
working with traditional school statewide systemspport and will continue to seek
feedback on my perceptions and observations. t#&yidistribute and collect cards with
guestions or suggestions as a part of conferereseptations and informally collect
guestions attendees have about the topic. | inMolva practitioners and researchers to
add creditability and relevance to the sessionglaischas generated great opportunities
for me to grow and maintain my professional netwwith innovative educators and
educational leaders from the state, regional addrée levels. During many of the
conferences mentioned that include “design” intithe of the presentation, | co-
presented with Mr. Edwards, who is also a membeny#tioctoral program cohort at
Portland State University. Our research is sima&he is studying the design of new and
innovative schools. Further information regardihg toordination of our research is
presented later in this chapter. Research and torenaformation collection will
continue to be used in the R&D Cycle that interasrtprove the Toolkit.

Step 2.(Planning, objectives, learning activities and Biszale testing.) Step 2
took place as a part of my role at the ODE whareray other things, | have the
responsibility of monitoring and evaluating manteatative high schools for a variety of

purposes. Having helped in the development andemehtation of new alternative
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education policies, | understand what the dissetioinand implementation will take. In
the process of presenting information and evalgatohools, the research problem of
how best to evaluate alternative high schools eeterghe primary and secondary
(guiding questions) reported later in this secti@s developed during this step in the
planning process. The majority of current evaluaitake place in isolation from the
schools’ vision, mission and goals many are coretiibly staff with no formal training in
program evaluation. Through conference presentatmal visits to alternative high
schools, | will continue to grow an understandifighe challenges and will continue to
take time to collect and conduct small-scale tgstihhigh quality examples of tools that
are intended to support teams of evaluators see@&idgtermine the impact of their
alternative high school.

Step 3.(Develop a preliminary form of the product.) Thewven sections that
precede this step-by-step account of the reseaethaus include a detailed account of
the process whereby | developed a preliminary foftte Evaluation Toolkit Portions
of the Toolkit are described throughout that sectiad distinguished from the research
methodology described in this section. It is safedy that the R&D process around the
development, testing and analysis of Toolkit effemtess has taken on a unique meaning
in and outside my role at ODE. | have collected sewiewed hundreds of evaluation
frameworks, toolkits and instruments used in sclesaluation and several years ago was
challenged by my advisor to write a research prapasd create a prototype of the
Toolkit | was envisioning. At the time | had deveda the list of toolkit elements and

characteristics of an effective evaluation fromegearch | was immersed in that year. |
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wanted to make the tool short, front and back, @wseterms familiar to most educators. It
started out on a yellow pad of paper and sketahesyiresearch journal.

| presented a matrix of the terms and tools | vakecting at the Washington
Alternative Learning Association (WALA) Conferenddiad begun to employ the
practice of handing out notecards at the startaifrderence sessions to collect the
thoughts and questions from attendees interestety itopic. | will never forget the
comment one gentleman wrote and read aloud whexddskshare. He noted several of
the frameworks | had described and the historioatext that occurred in large part
before | was born and said, “it’s all been doneobef | asked him to elaborate and he
shrugged and responded in the same way my pareinds the fast-food dinner table at
the midpoint of both their careers as educatorsrfragn a second grade teacher and my
dad a middle school math and science teacher).rii@irswas a caring teacher and simply
didn’t understand how these frameworks and theneltged standards and policy
initiatives impacted his classroom and studentswe refreshingly cynical about what
this meant to him and had no interest in any dfiitdid not make a difference with
students. | have found that alternative educat@very honest and open about the
challenges they face supporting students that Hawene reason or another, not fit in at
the traditional high school. The alternative ediacaserves as an alternative to the
traditional school that differs in both curriculland pedagogy.

The Tools for Evaluation Teams include researcleddsitial Survey Questions
(Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree) and a placeJJomments. The comments sections

were added at the request of participants in satalle testing an provides the
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opportunity to put their concerns or complimentsviiting. | had originally wanted a
quick survey to get a picture of the school butrtheative provides room for a story. On
the same page aBrhool Progress Indicato&xemplary Practices to In Need of
Improvement). The different tools and scoring dutes allow for customization and
require a certain level of flexible interpretatioy evaluation team members regarding
common terms used to represent some school aetiatich as staff meetings, data teams
or professional learning communities which may beduinterchangeably. Once the team
gets past the nomenclature, the discussion thaesns rich and focused around the topic
on the front and back of that page. The tools ueldlear and open direction intended to
move from simple to more narrow and focused.

Step 4.(Preliminary field testing.) During the prelimirydfield testing, |

conducted a mixed method study involving a focusigrof leaders who had
demonstrated interest in evaluating alternativé Isichools. After presenting and
discussing evaluation process with participant@lt@ernative school evaluation session, |
asked those who could to stay after to discussoghie. Participants were engaged in
discussion about alternative accountability metriegeloped for use in holding
alternative schools accountable for student perdmicr. | shared the Alternative
Accountability Metrics, as well as the Toolkit Elents, Process Characteristics, and
Assumptions about Program Evaluation during thalwat session | facilitated with Mr.
Edwards. All participants had already planned terat the conference and, other than

my own field notes, no formal data were collected.
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In the research, | proposed working with@regon Alternative Accountability
Taskforceseeking to develop methods of program evaluatimhaecountably for
alternative schools in Oregon. Thaskforces not legally called for but the approach of
stakeholder engagement is called for in effectohecational policy (Fowler, 2004). This
Taskforce served as a focus group made up of aeatyaesearchers, district and school
leaders and alternative educators representingnedrom throughout Oregon and
allowed me to distribute the tool more widely thead been done in the small-scale field
testing. Addressing the issue of Alternative Schimdountability is needed and a part of
my responsibilities at ODE. Leadership at ODE isug@nof my research and has been
supportive of my research project, as it may beém@kegon Alternative High Schools.

As described, research study and evaluation of B4uds Alternative High School
took place with the involvement of an evaluatioantemade up of stakeholders from both
inside and outside the Zeeland school district withport of others in their educational
community. While my direct involvement, as facildaof the evaluation planning
process may present some difficulty in separatiggyiews as a participant observer
(bias), this role (Program Evaluation Facilitaten)h the evaluation team in the main
field testing is necessary at this early stagéénR&D of the product. | need to
experience using the tools with the evaluation teaorder to make improvements at this
stage of development and field testing. This adtivelvement and inquiry-action
framework to support improvement because this nyqulays a vital role in the R&D

process (Borg & Gall, 1989; Bridges & Hallinger, 959 Finnan et al., 1996, p. 73).
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Observations and quotations will allow for moreeaive observations as well as
learning activities and reflection as a part ofittein product revision.

Step 5.(Main product revision.) The main product revisgiii use the notes
from my professional field journal, combined witbtes and questions from
presentations and preliminary field testing torrefand improve the tools included in the
Evaluation Toolkit Some of the descriptions in this section wereatgd as a direct
result of preliminary field testing and main prottevision steps in the R&D Cycle.
Final product adjustments were made in preparaticghe main field testing, and
involved the development of annotated agendas (waths to the facilitator), activities
(that involved the design and evaluation team tiva@articipation), and the
development of presentation slides to support tamireld testing.

Step 6.(Main field testing.) The main field testing wasnducted, in coordination
with Mr. Edwards’ research on alternative schodligie, at Whyroads Alternative School
in Zeeland School District. Our goal was to desigd evaluate a new and innovative
alternative high school. Main field testing resdlte the development of a new
alternative high school program guide and plarefi@luating the school. The methods
used in the main field testing were documented ¥Yiglld journal entries, meeting
agendas, annotated agendas, activities and praésargkdes. Following design and
evaluation meetings, Chet and | regularly commuaitdy email and phone to further
reflect and explore the field testing process togetl conducted informal phone
interviews with the superintendent, student sesraieector, curriculum director,

traditional high school principal, alternative sohprincipal and lead teachers to collect
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additional insights and information. The results described in the data collection
section of this chapter and a scope of work andesge from the meetings (agendas,
activities and presentations) are included in ApipeA.

Issues of objectivity and validation are addreseealvariety of ways. First the
co-researcher, Mr. Edwards will take field notesmythe evaluation portions of the
training which were compared with observations @gifldéctions made in my own field
journal. Second, input and suggestions from inld@gerviews and focus groups were
be used to develop observations about the prodiica@y. Third, members of the
evaluation team involved in the study were aske@fiect on the process, assumptions,
Toolkit Elements and Process Characteristics asasehe post-process survey
instrument itself.

Step 7.(Operational product revision.) The result of @pemal product revisions
included refined Characteristics of a process ¥aifeating an alternative high school.
TheEvaluation ToolkitElements were each refined and an example evatuagport
template, for use in dissemination, is includedppendix A. As a participant observer
and evaluation facilitator, | was afforded the ogpnity to experience and receive
feedback about the tools in combination with mylslas a program evaluator. While my
focus is on product revision | learned a lot aldbetneeds of an evaluator (evaluator
competencies) and evaluation team which furtherméd R&D. The product revision
will be published in the form of an electronic gorihted notebook that will be edited,

refined and made ready for dissemination (Bridgdsadlinger, 1995). The R&D Cycle
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has provided the information needed to createneednd improve the educational
product that is needed and beneficial to Oregarrative high schools.

Steps 8-10As mentioned earlier, future research will invobgerational field
testing with a larger sample of more diverse adwe high schools with trained
facilitators and expand on the evaluation traini@gerational field testing, final product
revision, dissemination and implementation arehferrdiscussed in the recommendations
section of this dissertation.

Research Questions
Primary Research Question

My research is guided by a central issue of how toesvaluate alternative high
schools. My central research question/Mnat tools support leaders in planning a
thorough and accurate program evaluation of anralé&tive high schoolFor the
purpose of this research question, “leaders” irelpibgram evaluation facilitators as
well as members of an evaluation team with the tdglvaluating an alternative high
school. For the purpose of this research produttla® central research question,
“accuraté should also include elements of utility, feasilyil propriety, accuracy, and
accountability (Yarbrough et al., 2011) discussethe literature review and later to
structure the guiding questions for this dissestati

The broader research question (long version) isaMtiols support evaluation
teams in planning a program evaluation with a geapose and objectives (learn from
successes, identify current challenges and plaimfprovement) that result in a thorough

and accurate portrayal of the impact an alterndtigh school is making on students? As
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described earlier in this dissertation, currenf@at@ons, in Oregon, often include a single
leader in an effort to evaluate an alternative saghool using a compliance checklist.
The checklist is not an adequate tool for prograaiuation and is expanded upon in this
R&D process by a toolkit of tools to support anleadion team in evaluating a school.
Secondary (Guiding) Research Questions

Related research questions that help consider lestvtb evaluate an alternative
high school are included below. These researchtipnssvere developed based on
guestions important to the R&D cycle (Borg & Ga¥®89) combined with standards and
guidelines developed by the Joint Committee ond&tads for Educational Evaluation
(2011) to improve usefulness and accuracy of theatbnal productEvaluation
Toolkit) for alternative school evaluation. The 15 guidgqueggstions included in Table 20
are organized in five headings (3 Questions Eaabgd upon the elements described by
the Joint Committee on Standards for Educationald&ation (Utility, Feasibility,
Propriety, Accuracy and Accountability) and were trganizers used in data analysis

and conclusions sections of this dissertation.
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Table 20:

Secondary (Guiding) Questions Organized by Element

Utility Questions (useful or purposeful)

1. Is the Toolkit an effective (useful) tool for forthaly (ongoing) and summatively
(summary) determining the impact of alternativentsghools?

2. Are the tools in the Toolk&upportive to evaluation teams in developing a og
evaluation with a clear purpose and objectives‘tiegin with the end in mind” (S. R.
Covey, 2004, p. 97) and thoroughly and accuratetyrgy the school?

3. Do theProtocolsandToolssupport facilitators in involving both internal aagternal
stakeholders working with an evaluation team tduata the alternative high school?

Feasibility Questions(practical or realistic)

4. What learning activities (data collection, informoat gathering, reflection, reporting
etc.) are needed to support the facilitator and begmof the evaluation team in using
theTools for Evaluation Teams: Initial Survey QuessioBomments and School
Progress Indicators

5. Do theSchool Progress Indicatopgovide an opportunity for members of the
evaluation team (in workgroups) to come to consesuwhat is meant by
“Exemplary”, “Effective” and “In Need of Improvemé'rin the Tools for Evaluation
Teams Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instructieadership and Structures.

6. Do thelnitial Survey Questions and Commeptevide an opportunity for members of]
the evaluation team (in workgroups) to convey thdsgobservations and the evideng

Propriety Questions(proper or fair)
7. How should a school district or school go aboutatzig an evaluation team?

8. Does thekEvaluation Planning Worksheatlequately support the initial communication
of an evaluation purpose with a timeline, suppertaarning activities and explanation

of how the results will be used?

e?

9. What learning, reflection and planning activities aeeded to support the facilitator gnd

members of the evaluation team in utilizing Ehaluation Planning Matrixand
Evaluation Plar?
Accuracy Questiong(adequately conveys analysis)

10. Are theTools(assessment, curriculum, engagement, instrucéawadrship and
structures) valid (measure what they intent to meg8

11. What obstacles (challenges) have leaders (evatufgtlitators and evaluation team
members) experienced when attempting to evaluasdtemative school? How well
does the process and tools address those chalfenges

12. How useful are thdlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkharacteristics

in the evaluation process? Are there other framksvimtended for use with alternative

high school program evaluation and tool-development
Accountability Questions(contextualized and produces value)
13. How does using an evaluation team impact the sanalation process and results?
14. What impact can this Toolkit have on studentssi of high school failure?
15. Do the Tools for Evaluation Teams support thogb@aschool in learning from their
successes, identifying current challenges, planfingnprovement and more
effectively telling their story?
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Using feedback from the research and guiding quesibove, | will refine and
more fully develop th&oolkit ElementsProcess Characteristicand reconsider my
Assumptionsibout program evaluation in alternative high s¢hoés discussed
previously, operational product revision and fieddting will add to my knowledge of
what leaders (facilitators and members of the eatadn team) need to know and how to
assist them in obtaining that knowledge.

My hope is alternative high school evaluation teanilsuse the process and the
tools (Toolkit) to support those at the schoolgarhing from their successes, identifying
current challenges, planning for improvement andenaffectively telling their story;
intending to result in more thorough and accuraduation of their schools and their
ability to better meet the educational needs atetests of all students. The preliminary
data, combined with main product revision and tgsfirovided enough information to
generate improvements and multiple iterationsadtlftesting will provide further
opportunities to improve the process and tools.

Data Collection Procedures

It is important to consider what kinds of data Wil useful to addressing the
problem statement and answering the research qunsesiultiple methods of data
collection to overcome the limitations of each (@&hwl., 2006). Triangulation (the use
of three of more sources of data) enables the meserato gain multiple perspectives,
thereby increasing the validity of the data. SitlteeEvaluation Toolkiis a resource for
school leaders (facilitators and other members®fkvaluation team) qualitative data

were collected from school leaders in the form efting documentation, evidence of
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planning, as well as the focus group reflections$ survey responses. My own reflection
on the facilitation of a program evaluation anditdaadership was documented through
my field journal in order to consider the effectress (usefulness) of the Toolkit and its
elements.

The primary data collection procedures will inclddeus group and survey data
triangulated with field journal and notes from iepth interviews with participants. The
survey will ask main field test participants to kaFoolkit Elements and Process
Characteristics and score Assumptions about prograatuation with alternative high
schools. As described previously, alternative etlocaettings vary in both mission and
goals but researchers have identified elementaadessful alternative schools. Early
Steps of the R&D process have assisted in devajapew characteristics and elements
of thorough and accurate alternative high schoaluations. The purpose and methods
used (data collection) in alternative high schaolgpam evaluation are grounded in
research, and seeks to improve the educationaliptoBata collection procedures for
this research study were theoretically and praéyicgounded in Bridges and Hallinger’'s
(1995) PBL and Borg and Gall's (1989) R&D Cycle eT$tudy involved school leaders
and external program evaluators in the producsreniand field testing in order to
improve anEvaluation Toolkit

Research on successful alternative schools chamedtdoy typology of
alternatives schools that have been used throuditbyears of research by (Barr &
Parrett, 1997, 2001; R. Morley, 1996; Raywid, 198194; Schargel & Smink, 2001;

Schargel, 2003; Smink & Schargel, 2004). ReimerasIC(2003, p. 15) describe
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characteristics (elements) of successful alteraachools as a synthesis of previous
research and similar elements of successful aligenschools have been identified and
validated by others (Leiding, 2008; NWREL et aB97; ODE, 2006a; Schargel &
Smink, 2001). As described earlier, the methodspplying these elements of
successful alternative schooling in program evabnadre not explored in the literature
so characteristics and elements of alternative sagiiool program evaluation were
developed and expanded upon in previous sections.

The research and data collection procedures indladuix of qualitative and
guantitative methods. The central focus of quali¢éatesearch was to provide an
understanding of an activity from the perspectieegsearch participants (Gay et al.,
2006). Qualitative data that school districts malect include reviews of literature
transcripts of in-depth interviews or focus grougcdssions, notes from observations,
open-ended surveys, personal statements, diates4is, minutes from meetings,
official reports, legal documents, books and matemnd photographs (Fowler, 2004, p.
311). As described previously active involvemerd arguiry-action framework to
support improvement because this inquiry playga wole in the R&D process (Borg &
Gall, 1989; Bridges & Hallinger, 1995; Finnan et 4B96, p. 73).

The methods described in this section (particigacilitator) allowed me access
to experienced school leaders so as to gain tbenation needed to improve the
effectiveness of the Toolkit under developmentia field testing. The primary focus of
the main field testing and pilot was to facilitaealuation using the Toolkit and work

with an evaluation team. This allowed me to furthederstand how leaders (facilitator
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and other members of the evaluation team) per@eideuse the Toolkit. Field notes
taken during the meetings, focus groups and seivaderconversation between meetings
were summarized as data for further analysis aadgulation.

Participants signed an informed consent form bgbaréicipation in the program
evaluation team and study which explains the irgenase of their comments and assures
them confidentiality and participation at no riskrithg every step of the R&D cycle. A
copy of the consent forms will be kept for two yeand destroyed in accordance with
university policies.

Fowler (2004, p. 311) also describes other typess#arch data (quantitative)
and were primarily used in Step 5: Main Field TegtiTypes of quantitative research
data collected will include group surveys, config@redited record of phone
conversations and discussions between meetingsirképe form of a research journal.
Other types of quantitative information for distfstate policy-level program evaluation
include state and local assessment scores, ratgaties, attendance figures, dropout
rates, per-pupil expenditure, teachers’ salares;her-pupil ratios, percentages of
students on free and reduced lunch, enrolimentdgyand percentages of teachers with
masters degrees (Fowler, 2004, p. 311).

Focus group data were used to collect informagemeralizations, themes and
direct anonymous quotes about the alternative atjool program evaluation. Survey
data are analyzed in the following chapter and wgéda large sample of participants in
future steps (operational field testing, final pwotrevision, dissemination and

implementation).
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The sections that pertain to school, participaxt @gram evaluation are
included in the analysis. This research contribtdeSteps 4 and 5 of the Borg and Gall's
(1989) R&D cycle, discussed previously in this deapSpecific research and evaluation
instruments are discussed later in this sectionrazidded in Appendix A. Research
focus group and survey information derived fromfibkl test and survey of the design
process were analyzed, but are not included indisiertation as they do not pertain
directly to evaluation process or operational paidavisions to th&valuation Toolkit

Step 6 of the R&D Cycle is main field testing andidg this step further
evaluation of the product’s efficacy is made. Miahd testing took take place with an
alternative high school evaluation leadership té@ah used the process to evaluate an
actual school. Main field testing was done in dodieation with Chet Edwards, who is
researching methods of designing alternative sshodDregon. Edwards (2012)
conducted quantitative surveys of design team mesrthat were used to evaluate the
efficacy of the design process during the implemeon of the process. When
conducting this research, | served as a reseafabiitator. In this role | acted as a
participant-observer in the research, the facditand member of the evaluation team.
The role allowed me access to the evaluation teahstff at the school site who were
involved in using the process and tools; howevemlivement in the research generated
challenges that are discussed later in this section

To the extent possible, a single evaluation tealinutiize the Toolkit while
observing the Toolkits usefulness from start tesfirin the process. In future study it will

likely be useful for the researcher to remove thedaes from the role of facilitator in
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order to maintain a more objective perspectivee iain field testing will include the
evaluation of one alternative high school and balguided by the facilitator and an
evaluation team that will represent both intermad axternal stakeholders. It will be
valuable for the researcher to make observatiarsopal field journal notes and
observations that will inform future product rewiss. In future research study multiple
diverse school sites might be carefully selecteahnirattempt to represent the variety of
mission, location and student population as wetliisring instructional strategies used
by alternative high schools statewide.

Efforts were made to select an alternative schaibl @haracteristics similar to
others in the state, the data collection in thenfiald testing will not be designed to
represent different types of alternative high s¢haothe state and this is among the
limitations of the research study and this issuelvei discussed further in this section
and the next. Other limitations exist in the reskasuch as the experience and
background of the leaders (facilitators and otheminers of the evaluation team)
involved in the main field testing. Because ofsiaémitations, the research findings and
conclusions discussed later may only be generaliattdthe school studied or possibly
with schools that are similar, based upon geogcaplcation, mission, staff and student
population. As a result, the conclusions from #gtigdy will not be broadly generalizable
to all types of alternative programs and will Iikelemonstrate the need for additional
research in this area.

TheEvaluation Toolkiincludes both compliance and quality indicatord an

characteristics that could be described as bothdbtive (ongoing) and summative
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(summary). Thévaluation Toolkitresulted in the team composing and contributing
toward an evaluation plan. The study of the Toddkidl its elements involved a mix of
methods including a focus group that contributedata the main product revision,
followed by main field testing with an actual attetive high school evaluation. The
evaluation included ordinal and observational infation as not to be skewed toward a
single determination of “good” or “bad” school aogram elements that could limit the
credibility and usefulness of the program evaluatie well as the research findings. To
do otherwise would serve to jeopardize the ethaaoal political ramifications that must be
considered with any formal evaluation (Reimer & IG&2003).

Facilitating the program evaluation involved tmalgsis of local data, on-site
interviews and planning meetings with leaders [(tator and other members of the
evaluation team) and observations that were mantgedgh evaluation teams
consisting of internal stakeholders (unique toghernative high school) as well as
external members from the state, region and/ordemoeommunity. As is typically done
by external program evaluators, | provided the sthdinal reportthat described the
method, steps taken, results and recommendatiquseffdix A). The R&D Cycle
required data and information from a variety ofrees (described in Table 21)

contributing toward the development and improvenuéihe Evaluation Toolkit.
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Table 21:

Sources of Data Used in This Study

Preliminary Field Testing (Step 4 in the R&D Cycle):

Main Field Testing (Step 6 in the R&D Cycle)

Qualitative focus groumvolving members of the Alternative Accountalyilitaskforce,
who were in attendance at the Northwest Innovdéternative) Schools Conference
and demonstrated interest in alternative schodlatian tools (approximately 50 in
attendance at three sessions and the afternoommeaed all received a copy of the
Toolkit)

Quantitative pilot survey of educational leadersessions on Design and Evaluation of
Alternative High Schools (approximately 20 in sesj}i

Field notes from in depth interviews and schoaltyi®ith participants and day-to-day
observations as the alternative education speicalSDE.

Field notes and written communication collectedhinrole as program evaluation
facilitator and from in depth interviews with mdiald test participants and day-to-day
observations as the alternative specialist at ODE.

Qualitative focus group and in depth interviewseaiders (evaluation team) who
participated in the evaluation process (approxityét@ participants).

Quantitative survey of educational leaders panitiyg in the evaluation process and
main field test (approximately 10 participants)

Source: Steps 4 and 7 are based upon the R&D (®olg & Gall, 1989)

The main field testing research included 10 edooatileaders who have had

experience with alternative high school evaluat®lhparticipants were assured that

their participation was completely voluntary. Ird#gbn, they were assured that the

decision to participate would not have any effecttweir relationship with me as a

researcher, their school, or school district. Tagigipants were not offered financial

compensation, but pizza and refreshments were ggdudy the district at every team

meeting. The participants were advised that theydcwithdraw from the study at any

time without any negative effect on their relatibipswith the researchers, their school,
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or school district. The participants were assuhed their responses and the information
gathered would be kept confidential and commenigdneralized so as not to identify
the participant uniquely.

The focus of this work was to develop an educatipraduct which is a process
for designing new and innovative alternative highaols and not evaluating participants
or their work. The data collection process (R&D)thoels that have been covered in this
section are all methods that contribute to creatiggiality process for the product users.

Data Analysis Strategies

Collecting and analyzing the data necessary touctralreliable (repeatable)
study requires using valid (measure what it inteld®easure) research methods.
Essential to effective data analysis is the foquthe primary research issue of how best
to evaluate alternative high schools. The purpdskeoresearch is to improve the Toolkit
and my central research question was: What togs@tileaders in planning a thorough
and accurate program evaluation of an alternaiiyle $chool? As described in this
chapter,Toolkit ElementsandProcess Characteristiosere considered along with
Assumptiongn the analysis.

The focus of the analysis is on determining if ¢fffecacy of theToolkit Elements
andProcess Characteristicsupports consideration of tAssumptiongbout program
evaluation used to determine the impact of altéradtigh schools. The 15 guiding
guestions presented previously in this chapterl€lrab) are comprehensive enough to

give a broad perspective and were used in the fgrugs and field testing.
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The focus group conducted during Step 4 (prelinyifigtd testing) and
information collected in Step 6 (Main field testyrgf the R&D process makeup the
primary components of the research design in thidys In analyzing the data, | used
field notes from Alternative Accountability Taskéa Meetings, Design and Evaluation
Meetings and responses to the survey to summarzzeae (mark similar comments
and phrases to discover themes and possible comté)she results and gather
information such as participant contributions andtgtions.

During main field testing, | facilitated an altetive high school evaluation with
the support of the district leadership and evatuateam. At the conclusion of team
meetings, a survey was conducted to collect datawbre analyzed and used to guide the
improvement ofAlternative School Program Evaluation Tooliitroduct, not people).
My experience and role at ODE may have had a terydeninfluence team members, but
| am unable to determine how much their behavics aféected and what to do to
mitigate the consequences of my involvement asiatéor and member of the
evaluation team. As a result, it must be considaradng the limitations of this study. If
the study was repeated and the researcher waa atate alternative programs
coordinator, | believe the documentation and medtegy | have provided would
provide enough information to repeat the study.

The surveys described previously in Step 4 (prelany field testing) was
provided in print format (included in Appendix Fhieh allowed close interaction,
observation and quick modifications in preparafamnmain production revision (Step 5).

Step 6 (Main field testing) of the R&D process, wasen using an internet service
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website called “Survey Monkey.” To analyze the datxported the survey data from
Survey Monkey and imported it into spreadsheetnsoft to summarize and graph the
results, gather and report on information suchaaggipant ratings, rankings and
comments. The results of this process are incluadéae analysis section of this
dissertation.

There were three main sections of the survey: damabparticipant information,
school design and program evaluation. The schabpanticipant information is
described later in graphic detail in the analysigtion of this dissertation. The school
design section asked participants to use a nunheaittag statement: 1="Not Essential,”
2="Somewhat Essential,” 3="Moderately Essentiahtial="Absolutely Essential”’ to
respond to statements about the four assumptionsEditvards developed three of the
four questions in this second section and | deezldpe fourth based on our
collaboration over the course of this researchyst8dores and comments were analyzed
to improve the evaluation process based on paatitipatings and a mix of other data and
observations. The final survey question in the sdd®esign) section asked participants
to reflect on program evaluation that begins wité €¢nd in mind and linked Mr.
Edwards’ research in design with mine, evaluatidre intent of the questions in the
second section is for process refinement.

The final two questions in the third section of thevey relate directly to
program evaluation and ask participants to rao&lkit ElementandProcess
Characteristicsof the evaluation process as to their importameevalue. The intent of

this section of the survey is to discover the vahat participants have for one Toolkit
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Element and Process Characteristics in comparisintine other elements listed.
Participant responses and comments reflected agrstading about evaluation and an
awareness of the elements in the Toolkit. Thisrmgttion is described in the analysis of
this dissertation and used to determine charatitsriand elements that were revised in
the operational product revision.
Work Plan

This research plan was submitted to Portland &tateersity’'s Human Subjects
Department along with the informed consent forneufogroup guiding questions and
survey questions. In this section, more detailéormation on the work plan and timeline
is described. A Research Timeline Table is provithed describes activities (see Table
227?).

It is important to note that research and infororatiollecting for this research
project began in 2003 with my experiences as aiclistdministrator with the
responsibility of supervising staff in a varietyalfernative education settings
(before/after programs, summer school, treatmesgrams and alternative school).
These experiences exposed me to some of the todlgracesses used to address the
needs of these diverse educational programs. Asousy discussed, | currently serve as
the Alternative Education Specialist at ODE andehte opportunity to frequently work
with school and district leaders exploring the needvaluate their alternative schools.

In July 2009, planning objectives, learning actdgtand small scale testing
became more formalized as | chose alternative s&@wvaduation as a research topic | was

engaged as a consultant, with Mr. Edwards, by thne&l school districts in the South
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Coast region of Oregon to help design and evalaikew alternative high school. In
October 2012, Mr. Edwards and | co-presented airdeZence of Oregon alternative
school leaders. As part of Step 5 (main produdsien) of the R&D cycle, voluntary
participants in my sessions (approximately 50 alieve school leaders) were engaged in
sessions that described tMetrics for Alternative Accountabilitgnd theAlternative

School Program Evaluation ToolKiboth included in the Appendix A).

Table 22:

Research Timeline

Season Activity Action

Fall 2012 Present at conferences and collect question Pilot the survey instrument
cards, develop Toolkit elements and gather feedback on too|s

Fall 2012 Analyze data Make product revisions

Collect question responses|&

Winter 2012 | Request data from successful evaluators | . ' :
in depth interviews

Winter 2012 | Analyze data Make product revisions

Group and in depth
Facilitate Zeeland School District — Whyroaldmterviews with leaders

Winter 2012 Alternative High School Evaluation Team | (participants), in depth
interviews and field notes
Spring 2013 | Analyze Data Main Product Revision

Participants in the main field test (Step 6) wesked to sign informed consent
forms, had the opportunity to experience the evalogrocess from start to finish and
were asked to respond to survey and focus groustigus (guiding questions). The
intentions of the research described began withnconicated expectations with the team
and in writing through the use of a Scope of Warkafnple included in Appendix A).

Contact information was provided to participantsase any of them wanted to revoke
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consent. Participants were notified that their tdes would be held in confidence and
that their responses would be reported in a gegmethimanor so as not to identify them.

From February 2013 through April 2013, researchifMreld Testing) was
conducted at Whyroads Alternative High School ieldad School District. The main
field testing consisted of facilitating the altetima high school program evaluation of an
actual school located near an urban area of Orddenfocus group on alternative
accountability and surveys for team members wenglected and thEvaluation Toolkit
and was revised through each step in the R&D Cyxldiminary field testing, main field
testing and operational product revision.

Summary

This chapter described the product revision, tloegss of PBL and the steps in
the R&D cycle (Borg & Gall, 1989; Bridges & Hallirg 1995). As discussed previously
in this dissertation, 50 years of evidence existiat works in alternative schools but
much of that research has not yet been appliedocegses of evaluating alternative
schools. Moreover, alternative school evaluaticaratteristics or elements have not
been previously developed or field tested. The R&Ethod facilitates the further
development of th&valuation Toolkiin the context of a new process for evaluating
alternative high schools. The evaluation protoogdse used to support the researcher-
facilitator and the evaluation team in conducting@ough and accurate evaluation of an
actual alternative high school, Whyroads Alternat8chool. Chapter 4 includes an
analysis of the efficacy of tievaluation Toolkit Element&sndProcess Characteristics

of the Process in addition to a method to reflpdnAssumptionsbout evaluation.
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CHAPTER 4
ANALYSIS
“It seems that the necessary thing to do is ndetr mistakes, to plunge in, to do the
best that one can, hoping to learn enough from ddus to correct them eventually.”
Abraham Maslow(1970)
Overview
This study was guided by the central issue of hest b evaluate alternative high
schools. The purpose of the research was to ddsphtest and revise an Evaluation
Toolkit. The primary research questialthat tools support leaders in planning a
thorough and accurate program evaluation of anralétive high school?
Standard Elements
For the purpose of considering the efficacy of tesearch productatcuraté
includesStandard Elements for Educational Evaluat{dfarbrough et al., 2011)
developed by the Joint Committee on Standards doic&tional Evaluation. Those
Standard Elements include:
e Utility (useful and purposeful)
o Feasibility (practical or realistic)
e Propriety (proper or fair)
e Accuracy (adequately conveys analysis)

e Accountability (contextualized and produces value)
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The research methodology and product revisions kapported the exploration
of the primary research question and further suppaguiding questions organized by
element. These guiding or secondary research qusstre analyzed in future sections of
this chapter.
Process Characteristics

This chapter analyzes the results of a R&D Cyckxlus develop and improve an
educational product, in this case tHementsf theAlternative High School Program
Evaluation ToolkiandCharacteristicsof a process for evaluating an alternative high
school. Thes€haracteristics were described in previous chaptardinclude:

e Generally useful: Utility

e Practical, realistic: Feasible

e Proper, fair: Propriety

e Accurately conveys analysis: Accurate

e Contextualized produces value: Accountable

e Begins with the end in mind

e Considers established school vision, mission amdsgo
e Involves internal, external stakeholders

e Uses a Mix of formative and summative evaluation

e Supports formation of evaluation team
This chapter also reviews the primary and secon@prgling) research questions
and the general design of the PBL project. It ttexiews the development and
implementation (field testing) of the research blase experiences and Steps 1-7 of the
R&D Cycle. The analysis concludes with discussiohshallenges encountered during

field testing and considerations accounted forrodpct revision.
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As a part of this research, participants in thelpob development, revision and
field testing were educational leaders with extemsiackground and experience in public
alternative high school education. The main fielst site (Whyroads Alternative School
in Zeeland School District) and research participavere selected based upon a careful
analysis of the different types of districts antdals in Oregon. To the extent possible,
research objectives and goals were communicatedyk® participants. Great care was
taken to listen, observe and record throughouR&B Cycle with intention of
improving the usefulness of the produevéluation Toolkit. TheAlternative High
School Program Evaluation Toolkitas grounded in the research literature on effecti
alternative schooling and elements described byoime Committee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation which include Standardstiity) feasibility, propriety, accuracy
and accountability (Yarbrough et al., 2011).

The analysis in this chapter explains Steps 1i{h@R&D process, describing
what was done and what was learned during each Bésgarch questions that guided
this study were then reviewed and reflected upom @art of the field testing of the
Evaluation Toolkit Finally, this section explains the results amdliings of the first seven
R&D steps. The following section outlines the reskalesign (Steps 1-7) and research
guestions. As previously mentioned, the researestpns involveElementof
alternative high school evaluation a@taracteristicsof the alternative high school

evaluation process.
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Evaluation Toolkit Description

TheAlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkiincluded in Appendix
A and begins with a list of contents. Theolkitis made up of tangiblElementgtools)
and less tangible evaluati®mocess Characteristicand should be thought of as a recipe
described previously in the introduction to cha@efheEvaluation Toolkiincludes an
introduction and description of the three dimensiohalternative school evaluation
(reporting, compliance and quality assurance) Aedive Standard Elements of
Educational Evaluation (Utility, Feasibility, Progty, Accuracy and Accountability), as
well as instructions (protocols) for Evaluation Hgttors (Yarbrough et al., 2011). In
addition, theToolkit provides pre-process support documents such aslagedNeeds
Assessment Templaaad an exampl8cope of Worko support evaluation planning.

Following the pre-process materials and introdunttbe Toolkit includes
agendas, annotated agendas and multimedia presestit support thBesign Team
described by Edwards (2012). The multimedia predemts forDesigninclude the topics
of innovative schools, essential elements, schoaieditation, evaluation training and
planning. Next, the Toolkit provides evaluationrmg and planning support materials
including agendas, annotated agendas and multinpegls&ntations to support evaluation
training and planning. Evaluation Tools are alsovited (Assessment, Curriculum,
Instruction, Engagement, Leadership and Structuhes)include Initial Survey
Questions, Indicators for School Success and atugtan Planning Matrix. The
development process that resulted inEkaluation Toolkit Elementnd the

Characteristicsvas described in chapter 3. An example prograrorg®n and
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evaluation report are provided to give team memaer®del to reference throughout the
process of designing and evaluating alternativé Bihool.

Research Questions and General Design

Research Question

The purpose of the research was to improve theKitawoid to focus on the
primary research question &i/hat tools (Elements and Characteristics) suppeatiers
in planning a thorough and accurate program evalomtof an alternative high school?
Responses were logged in my field journal, focasigmotes and survey responses that
are reported on in this analysis. Steps 1-7 ofélearch design (Borg & Gall, 1989)
informed the research process that resulted inatipeal product revisions and to the
final product (included in Appendix A).

For the purpose of this research analysisclraté includesStandard Elements
of utility, feasibility, propriety, accuracy and acaatability (Yarbrough et al., 2011).
These standard elements describe an effective gmrogvaluation and were introduced
and reinforced with the evaluation team at Whyro@ltisrnative School early in the
main field testing and provided a framework for &valuation. The secondary (guiding)
research questions mentioned above were the lmagisef data gathered and were
instrumental in making operational product revisitm theEvaluation Toolki(See
Appendix A). The secondary (guiding) research qaestare provided in Table 23 as a
reference. These questions are responded to tatieisichapter as a part of discussion
relating to the efficacy of th€oolkit ElementsProcess Characteristicas well as

Assumptionsibout program evaluation in alternative schools.
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Table 23:

Secondary (Guiding) Questions Organized by Stan&edtent

Utility Questions (useful or purposeful)

1. Is the Toolkit an effective (useful) tool for foritnaely (ongoing) and summatively
(summary) determining the impact of alternativenhéghools?

2. Are the tools in the Toolkgupportive to evaluation teams in developing a eg
evaluation with a clear purpose and objectives‘tgin with the end in mind” (S. R
Covey, 2004, p. 97) and thoroughly and accuratefyray the school?

3. Do theProtocolsandToolssupport facilitators in involving both internal aagternal

Feasibility Questions(practical or realistic)
4. What learning activities (data collection, informatgathering, reflection, reporting

theTools for Evaluation Teams: Initial Survey QuessioBomments and School
Progress Indicator?

5. Do theSchool Progress Indicatofgovide an opportunity for members of the
evaluation team (in workgroups) to come to consgsuwhat is meant by
“Exemplary”, “Effective” and “In Need of Improvem&rin the Tools for Evaluation

6. Do thelnitial Survey Questions and Commeptsvide an opportunity for members ¢
the evaluation team (in workgroups) to convey thsgobservations and the
evidence?

Propriety Questions(proper or fair)
7. How should a school district or school go abouwtstig an evaluation team?

of an evaluation purpose with a timeline, suppertearning activities and explanatig
of how the results will be used?

9. What learning, reflection and planning activities aeeded to support the facilitator
and members of the evaluation team in utilizingEkealuation Planning Matrixand
Evaluation Plar?

Accuracy Questions(adequately conveys analysis)

10. Are theTools(assessment, curriculum, engagement, instrucealdrship and
structures) valid (measure what they intent to meg8

11. What obstacles (challenges) have leaders (evatutgmlitators and evaluation team
members) experienced when attempting to evaluasdt@mative school? How well
does the process and tools address those chalenges

12. How useful are thdlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkit
Characteristicdn the evaluation process? Are there other framlksvimtended for use
with alternative high school program evaluation sowl-development?

Accountability Questions(contextualized and produces value)

13. How does using an evaluation team impact the saabation process and results

14. What impact can this Toolkit have on studentssk of high school failure?

15. Do the Tools for Evaluation Teams support thogéaschool in learning from their
successes, identifying current challenges, planfangnprovement and more

stakeholders working with an evaluation team tdweata the alternative high school?

etc.) are needed to support the facilitator and begmof the evaluation team in using

Teams Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instructieadership and Structures,.

=h

8. Does theEvaluation Planning Worksheatlequately support the initial communicatipn

n

~NJ

effectively telling their story?

Source: Standard Elements (Yarbrough et al., 20&1¢ used to organize questions.
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The basis of the Evaluation Process Characterigtied as headings in Table 23
were the Standards for Educational Evaluation aectweveloped by the Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluatiarifrough et al., 2011).

Using feedback from the research questions, maifios were made to the
Elementof theEvaluation ToolkiandCharacteristicsof the evaluation process along
with basic assumptions were reconsidered. In deptnviews, focus groups and survey
data triangulated the research findings in ordenaie improvements. Data collection
and application of the product added to the exgskimowledge about what makes up an
effective alternative high school evaluation in @e. Benefits of the evaluation process
were noted in my field journal as well as the répoepared for and presented to the
school in the form of a final report and recommeimtes (see Appendix A).

General Design

The dissertation research included R&D that reduhighe development and
revision of theAlternative High School Program Evaluation Tookatd followed field
testing guidelines outlined by Borg and Gall (19883teps one through six, ending with
operational product revision (Step 7). Future redewill involve field testing with a
larger sample of more diverse alternative high etshand will follow final product
revision (Step 9) to prepare the Toolkit for disgeation (Step 10). Borg and Gall's
Steps provide a framework included in the introsuc{Table 2) is useful for
considering next steps in a R&D Cycle that prodedeacational products. The general
research design focused on freolkit Element@andProcess Characteristidhat support

leaders in planning a thorough and accurate prognaatuation of an alternative high
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school and carefully followed Steps 1-7 of the R&BRxle. The Toolkit Elements and
Process Characteristics were considered alongsitel&d Elements aitility,
feasibility, propriety, accuracy and accountabil{tyarbrough et al., 2011) in order to
further analyze Toolkit efficacy.

Research Design

The research design utilized to improve Bwaluation Toolkiincluded PBL and
the R&D Cycle designed to help solve problems atpce in the field or workplace.
Borg and Gall (1989) depict educational R&D as fagess used to develop and validate
educational products” (p. 782). Researchers cugmithe R&D Cycle and use results to
create a product that is ready for disseminati@hiarplementation in real world
educational applications. The entire R&D Cycle udds a 10-step process leading to full
implementation of the educational product of theR&or the purposes of this
dissertation, the first seven steps in the R&D €k followed to develop, field test and
refine theElementof theEvaluation Toolkitand theCharacteristicsof the process for
evaluating an alternative high school. The firstesesteps in the R&D Cycle were
utilized to ensure that the product is ready tasagvaluation teams in the field. The next
section of this chapter provides information onrégearcher’s experience in the
development, main field testing and refinementef product throughout each of the
seven steps in the process. Steps 8-10 are alsenped and are further addressed in
conclusions and recommendations provided in ch&ptéithis dissertation. As shown

previously in Table 2, Steps in the R&D Cycle irdsu
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1. Research & information collecting

2. Planning, objectives, learning activities, anthB scale testing
3. Develop preliminary form of the product

4. Preliminary field testing

5. Main product revision

6. Main Field testing

7. Operational product revision

8. Operational field testing

9. Final product revision

10. Dissemination and implementation
Development and Implementation

Step 1: Research and Information Collecting

Determining the impact of an alternative high sdhbat serves mostly at-risk
students presented a significant research proltentunately, 50 years of research on
alternative schools existed, representing evidenseccessful forms of alternative
schooling (Aron, 2003, 2006; Barr & Parrett, 192001, 2010; Morley, 1996, 2012;
Raywid, 1981, 1994; Reimer & Cash, 2003; Scharg&ngink, 2001; Smink & Schargel,
2004).

The focus of the research and information collecti@s on a primary research
guestion: What tools support leaders in plannitigpaough and accurate program
evaluation of an alternative high school? | spkatgreater part of a year collecting

evaluation tools from international, national, wewal, and other U.S. and state
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organizations that were seeking to evaluate diveckeols such as alternative schools.
The information included a broad range of checklistventories, protocols, standards,
needs assessments, several types of audits angblesanh program evaluations. The
process of research and information collecting sedane to a wide array of assessments
and evaluations seeking to accurately describe 8lgiing on at a school and describe
what it could do to improve; simply put, “Whereysur school and where is it going?”

The literature reviewed served to demonstratefévatstudies exist that dig
deeper into the elements of the tools or charattesiof a process that would describe
valid program evaluation methods that identify ssstul alternative schools. Few had
sought to apply sets of elements and fewer hadghea or described the field testing of
the tools themselves. | encountered several fdiitod not-for-profit organizations that
agreed to share their evaluation tools with meatjrieed not to cite them in my research
study or make them publically available. There watteer organizations that had
previously published information about indicatonsl grocesses to identify them
NWREL (Cotton & Paglin, 1995) and others (Barr &te#t, 1997; Leiding, 2008; ODE,
2006a; Schargel & Smink, 2001) have recorded tisemation of evaluation tool
elements. Reimer and Cash (2003, p. 15) descriteedharacteristics (elements) of
successful alternative schools as a synthesisewiqurs research and include a portion of
their tool for evaluating what they call “Tier 1hd “Tier 2" levels of evaluation. In
addition, | have reviewed documents that soughpiay standard tools with evaluating

alternative schools (Moreley, 2012; ODE, 2006c;tWi2009).
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Additionally, the literature reviewed from the pestional field of program
evaluation offered best practices in evaluation @mtacteristics of a thorough and
accurate program evaluation. The work by the Joorhmittee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation provided a framework for shreicturing of the evaluation in this
research study as well as questions and meta-éwalyavaluation of the evaluation).
For the purpose of this analysis efficacy shoutdude consideration of elements of
utility, feasibility, propriety, accuracy and accaability (Yarbrough et al., 2011).
Step 2: Planning, Objectives, Learning Activitiesand Small-Scale Testing

The review of literature described previously irsttlissertation exposed a lack of
a workable typology for alternative high schools\edl as elements of thievaluation
Toolkitused in the process evaluating alternative higlo@s. Planning, learning
activities and small-scale testing occurred overgast six years in my position at ODE
as well as the better part of a year spent gathenml reflecting on components of
different types of tools. That year allowed me ¢aceptualize what an effective tool
would look like as well as visit diverse types tiEmative schools with the tools
themselves. Serving as an evaluation facilitator gpecialist at ODE allowed me access
and opportunities for small-scale testing that aboted toward multiple interactions of a
variety of evaluation tools used in alternativehhgghool visits.

The initial development of thEoolkit Elementsnd small-scale testing followed
the research and information collecting. During thériod, | developed the secondary
(guiding) questions described earlier in this disd®n and used them as the basis for the

reporting of results in this analysis. | developleel list of seven toolkit elements and 10
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characteristics of the evaluation process as vgdtha three dimensions of alternative
high school evaluation (the funnel from Figure$¥, evaluation protocol steps for
facilitators and eight assumptions about altereasishool evaluation that begins with the
end in mind. | have shared these tools informaily wolleagues, alternative educators,
educational leaders and others who expressed shiaralternative school evaluation.
Throughout the small-scale testing, the Toolkitredats continued to evolve, some
elements were removed, revised, and elements widetlaPrimary to this effort was
making the tools simple enough to understand buopéex enough to reliably and validly
determine the impact an alternative high schoolaking through a thorough and
accurate evaluation.

Step 3: Develop Preliminary Form of the Product

The preliminary forms of the product included rowdiecklists, rubrics, audit
templates and various forms of logic models butdw from experience in the learning
activities and small-scale testing that these temlsldn’t be much use to a team made up
of individuals with diverse backgrounds and expwses. | was asked by several small
school districts in the South Coast region of Oretgpoassist them in designing and
evaluating a regional alternative high schoolvbived my research colleague, Mr.
Edwards and we initiated a pilot (out of town trig)uAs the small-scale testing
concluded, this was an opportunity to further deped preliminary form of the product
in preparation for preliminary field testing. Mrd&ards and | met several times with
superintendents in the South Coast who had alreagucted a thorough needs

assessment and were aware of the needs of outoblsgouth in the region. However,
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they were not confident about where to begin witos| design and were unsure about
how to thoroughly and accurately measure their ©@sg

Planning, learning activities and small-scale testiver the past several years
had prepared me to quickly compile an original vatie productEvaluation Toolkix. |
used the list oElementsandCharacteristicgreviously described in Step 2 to compile a
set of instructions (later called protocols), @litjuestions, indicators, and an evaluation
planning matrix (simplified logic model). Aroundishrsame time a colleague from the
Oregon Program Evaluation Network (OPEN) invitedtma workshop at the Oregon
Museum of Science and Industry (OMSI) where | ledrmore about logic models and
rubrics being used in museums. At the logic modwakehop | interacted with program
evaluators struggling to design methods to meakierenpact of museum exhibits and
came to the belief that if a workable method ofgoaon evaluation was possible with
museum visitors that were only present for a fewrbol asked a colleague, “Why are we
not keeping better record of the results and ouésoai students attending alternative
high schools who often attend the school for thgortg of a school year?”

Following the OMSI workshop and further developmeithe preliminary form
of the product, | applied an approach online codeseslopers call “rapid-prototyping”
(developing multiple versions of a product veryakly). This is essentially a less
elaborate version of the R&D Cycle (Borg & Gall,859. | also continued to share the
early versions of th&valuation Toolkiwith educational leaders, alternative educators,
other state alternative program coordinators, dhdre who expressed an interest. |

eventually came to a point where | felt the Toolkéts ready to share with my colleagues
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in Oregon’s South Coast. The Elements and Charstotsy although largely unique, they
were representative of tistandard Elements

During this same time period, Mr. Edwards and | hagun working on the first
of four objectives in support of those South Ceagterintendents by assisting in the
formation of a local design and evaluation leaderggam composed of what program
evaluators Donaldson (2013) and Patton (2011)m&@inal and external stakeholders.
Design andealuation teammembers included superintendents, principalshexac
parents, students and other local community memhbinsinterest in out-of-school
youth. Toward the end of the design process tha leam also served as the Evaluation
Team and considered preliminary forms of Tlo®lkit ElementaindCharacteristicsof
the evaluation process. | noted their suggestiommments and suggestions in my field
journal and responded with almost daily additianghe preliminary form of the
Evaluation Toolkitduring that period.

The second objective was to create learning ais/that would benefit the team
in understanding how to design and evaluate treair innovative alternative to their
local traditional high schools. These took the faihagendas, reference materials and
multimedia presentations used in both the prelinyiad main field testing in the R&D
Cycle. Mr. Edwards worked with the lead districtldhe new alternative school principal
to create a “program description” that served ddweprint” for the new school. The
program description (vision) would be used to famschool mission, goals and methods
of formative evaluation for the school and useddmmunicate to the local community

and news media as well as potential external sugsor
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It has been my experience that schools that dave la strong vision, have a very
difficult time with recommendations, and are esplgidifficult to evaluate. In short, “If
a school does not know who they are it is goinigeta@lifficult to contribute to where they
are going.” Subsequent to the design process kbgdourth objective of planning for a
formative (ongoing) evaluation. This required tharh and educators to think differently
about accountability and accurate evaluations (Margh et al., 2011) as well as student
performance and assessment. | used and referetiggthSet al.’s (2005) work in the
area of assessment for (rather than of) learnirnigartrainings to help bridge the gap
between educators’ understandings about diffeggretst of assessment (formative and
summative) and its linkage to how the terminolagysed in program evaluation.
During the process in the South Coast, some conmp®io¢ theEvaluation

Toolkit were introduced as part of the evaluation plannimgal questions, indicators
and logic modeling. In reflection, there was attotearn from the procedures used in that
pilot. | had spent the entire previous year coitectind reflecting on the elements of the
Evaluation Toolkitand found it difficult to communicate what | wadking about with
anyone, including Mr. Edwards. | found conversadionth fellow program evaluators
and experts in this field most helpful during tBiep in the R&D Cycle and appreciate
ODE, OPEN and the State Instructional Materialsi®e\Administrators (SIMRA) for
providing regular professional learning opportwestivhere | was able to reflect as the
preliminary form of the product took shape. Therfohjectives previously discussed
included the formation of a team who participatetearning activities to support the

development of a school vision and were introduoetieElementf theEvaluation
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ToolkitandCharacteristicsof an effective process for determining the impHcn
alternative high school.

New innovative methods of program evaluationl was also supported in the
product development by research emerging fromitbeature supported by professional
organizations like the American Evaluation Assaoiatind the American Educational
Research Association. Specifically, a new formudlgative research in the field of
program evaluation known aeiZelopmental EvaluatiofPatton, 2011), described earlier
in the review of literature section of this disatidn. “Developmental evaluation supports
innovation development and R&D to guide adaptatioamergent and dynamic realities
in complex environments” (p. 1Pevelopmental evaluatioseeks to involve
characteristics of complex adaptive systems, litexraative schools, in the process of
evaluation. Patton draws distinctions between ti@thl evaluation methods and
complexity-sensitive developmental evaluation (p. 23). Such methods include
accounting for dynamic and difficult-to-measureiables and require collaboration with
those engaged in the change effort to co-creatvaluation that is useful and matches
the innovation process philosophically and orgamnally (p. 25). In contrast,
alternative school evaluations in Oregon typicédigus on observable and easy-to-
measure variables and involve a single evaluatdrrgsults in a completed checklist or
evaluation report.

In effective program evaluations quantitative andljative data need to be
collected as a part of an alternative school evi@naDepending on the purpose of and

the audience for the evaluation, an evaluation telanuld employ methods of evaluation
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that are quantitative or qualitative (mixed-methd@pending upon time and available
resources, such an evaluation may not be feasildesd effective. The evaluation
research suggests that an evaluation should previgenative (summary at the end) and
formative (forming along the way) evaluation wittamproject (Spaulding, 2008). The
evaluation should involve multiple approaches tedeining the impact the program is
making with the students. Schools making use afjjaim evaluation should become
familiar with Standard Elements of educational ea#ibn (Yarbrough et al., 2011) and
consider evaluator competencies (Russ-Eft, 2008)ardevelopment and evaluation
process.

Evaluation process Evaluation teams and educational leaders in aligma
schools who want to design or improve innovativeosts will do well to consider the
role of both localized program evaluation and ngereral educational evaluation
research. Research may help an alternative scbadél overcome organizational
barriers to education reform (Chenoweth & Everhizd)2) and program evaluation may
give school leaders the tools to make program irgaments. School improvement
requires that leaders attend to best practiceshaa leadership and make use of
program evaluation. Major assumptions about chaefiected by Chenoweth and
Everhart (2002) asserted that change must be fdauseanproved student learning, must
be comprehensive, demand shared leadership, inaludgevant stakeholders and mean
change in school cultures. In a book titlete Self Renewing Schpdbyce, Wolf, and
Calhoun (1993) also noted that the centrality ofleht learning must be the purpose of

improvement activities.
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The evaluation is best conducted with the involvenaé both internal and
external stakeholders in a process where praatittoand stakeholders come to
consensus about the schools strengths and neegealvements. The outcomes and
process should be agreed upon and contextuallgmEsito meet the needs of the school
so that school staff may make use of the evalualibeAlternative High School
Program Evaluation Process Characteristidescribed in previous Tables 12, further
define the characteristics of an effective evatraprocess and what should be
considered when developing a program evaluatioaricalternative high school.

Evaluation tools. The tools used in the evaluation process musbh®lex
enough to capture identified characteristics ofliguaut simple enough to make those
tools valid. Alternative school program evaluattonls need to be detailed enough to
account for many different types of alternative@ilk and the evaluation process needs
to include both internal and external stakehol@eid be facilitated by someone outside
the organization. Thalternative High School Program Evaluation Toollements are
described in greater detail in this section wittification and descriptions that depict
specific elements of the tools and their contrimutioward Toolkit efficacy.

Tools for evaluation teams need to address assagstnericulum, engagement,
instruction, leadership and organizational strue(@arr & Parrett, 1997, 2001; Barr &
Yates, 2010; Chalker, 1996; R. Morley, 1996, 1R6E. Morley, 2002; NAEA, 2009;
NDPC, 2011). The evaluation needs to meet recodratgndards for program evaluation
such as utility, feasibility, propriety, accuraaydaaccountability (Yarbrough et al., 2011)

and address the dimensions of reporting, complisaroe quality assurance.
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The competent evaluator as a toolNot all evaluators will have had diverse
experiences in school settings. An evaluator mayppreciate being called a “tool” but
a skilled program evaluator makes a differencendted earlier in this dissertation,
credible evaluators communicate effectively, attenchultiple problems at once, and
manage multi-dimensional projects successfully g, 2008, p. 34). The evaluation
facilitator can dramatically impact the overall sess of the program evaluation
(Donaldson et al., 2013; Patton, 2011; Spauldifg82 and contribute toward building a
strong team (J. C. Collins, 2005; James Collin®120im Collins, 2006; Cuban, 2003)
that will evaluate an alternative high school. logtalternative school evaluations there
is flexibility in who conducts the determinationtbe impact the school is making. The
Evaluation Toolkitis only as good as theauation teanthat is using it. Training
materials and protocols were included in Tlo®lkit to support the training and
development of the evaluation team.
Step 4: Preliminary Field Testing

The purpose of preliminary field testing was toambtan evaluation of the
effectiveness of the initial product (Borg & GdlR89). My primary research question
was:What tools support leaders in planning a thorougkl accurate program
evaluation of an alternative high schodXperienced leaders who regularly evaluate
alternative high schools often have a set of tdwy are comfortable using. These tools
often vary from the Oregon Compliance Checkliseypously described) to a

professional evaluator’s toolset that might inclstledent, parent, teacher surveys and
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rubrics with defined indicators of quality to assisthe identification and recognition of
policies and practices that support in a thorougthaccurate program evaluation.

Analysis from these data sources revealed thatdheational leaders who
responded would have benefited from additional egpee and training. ThEoolkit
ElementsandCharacteristicsof the facilitated Alternative School EvaluatioroBess are
described in the Main Product Field Testing (StepA8 described previously in the
methods section of this dissertation, the prelimyirigeld testing (Step 4 in the R&D
Cycle) involved the assembly of qualitative focusups. This focus group was made up
of alternative education leaders interested inradtidve accountably metrics and program
evaluation as a means to demonstrate that alteensthools were held to account for
student performance (Alternative Accountability Rfasce). The members of the
Taskforce were also in attendance at the annuagddralternative schools conference
(Northwest Innovative Schools Network Conference) demonstrated interest in
alternative school evaluation tools. Mr. Edwardd Apresented at the conference and
enlisted participant feedback. As their response®wanalyzed, themes and suggestions
emerged that are described below in the main ptaeutsion (Step 5). Their suggestions
resulted in the inclusion of Alternative AccountaiiMetrics being included as
examples of ways to reliably measure school by sloimg other than test scores,
attendance and graduation. These metrics suggasiader methods of determining
student growth based upon performance, attendaoedlgand the earning of individual

credits and certificates and were used by the atialuteam in the main field testing to
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report back to the school district and communi&ksholders regarding the school
performance. These metrics are included in the Yieesion of the product.

TheAlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolk#s continuously
developed through presentations to various prajassiaudiences described previously
in the list of Conference Presentations on AltemeaSchool Evaluation (Table 19) and
also depicted in the Research Timeline (Table RAjing the preliminary field testing |
carried several copies of thwaluation ToolkiandGuiding Questiongn my backpack
to share with others at ODE or in school sites cetidg audits, investigations and
evaluations. | shared the Tool as a referencer(glesarked DRAFT with a note to email
me with additions) in state and national meetiadfgernative school visits, school district
monitoring visits, interviews, lunch and dinner rinegs and with groups of students in
the lunchroom while | was on school visits. On¢hafse copies was always labeled
“Drew’s Edits” and | used it to make correctionglawrite notes that contributed toward
main product revisions (Step 5). Every few week®uild incorporate my edits into the
most recent version of thieolkit | collected suggestions from colleagues, expegdn
educational evaluators, college professors, progreatuators and even an educational
anthropologist that recently moved to Oregon from Midwest.

| shared thd&=valuation Toolkitwith the Whyroads Principal a year before |
received a call from the Zeeland Superintendentimtg about the new evaluation
process with a request that Zeeland would be teetb pilot it. When sharing thEoolkit
| provided the Guiding Questions to shape the caatmns around my primary research

guestion and Standard Elements (Yarbrough et@L1pof program evaluation. As it
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worked out Zeeland and Whyroads are reasonablgseptative of alternative high
schools throughout Oregon in size and mission hed commitment afforded Mr.
Edwards and me the opportunity to move forward &itflain Field Test at the site.
Step 5: Main Product Revision

Main product revisions to thevaluation Toolkitwvere directly linked to the R&D
Cycle and the focus on the primary research questiowWhat tools support leaders in
planning a thorough and accurate program evaluati@m alternative high school? The
framework for establishing a thorough and accueatduation was the Standard
Elements for Educational Evaluation which includeitity, feasibility, propriety,
accuracy and accountability. Main product revisiosgse made based upon exploration
of secondary research questions and were triaregliaith data analysis that is expanded
upon in this section. Changes made to the tool&ieviterative (flying the plane while
building it) and some of the training and evaluatiaterials were developed and
customized to meet the specific needs of Whyrodtisative School in Zeeland School
District. These changes were also based on expesen the South Coast and previous
experience with alternative school program evatumatAs an example, the Whyroads
Evaluation Report (included in Appendix A) was deped during the Main Field Test.

| learned and reinforced my thinking about curnicnlreview and implementation
(Elmore, 2004) and how methods for more traditi@@ools should be applied in
alternative educational settings. | was also reetdnthat trust saves time (S. M. R.
Covey, 2008) and benefited from the buy-in and cament toToolkitimprovement

exhibited by the Zeeland Superintendent, Whyrodtisr#ative School Principal and
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members of thevaluation teamThe sections that follow begin with the Standard
Indicator, guiding research questions and a resgptirag contribute toward the
demonstration of Toolkit efficacy. Table 24 desesliheUtility Guiding Research

Questions.

Table 24:

Utility Guiding Research Questions

Utility Questions (useful or purposeful)

1. Is the Toolkit an effective (useful) tool for foritnaely (ongoing) and summatively
(summary) determining the impact of alternativenrsghools?

2. Are the tools in the Toolk#upportive to evaluation teams in developing a g
evaluation with a clear purpose and objectives‘tegin with the end in mind” (S. R
Covey, 2004) and thoroughly and accurately portinayschool?

3. Do theProtocolsandToolssupport facilitators in involving both internal aegternal
stakeholders working with an evaluation team tdweata the alternative high school?

1. It was observed that tlevaluation Toolkit'sutility (usefulness) was largely
dependent upon the experience and buy-in of thi@wan team and program evaluator.
One evaluation team member commented, “The fatiiia important to the process.”
The data demonstrated that participants valued dlokit indicating that it was
supportive to evaluation teams. The data collettted in depth interviews, focus groups
and the survey and field journal entries indicated the Toolkit did a better job than the
Compliance Checklist in determining the impact diywads Alternative High School in
Zeeland School District. However, it was not fouhdt the Toolkit met the Standard

Element of being effective for formative and sumneaevaluation. Data are not
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conclusive about whether the Toolkit is an effextivol in formatively and summatively
determining the impact of alternative high schools.

2. Theagendasannotated agendaprotocolsandevaluation planning worksheet
were helpful to me in facilitating the meetingshwa clear purpose, especially because |
was trying to write notes in my field journal whieing as a facilitator. In the survey
conducted of the evaluation team at Whyroads ilafek participants ranked the
formative and summative item second to last in canispn with other Characteristics,
indicating that it was not the strongest elemestoAe participant put it, “A six-category
tool, using multiple stakeholders as links throudtich to assess the school’s success.”

3. The Protocols and Tools were found to be heljfahe facilitator and
members of the team but the protocols themselves ma specifically called out in the
survey. Reflecting upon this, the research woultehlzenefited from a survey item that
requested responses about the Protocols. This ouditshte that the protocols were in
essence not visible and were used to support theeps or it could indicate that they
were not attended to at all and were useless. ikKh@atocol steps are summarized below
for consideration in this analysis and the fullsten description of the protocols are
included in the introduction to the Toolkit locatedAppendix A.

Use and UpdatEvaluation Planning Worksheet
Review and Discus§ools for Evaluation Teams
Respond to thanitial Survey Questions

Identify level in theSchool Progress Indicators

Fill out theEvaluation Planning Matrix

S T S

Fill out theEvaluation Plan
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The district leadership was involved purposefufithe evaluation from the
beginning and approached me as a possible sitadanain field testing of the Toolkit
and evaluation process. Based upon experiencés ipréliminary (Step 4) and main
field testing (Step 6), the district needs asseassiagsists in establishing the purpose.

Table 25 describes theeasibility Guiding Research Questions.

Table 25:

Feasibility Guiding Research Questions

Feasibility Questions (practical or realistic)

4. What learning activities (data collection, informatgathering, reflection, reporting
etc.) are needed to support the facilitator and begmof the evaluation team in using
theTools for Evaluation Teams: Initial Survey QuessioBomments and School
Progress Indicator?

5. Do theSchool Progress Indicatopgovide an opportunity for members of the
evaluation team (in workgroups) to come to consesuwhat is meant by
“Exemplary”, “Effective” and “In Need of Improvemeérin the Tools for Evaluation
Teams Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instructieadership and Structures.

6. Do thelnitial Survey Questions and Commeptevide an opportunity for members
of the evaluation team (in workgroups) to conveyuiihts, observations and the
evidence?

Feasibility refers to the time and resources ablfor the evaluation. As shared
previously, alternative schools in Oregon haveiti@ually used a compliance checklist
rather than a process for thorough and accurateai@. The compliance checklist
method required one or more people to visit theradttive school every year, review
documents and make observations with a clipboard.demonstration of efficacy
relating to feasibility of th&valuation Toolkitikely relies on the ability to conduct a

process with little to no expense (cost), timeisruption in school activities. To this |
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would say, “You get what you pay for.” That is syghat a better evaluation process
will cost more money and require additional staffe to complete.

4. The program evaluation of Whyroads Alternatice®l in Zeeland School
District will took place over five 2-hour meetingmd involved students, parents,
teachers, school and district administrators. Titgeeprocess took only 12 total hours of
meeting time commitment with a few assignments betwmeetings. The first two
meetings were designated for the design procestucted by Mr. Edwards. The next
two meetings allowed me to facilitate the evaluatieam in common learning activities
related to training and planning a thorough andieate evaluation. Agendas were
distributed electronically prior to meetings toiasparticipants. Working groups were
established to support progress toward the conopleti work products during and
between meetings such as the mission and goaly,gonoguide, evaluation planning
worksheet and tools. The result of the processpsesented during the fifth meeting as a
finalized program guide (vision for the school) a@luation report.

5. The use of Indicators for School Success pravateopportunity for self-
reflection by the evaluation team. The Toolkit pd®d an opportunity for members of
the evaluation team (in workgroups) to come to eosss on what is meant by
“‘Exemplary,” “Effective,” and “In Need of Improvem# in theTools for Evaluation
Teams Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instructieadership and Structures.

6. As a participant-observer and program evalua@rming as a researcher-
facilitator | had the responsibility to make sunese members of the team understood

program evaluation (training) and conducted a thghoand accurate program evaluation
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(planning). The Initial Survey Questions and Comtsevere filled in by participants
while working with a partner in a subgroup. Thessftd were used in the analysis and
informed product revision. School staff was paweth central office staff to identify
different points of view needed in the evaluatiéenping. Ten hours of meetings with
district and school community stakeholder was imggive (feasible) in comparison with
the cost and work associated with a full extermafgssional program evaluations. Table

26 describes theropriety Guiding Research Questions.

Table 26:

Propriety Guiding Research Questions

Propriety Questions (proper or fair)

7. How should a school district or school go abouwtstig an evaluation team?

8. Does theEvaluation Planning Worksheatiequately support the initial
communication of an evaluation purpose with a tineglsupportive learning
activities and explanation of how the results wélused?

9. What learning, reflection and planning activities aeeded to support the facilitator
and members of the evaluation team in utilizingEkealuation Planning Matrixand
Evaluation Plar?

7. In the main field test the Zeeland School Distsuperintendent and the
District Office Student Services Director suggegteinames of the design and
evaluation team and the Whyroads Principal provitiedparents and students who
participated with the design and evaluation tearhs. evaluator continuously reinforced
the benefit and need to include external stakehsldsulting in the involvement of
another alternative high school principal from tbgion, parents and racially diverse

students who attended the school.



188

8. The newEvaluation Toolkitand process represents a significant time and
resource investment to establish an evaluation teansider the proper purpose
(propriety) of the evaluation in using a needs sssent (was added during the final
product revision) or Program Evaluation Planningrkgbeet. The result of the planning
and main field testing demonstrated positive resasgtdescribed in the data collected and
the analysis that continues in this section. Adifator, | provided the evaluation team a
copy of the Scope of Work agreed upon by the is8uperintendent and a draft of the
Evaluation Planning Worksheet that clearly ideatfthe evaluation purpose. The Scope
of Work and the purpose were used in the recommemdancluded in the final report.

9. One administrator reported previously in thialgsis responded that, “all the
tools were valuable [including the Evaluation PlagnMatrix and Evaluation Plan] and
it is difficult to rank things that are so reliasmt one another.” Another remarked, “These
tools are much better than what we have.” A thandl &1 like how simple the tools are,
now that | understand them.” Though many on thentead experienced program
evaluation before (see survey data in the sedtianfollows the guiding questions), it did
not appear any of them knew what to expect out@fesign and evaluation process.

Table 27 describes thfeccuracyGuiding Research Questions.
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Table 27:

Accuracy Guiding Research Questions

Accuracy Questions (adequately conveys analysis)

10. Are theTools(assessment curriculum, engagement, instructiadelship and
organizational structures) valid (measure what theant to measure)?

11. What obstacles (challenges) have leaders (evatuglitators and evaluation teamn
members) experienced when attempting to evaluatdt@emative school? How well
does the process and tools address those chalfenges

12.How useful are thélternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkit
Characteristicdn the evaluation process? Are there other framksvimtended for
use with alternative high school program evaluatiod tool-development?

As described earlier in this dissertation, the enrtools for program evaluation
are inadequate and the school report cards havedsseribed as, “doing more harm
than good in closing the achievement gap.” As dieedrin the review of literature and
methods sections of this dissertation Bdementf the toolkit and th€haracteristicsof
the evaluation process are grounded in research.

10. The evaluation team appeared to have felt semyfortable approaching the
Tools (assessment, curriculum, engagement, ingirydeadership and organizational
structures). A teacher said, “I know what thosagdkiare.” A district office student
service director said, “It's not these things | eomcerned about, it's if it actually
happening at the school.” These comments inditaiietheToolkit instruments are

approachable and understood by these participankt®iprocess. Unfortunately, the

parents and students were not able to participateel survey but experiences during the

field test and observations in my field journal Wbindicate that parents and students

generally understood that we were trying to undegthow the school was doing.
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11. The set of evaluation objectives describecherScope of Work and the Final
Report (See Appendix A) was not developed by theeat superintendent (developed by
the previous superintendent) and while the suparaent referenced experience in
performance auditing it did appear that the distsias not sure what they wanted out of
the evaluation. That is not to say that the purpes® not clear just that the evaluation
team was unsure about how to support staff atched. This lack of intentionality was
detected early on in the evaluation and an emphasgput on early drafts of the
evaluation planning worksheet and drafts of th@regcommendations that would be
finalized at the conclusion of the evaluation teaeetings. Contributions were invited
from all evaluation team members and were consideréncluded in the final report.

12. The facilitators met the needs of the desighevaluation team, resulting in
products that will benefit the school and distanod perhaps the attending students,
although that claim is not made in this analysigtlier descriptions of accuracy are
described later in this analysis with regard tortreking survey questions. Overall, the
accuracy could be improved through additional mashaf collecting data about the
school perhaps through a coordinated site visd,@msideration of student, parent or
teacher survey information. Evaluation participatgscribed the process as being much
better than what they had been using (complianeeldist). Table 28 describes the

AccountabilityGuiding Research Questions.
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Table 28:

Accountability Guiding Research Questions

Accountability Questions (contextualized and produes value)

~J

13. How does using an evaluation team impact the sanmlation process and results

14. What impact can this Toolkit have on studentssk of high school failure?

15.Do the Tools for Evaluation Teams support thogbd@aschool in learning from their
successes, identifying current challenges, planfingnprovement and more
effectively telling their story?

As described in this dissertation, perspective engttAccountability requires
context and in the case of alternative schoolsnapeawative group to accurately compare
and hold a school accountable may not exist. Abs@aimparative group, any
accountability system or statewide system of suptedding & Walberg, 2008) will
struggle to be contextualized or produce value f¥argh et al., 2011) . The best state
school systems could do for schools might be tolpa alternative schools but as
described earlier in the introduction and revievitefature a workable typology does not
exist for alternative high schools. What is lefthe need for a customized program
evaluation (often expensive) of alternative highcsis.

13. The use of an evaluation team and facilitatostiy utilizes existing resources
in support of the district in achieving an evalaatthat has is useful, feasible, fair,
accurate and produces value (Yarbrough et al., )20tk various contributions of an
evaluation team described in this research studydstrate the importance of getting
the right people on the bus (J. C. Collins, 20@%; Qollins, 2006).

14. The question of what impact the Toolkit wilMeaon students at risk of school

failure was not specifically asked for during thvale@ation but was included in the design



192
process facilitated by Mr. Edwards. These meetghgse the same members and survey
but is reported by Edwards (2012) in demonstratiegneed for new and innovative
school design. The question asked “What impactlugrprocess potentially have on
students at-risk of high school failure?” The asayeported that among the eight
participants in the survey, three (37.5%) responuesitively, three (37.5%) responded
negatively, and two (25%) made no response. Thogerasponded positively
commented, “Allowed for parent and student voiced heard.” “I believe it is possible.
In my years working with at-risk youth, | have falalternative schools are the last hope
for the disenfranchised.” “Potentially, yes. Todstermined.”

15. If done properly the program evaluation prosidstablishes trust (S. M. R.
Covey, 2008) with internal and external stakehadB®onaldson et al., 2013; Patton,
2011) and increases accountability (produces value result was observable and
transparent recommendations for alternative higloglcimprovement (Barr & Parrett,
2001; Barr & Yates, 2010; Moreley, 2012; Reddin§\&lberg, 2008; Reimer & Cash,
2003; Smink & Schargel, 2004; Tobin & Sprague, 1999

The above analysis has contributed a lot to therdehation of Toolkit efficacy
but additional analysis is needed, such as andalyatsvould specifically informed
Evaluation Toolkitrevisions in preparation for main field testing.

Comment boxes on the Toolkit ElementsOne of the Elements in the Toolkit
focuses in on curriculum, assessment, instrucéogagement, organizational structures
and leadership. The intent during the design df pagticular tool was to make it quick

and simple to fill out, having boxes for yes and IHowever, indicators suggest that the
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focus group and pilot survey results recommendragdiplace for comments on the front
page of all of the tools for evaluation teams. $hxetools for evaluation teams are also
included in Appendix A.

Rubric, indicators and logic models Logic models are graphic organizers for
systems-level thinking and when applied to schofien include language likerogram
resultsandstudent outcomedt was determined during the small-scale tessing
validated during the preliminary field testing bettoolkit that educators and community
members have generally had limited experience anganizational theory and
evaluation methodology and logic models. They diohawe a working framework to
apply when using logic models as a form of progesaluation. Feedback collected in
preliminary field testing led to clarifications tfe title “simplified logic model” on each
of the six tools designed for evaluation team aee to lack of understanding about
logic models, the title was changed to “evaluaptanning matrix” to clarify the purpose
of the tool (evaluation planning).

The term “rubric” was also considered in placemftrix” because there is an
existing context and format for the term rubrieotucation. A rubric is commonly used
as a scoring guide with common verbs and activjtidged on a four or six point scoring
guide. Rubrics are generally used for scoring studerk or teacher performance. The
term matrix was used with several groups who rédlgthat the term made sense for the
purpose of the Tools (Formative Evaluation Planpifigis challenge is expanded upon

later in the context, issues, and challenges seetial the description of additional tools
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(presentation slides and learning activities) tirate developed to train the evaluation
team in the field testing.

Granularity in the logic model. As a result of feedback, the logic model was
broken into two parts, as depicted in Tables 16Xhdand further described in the
research methods section of this dissertation.twbepart (rather than one) logic model
assisted in defining the target group (studengsiters and members of the community).
This challenge of grain-size is a known challengthe use of logic models with
application in social sciences. The two (rathentbae) logic models also serves to
further isolate and refine the dimensions of rapgrtcompliance and quality assurance
depicted previously in Figure 9. The separatedigustof the revised Evaluation
Planning Matrix further reflect the school improvemh funnel-approach described in the
Toolkit Elements and characteristics of the altéweshigh school program evaluation
process described in tivaluation ToolkiDescription.

Introduction and protocols. The feedback collected also identified the lach of
clear organizer which led to the development oiniroduction section that was later
added which described activities and protocolsupgpsrt leaders in planning a thorough
and accurate program evaluation. Educational |saafézn lack time for an in-depth
analysis and tools must be simple to understandiaedTo address the need to train the
evaluation leadership team, the researcher weahetextent of developing an entire
online course on program evaluation for educatwasadre referenced further in chapter 5
in discussion of Steps 8-10 of the R&D Cycle (Operal Field Testing, Final Product

Revision, Dissemination and Implementation).
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As discussed previously in the research methoagaliions exist in this research
study. One of those limitations is the involvemehthe researcher as a facilitator in the
use of theEvaluation Toolkiland process for evaluating alternative high schdbls
recognized that the introduction and protocols nééd to be improved in future versions
of the Toolkit to support external facilitatorst{et than the researcher) in understanding,
using and communicating the Toolkit and evaluaparcess.

Indicators for school successFeedback collected indicated that the research-
based indicators at the bottom of the first pag#efsix tools for evaluation teams also
needed work. Some of the indicators were not ¢tegroups of educational leaders
depending on their experience and training in @sital learning communities,
instructional coaching and knowledge about effecteaching strategies. In some cases it
was just language (semantics) and the educatoradtdteard a more recent term for a
practice they had learned about long ago and hew bging for years. This is often the
case with educational ideas that are resurfaceydies of 6 to 10 years as there is
teacher-turnover, retirement and new formats ofiptes ideas. Examples of this include
professional learning communities, differentiatiaasessment, and various uses of data
to inform instruction.

TheEvaluation Toolkiterminology, without context or accompanying iradars
leaves some ambiguity in the conclusion of perforoealevel being asked for by the
evaluation team participant in filling out the totl short, “If you don’t know what you

are measuring, you will not know how well it is aegng.” As previously mentioned, the
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value of the tool is in its simplicity but the tsaimplicity caused confusion and
frustration among a few who considered the ToalEfmluation Teams.

Teamwork in program evaluation. Previous sections of this dissertation have
discussed the characteristics of the evaluationgg®used to evaluate alternative high
schools, which included the assembly of a team mads both internal and external
stakeholders. Leaders who participated in the fgcasps, in depth interviews and initial
surveys expressed a value to the team or comnaitieach used to evaluate alternative
high schools. General composition of the teams lshoei generally aligned with the
educational program being evaluated. For exampl@Jtarnative high school with a
focus on “the arts” should have art and music etdusar a school with a focus on
manufacturing and apprenticeship should have meswiddrade organizations in that
sector in addition to members of the communityepts, students, teachers and
administrators. It was also expressed that teambresrshould be afforded the
opportunity to learn and work together in evaluatilevelopment.

Time constraints. In addition, participants expressed concern aldautack of
adequate time to conduct a thorough and accuraleation in just two 2-hour meetings.
Some suggested a more thorough audit of schodliggacadditional student, parent or
teacher surveys, and classroom observations as af@acoordinated site visit. Based on
my experience as a program evaluator and schodlfagditator, | would concur that the
limitation of time is a challenge but it always @omprehensive evaluations generally
spend days or even weeks in a setting and usednd&@d Element terms described by

the Joint Committee on Standards for Educationaliation (2011), that may not be
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“feasible.” As previously described in this diss¢idn, the Joint Committee framework
also provides professional standards and clearigésas of utility, propriety, accuracy
and accountability as it pertains to conducting@augh and accurate educational
program evaluation.
Step 6: Main Field Testing

The main field test involved implementation of thewv product and collection of
data concerning its application and efficacy (Besl@ Hallinger, 1995, p. 122). The
process involved obtaining an evaluation of theaf¥eness of the initial product (Borg
& Gall, 1989). Zeeland School District in Oregonsngelected as our field site. It had an
existing alternative high school, Whyroads Schbat expressed interest in using our
school design and evaluation processes. ZeelambSbistrict is a mid-sized, suburban
district representative in demographic compositbmany other Oregon school districts.
The Zeeland School District superintendent undedsand hoped that going through the
design process would clarify the vision and purpafsé/hyland School. It also increased
communication between central office, the tradaidmgh school and Whyroads
leadership and staff. Finally, it fulfilled the ragement of an annual evaluation required
by law.

Initial meetings resulted in the development otcap® of Work (Appendix A)
that further described the goals, tasks, delivesabhd intended outcomes of the
evaluation process with a team of internal andreglestakeholders that include staff

from both Zeeland and Whyroads. Under the leadershihe Zeeland School District
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superintendent and central office Student Sendiesctor, a design team for Whyroads
alternative school was identified for the maindigdsting of thé=valuation Toolkit

Development of the design and evaluation plan foiyMhd School was the result
of a series of five 2-hour meetings held in coll@on with myself, Mr. Edwards, staff
from the Zeeland School District and external teaembers representing the parents of
Whyland School. The first two meetings were ledMyy Edwards and devoted to the
design process, and the third and fourth meetirege Ved by me and used to develop an
evaluation plan. The fifth meeting was used joittyyboth Mr. Edwards and me to
conclude this application of our design and evadmgprocesses and to collect final focus
group and survey research data from the team.

The first team meeting was used to create a convocabulary (lexicon) that
would be useful in future discussions among dearghevaluation team members with
different backgrounds. The second session of tregnd eadership Team was
conducted two weeks after the first session andesyuent meetings were within a few
weeks of each other. The second session was useedt® a shared district vision for
Whyroads School, based on knowledge gained by teambers during the first session.
That revised vision, mission and goals were incafsal into the sample evaluation
planning worksheet (Appendix A) and were used adtsis for the evaluation process. |
facilitated sessions three (evaluation training) our (evaluation planning) to field test
the Evaluation Toolkitand further develop characteristics the alteredtigh school

evaluation process. Agendas, annotated agendadoutarand presentation slides are
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included in Appendix A and these tools referencesal considered part of the
Evaluation Toolkifor implementation.

During those sessions the team learned about etsrokaffective alternative
schools, accreditation standards, the dimensi@po(ting, compliance and quality
assurance) participated in training Bwaluation Toolkitlements and characteristics of
effective program evaluation (Yarbrough et al., PODuring the time between sessions
three and four, the Whyroads school principal wdnk&h Mr. Edwards to draft a
program description that was presented to the deéemm at the conclusion of session
four. Also between meetings, | worked with the emgrcoordinator, teacher and the
school principal to apply the use of the ToolsEerluation Teams that was previously
presented to the evaluation team. The principatid@ed several additional documents,
data sets and graphics to present to the evalu@zon that offered information for team
discussion and consideration as the evaluatiompignTable 29 reports the attendance
pattern of the evaluation team in the main fiekt taeetings.

The Facilitator-Researcher (Evaluation Consultente and the Facilitator-
Researcher (Design Consultant) was Mr. Edwardgaéibtators, we were careful not to
participate in the discussion or respond to our ogearch survey. As noted in the table,
two minority students provided support to the eatihn team by answering questions
but did not submit survey responses. As describethapter 3, a method of data
triangulation is being used to validate and addsesse of the issues of bias in the study.
A survey was conducted of design and evaluatiom g@amembers) who participated in

the main field test (Step 6). The data and resuttexplained below and are woven into
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responses to the issue of the Toolkit’s efficacthis chapter. The leadership team was
critical to the success of the evaluation processmaembers of the Leadership Team

their role and attendance at the each of the figetmgs is described Table 29.

Table 29:

Participants, Roles and Meeting Attendance

Meetings
Description Role #1  #2 #3 #4 #5
Facilitator-
1. Researcher Evaluation Consultant X X X X X
Facilitator-
2. Researcher Design Consultant X X X X X
Alternative School Whyroads Alternative School
3. Principal Principal X X X X X
Zeeland School District
4. Superintendent  Superintendent X X X X X
Zeeland District Curriculum and
5. Administrator Assessment Director X X X
Zeeland District Student Services
6. Director Director X X X X X
Zeeland Traditional High School
7. Principal Principal X X X X
8. Teacher Teacher (Leadership Team) X X X X X
Teacher (Evening Program
9. Teacher Coordinator) X X X X X
Other Alternative High School
10. Principal Principal X X X X X
11. Parent Parent/Community Member X X X
12. Parent Parent/Community Member X X X
Whyroads Academy Program
13. Student Student (Hispanic Male) X X
Whyroads Option Program Student
14. Student (Asian Female) X X
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Online survey of design and evaluation team from & main field test The
survey (Appendix G) was developed as a part oR&B Cycle and given to the
evaluation team in Zeeland School District at thiectusion of the design and evaluation
process. The prototype print version of the suthay was used in planning objectives,
learning activities, and small-scale testing (2 also included in Appendix H.
Demographic data is summarized and only relevaestipns are reported in this
analysis. As described in chapter 3, a naturaligiaditative examination of the data and
text was used to analyze data. Survey questioasl@ provide important background
(demographic) information of participants and theinments they work and this this
information is summarized later to understand tlaéenp of the evaluation team who
experienced the process in Zeeland at Whyroadsdbcho

Questions 11, 12 and 13 are simple yes or no assmidach most importantly are
asking for textual responses. Question 21 is art.iigpe 4-point scale measuring “How
essential” a series of statements are to progratuaton. A section is also provided for
respondent comments. The 4-point scale used antlitate a statement is “not essential”
or there is no support for the provided statemértis. 4-point scale use a 4 to indicate a
statement is “Absolutely Essential.”
Questions 22 focused on providing necessary feédlpatings) on the level of
importance of the Evaluation Process statementticipants were asked to rank order
the 10 Evaluation Process statements with 1 bewsf rmportant and 10 being less
important. Question 23 asked participants to comraertheEvaluation Toolkit

Participants were asked to rank order the seveBy@uation Toolkit'elements” with 1
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being most important and 10 being less importamt.gfaphic display the ranked
characteristics were given numeric values of 1at@dt 7) corresponding with the rank
placement. So the number one ranked charactesistnost import was given a value of
1, second rank value a 2, through the seventinth tank which was given a value of 7
or 10. By adding the numeric values in a given “rewd dividing by the total n, an
average number is displayed. Thus in the visuglaysthe lower bar on the graph is the
first and most important characteristic.

Summary of survey participant information. A survey was given to the
evaluation team at the conclusion of the designesadliation process in Zeeland School
District. The following survey data findings andogations were collected from the
evaluation planning team that met over the coufgemonths during the main field
testing period. The makeup of the evaluation teaththeir respective roles on the
evaluation team are described previously in thitsiee and a table is included that
reflects their attendance at the design and evatuateetings.

At the conclusion of the fifth of five 2-hour semss on designing and evaluating
alternatives to traditional high schools team memmesre surveyed to collect data
regarding the process. Eight of 10 (80%) team mesnlvere present for the fifth
meeting. As noted later in the analysis, Mr. Edwaadd |, as researcher-facilitators and
participants did not participate in the survey. Tle students who participated briefly in
the sessions were not included in the pool of I@mg@l survey participants.

Unfortunately, the two parent team members werdlena attend the fifth

session, during which the survey was conductedrEffas made to request their
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participation in the survey remotely but after sav@eeks with no response the effort

was abandoned so the data could be analyzed aode@pn. During the first hour of the

fifth session the design and evaluation processes veviewed, followed by an hour for

the team members present to complete the surveintdmet-based online survey tool

called Survey Monkey was used to administer theesuand collect quantitative and

gualitative data and was later exported to a forimait could be opened in spreadsheets

and other statistical analysis software.

Among the eight design team members who respormdak tsurvey:

All (100%) were from the Portland Metro-Area

All (100%) were professionally involved with highleols (Grades 9-12)
All (100%) were experienced with small schools ¢dnment approx. 150)
All (100%) were experienced with schools housetheir own building

All (100%) were experienced in working with smaéathing staffs (10-15
FTE)

All (100%) were familiar with alternative and tradnal school environments

Two were teachers, two alternative high schoolgypials, two central office
directors, one a traditional high school princiadd one was a superintendent

All eight had a combined total of 119 years of atistrative experience
Six of eight (75%) held administrative licenses

Six of eight (75%) had had some prior participaiioa design process
leading to a vision statement and program desoripti

Note: All participants did not participate in evegsearch question or item so the

tables below the data are provided that reflect®esponse Count” of 8 or less survey

participants for research questions and resultiseofurvey taken at the conclusion of the

main field testing. In the case where there artabtes, all participants (8) responded.
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Participant responses were all collected withinRbetland Metro-Area which
consists of a three county urban region which he@approximately 70% of the State of
Oregon’s total student population. All but onelwd survey participants was affiliated
(internal stakeholders) at Zeeland School Disarad more than half worked at
Whyroads Alternative High School.

Participants indicate that grades 6 through beypwade 12 are involved in
current alternative programs. Grade 12 consistssunfents 19 and over who did not
graduate with their class within 4 years. 100%esfoondents indicated grade 8-12 are
taught at their alternative school, reflecting thieldle school program at Whyroads.

With the urban district involved participants indie that student enrollment
numbers in alternative programs is 150 to 165 stisdd otal enrollment was one of the
issues that the central office had questions adlouig with the number of full time and
part time students being reported in attendanceckmahed for average daily
membership (ADM) from ODE.

Participants indicate that alternative programspéaieed in their own buildings,
rather than a room or facility shared with the itiadal high school. This question has to
do with school autonomy. Schools with a separatieling are more likely to have
characteristics of a comprehensive school suchasdwn administrator, office staff,
curriculum, library, and institution number for segte accounting and purposes relating
to school accountability in comparison with tramiital high schools.

Participants indicated estimate of 10-15 full-tieguivalent (FTE) facility. There

was disagreement between the traditional and ali@mhigh school principal on class



205
size and the determination of need for FTE posit@nwWhyroads in Comparison to
Zeeland School District where they needed to csitjpms and reduce FTE. In response
to questions surfaced by the Zeeland High Schadlcantral office questions about how
FTE, the Whyroads Principal developed a spreadstreegraphic that generally
described the population and class sizes in thewsaprograms at Whyroads. It was
generally agreed upon and noted in my field jouthat enroliment and staffing
information should have been a part of a compratiemeeds assessment and considered
in the evaluation training to provide context te thternative Accountability Metrics
presented (included in Appendix A).

Participants indicated the school is alternatitheathan other types of schools.
This survey item indicates that at the conclusibtihe design and evaluation process all
participants know and understand that they areideresd a public alternative school.
There were a few on the team that did not fullyansthnd the differences between these
types of schools at the beginning and 8 out of\8 kwow what they are.

| have had hundreds of phone conversations arsgpied in front of hundreds of
alternative school leaders that did not know teelool type. As previously discussed in
this analysis, it has been my experience that adahith a strong vision (knows who it
is and the students it serves) is more likely todhi¢ from program evaluation (knows
where it is going).

Participants indicate a variety of titles and rolBsis survey question
demonstrates that the evaluation team is almosebninternal stakeholders. Despite

Mr. Edwards and my best efforts and the effortthefalternative school principal to
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recruit parents and community members to partimpatve were left with the people,
for the most part, that were “being paid to be éh¢employed by the district or Regional
Education Service District). As discussed earhethis analysis, additional methods were
used to increase student, parent, and teachecipatton in the future with reliable tools
such as student, parent and teacher surveys asstadan observation tools.

Participants indicated they have a considerablebeumof years (119) involved as
school leaders (administrator or teacher leadeapinsettings. The design and evaluation
team that participated in the evaluation proce8§lagroads was a very experienced
group of individuals, knowledgeable and though#flobut the practices and strategies
being used at the school. Participants also inglictitey have a considerable number of
years involved as school leaders (75) in altereatducations settings. It was also my
observation during site visits and through theeevof their staff roster that the entire
staff at Whyroads is very experienced and many kaegades of experience working
with students at risk of not graduating on timehvtieir peers. Table 30 and Figure 11
describe the results of the survey question tHeivied questions about general

demographic participant information and their exgraee using th&oolkit.
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Table 30:

Survey Data Table Question 12

Question 12: Have you participated in a School Evaluation Process that resulted in the
development of an evaluation plan using the Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit?

. Response Response
Answer Options Percentage Count
Yes 75.0% 6
No 25.0% 2
If yes, please briefly describe the school’s evaluation plan: | 3

Response Text: If yes, please briefly describe the school’s evaluation plan:

A six-category tool, using multiple stakeholders as links through which to assess the school's
successes.

Part of the district process.

Looked at components of a quality evaluation, program components (curriculum, leadership,
etc.)

Question 12: Have you participated in a School Evaluation Process that
resulted in the development of an evaluation plan using the Alternative
School Evaluation Toolkit?

No, 25.0%

OYes
ONo

Yes, 75.0%

Figure 11 Survey Data Figure Question 12 (ParticipatioRwaluation Process).

Assumptions about Alternative School Program Evaluaon. Evaluation team
Participants indicated that 75% (6) had particigatethe School Evaluation Process
using the Toolkit. One person was absent and aheatirespond to this survey question.

Survey questions 13-20 pertain only to the Schadigh process facilitated by Mr.
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Edwards and will not be analyzed in this dissastatQuestion 21 collected data from
participants regarding their reflections about fative program evaluation that “begins
with the end in mind” and are analyzed in this ¢kagOne survey participant said, “A
six-category tool, using multiple stakeholdersiakd through which to assess the
school’s success.” Another participant said, “Péthe district process.” Another
participant said, “Looked at components of quadiyaluation, program components
(curriculum, leadership etc.).”

Beginning with the end in mind implies that thos@omwvork with the school
would know and understand how improvement will twerfatively (continuously)
measured. Overall the assumptions were validatddrendata and statements made by
the evaluators indicated that the characteristiesgnted in the assumptions should be
considered for including in thEoolkit where possible. Table 31 and Figure 12 report on
data from the Likert scale survey items where pgudints were asked to respond to
assumptions about alternative school program etialuaigure 12 reports that members
of the Evaluation Leadership Team believed thagiglt of my assumptions about
program evaluation that begins with the end in nweade either moderately or absolutely
essential. Seven of the eight assumptions resultdee majority of the Leadership Team
responding that the item was absolutely essef&dults from item a (planning for a
program evaluation from the beginning of the degightess with the full development
of the new school in mind) were consistent witheotimformation gathered throughout
the study and reflects the teams resistance teghst the existing school and “start

over” in the design process.
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Survey Data Table Question 21

Question 21: Program Evaluation that Begins With the End in Mind - How essential are each of
the following to designing an innovative alternative high school?

Answer Options

a. Planning for a program
evaluation from the
beginning of the design
process with the full
development of the new
school in mind

b. Advocating for a
formative evaluation of
educational program quality
that goes beyond
standardized test scores

c. Compiling an inventory of
school practice and policy
d. Complying with federal
and state laws

e. Maintaining a checklist of
quality indicators for
alternative schools

f. Encouraging creative
thinking about what an
alternative school can be
within the constraints of
program evaluation

g. Considering the context
and circumstance under
which the alternative school
was designed to be
established for program
evaluation

h. Establishing the
outcomes for which the
alternative school will be
held accountable in the
future when fully
implemented

1= 2= 3= 4=
Not Somewhat Moderately Absolutely
Essential Essential Essential Essential

Response
Count

Please comment about program evaluation. 2
Response Text: Please comment about program evaluation:

It is imperative that the design will be carried through from inception to implementation. Often

what is said is not done.
Probably a good idea.
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Question 21: Program Evaluation that Begins With the End in Mind - How
essential are each of the following to designing an innovative alternative high
school?
8
7
1 1
6 3 & 3 3 2
5 4
4
3
2
K
1
0 | ;
a. Planning for b. Advocating c. Compiling d. Complying e. Maintainingf. Encouragmgg Con5|der|ng
a program for a formative aninventory with federal a checklistof  creative the context Establlshing
evaluation evaluation of  of school and state laws quality thinking about and the outcomes
from the educational practice and indicators for what an circumstance for which the
beginning of program policy alternative alternative  under which  alternative
the design  quality that schools  school can be the alternative school will be
process with goes beyond within the school was held
the full standardized constraints of designed to accountable in
development test scores program  be established the future
of the new 01 = Not Essential evaluation  for program  when fully
school in mind evaluation implemented
02 = Somewhat Essential
O3 = Moderately Essential
B4 = Absolutely Essential

Figure 12 Survey Data Figure Question 21 (Assumptions Alituaiuation Process).

Six of seven participants identified criteria (and (d.) as “Absolutely Essential”
to designing an innovative alternative school paogrOne of seven identified criteria
(b.) and (d.) as “Moderately Essential.” Combinihg scores indicates that (b.) and (d.)
are of most essential criteria on the list. Fives®fen participants identified criterion (h.)
as “Absolutely Essential” to designing an altenaschool program.

Two of seven identified criterion (h.) as “ModeilgtEssential. Combining the
scores indicates that (h.) is the third most essetriterion on the list. Four of seven

participants identified criterion (c., e., f., agd as “Absolutely Essential” to designing
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an innovative alternative school program. Thresesen identified criteria (c., e., f., and
g.) as “Moderately Essential. Combining the scamdgates that (c., e., f., and g.) are
essential criteria. Three of seven participantstified criteria (a.) as “Absolutely
Essential” to designing an innovative alternatieleaol program. Four of seven identified
criterion (a.) as “Moderately Essential. Combinthg scores indicates that (a.) is a less
then “Absolutely Essential” criterion.

Survey participants scored this section betweenemately and absolutely
essential, indicating agreement with the assumptiade by Mr. Edwards and me that
consideration of program evaluation throughoutdésign process is probably important.
Survey participants reported, “It is imperativetttiee design will be carried through from
inception to implementation. Often what is saidas done.” Another participant
responded, “Probably a good idea.” These commeatmagreement with the overall
score as well. The second comment suggests corgguath the evaluation plan, as it
was developed during the alternative high schosigieand evaluation planning
processes with the support of sample design gaddsheEvaluation Toolkit

Ranking the Evaluation Process CharacteristicsAs discussed previously, the
concept of beginning with the end in mind resonatéd members of the team when Mr.
Edwards and | shared with them information aboetdésign and evaluation process and
the item was ranked first among other items liskédst of the survey participants were
administrators and on multiple planning and budgetmittees so the concept of
planning ahead likely resonated with them in thexpss of evaluating alternative high

schools. There is a lot of work being done in theaaf accountability (alternative
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accountability) and it's generally accepted thastradternative schools should not be
compared with large traditional high schools. HoereV wonder if that is an area that
needs reconsideration because the Joint Committ&tamdards and Educational
Evaluation defines accountability as contextualiaed produces value, which is not the
same way NCLB and AYP define the term. Table 32rpthe data from thevaluation
teamand their reflections on the EvaluatiBrocess Characteristics

For graphic display the ranked characteristics waren numeric values of 1 to
10 corresponding with the rank placement. Accorgintpe number one ranked
characteristic was given a value of 1, second vake a 2, through the tenth rank which
was given a value of 10. As respondents selectdduacteristic’s order all
corresponding numeric values were added. For exaroparacteristic one was selected
as first by three respondents, third by 1, 5th pyth by 1 and 8th by 1. Correspondingly,
the values added were, 1 + 1+1+3+5+7+8=26. By apiia numeric values in a given
“rows” and dividing by the total n, an average namis displayed, 26/7 = 3.714 (note:
The electronic system automatically rounded to.IAus on the visual display the lower

bar on the graph is the first and could be desdrdsethe most important characteristic.
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Table 32:

Survey Data Table Question 22

Question 22: Ranking the Characteristics of the Alternative High School Evaluation Process

Answer Options 123 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ,awe Reporse
begins with the end in 301 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 3.7 7
mind. '
is contextualized and
produces value 2 1.0 1 0 2 1 0 O 0 3.9 7
(accountable).
is practical or realistic 1 0 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 4.1 7
(feasible). )
accurately conveys 031 1. 0 0 0 0 0 2 4.7 7
analysis (accuracy). :
is generally useful
(utility). o 02 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 5.6 7
considers established
school vision, mission 020 1 0 0 1 2 1 0 5.7 7
or goals (program :
description).
involves internal and
external stakeholders. [ g vz U 2 v 2 g
is proper or fair
(propriety). o oo 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 6.9 7
uses a mix of both
formative
(informative) and
summative o 00 1 0 2 0 2 2 0 7.1 7
(summary)
approaches.
supports the
formation of an o 10 0 2 0 0O 0 O 4 7.4 7
evaluation team.
answered question 7
skipped question 1
Response Text: Please comment about the Evaluation Process: 2

Is there a way to make sure or check-in on what has been done with the recommendations
from the evaluation?

Good to look at a variety of criteria as well as components.

Ranking questions in the electronic system usenbliect the survey data (Survey
Monkey) are automatically calculated and reportethe manor reported above in Table

42, however, in an effort to be accurate in repgitthe researcher has also chosen to
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report the “ranking of ranks” which is a statisticalculation that more accurately

reflects the collected data in the items from goes22 (see Figure 13).

0.0

CEELEXEd

Question 22: Ranking the Characteristics of the Alternative High School

Evaluation Process

begins with is practical or  accurately is generally considers
the end in contextuallzed realistic conveys useful (utility). established
mind. and produces (feasible). analysis school vision,
value (accuracy).
(accountable).

involves
external
goals

(program
description).

I Evaluation Process Characteristics |

mission or  stakeholders.

is proper or  uses a mix of supports 1he

internal and fair (propriety). both formative formation of

(informative) an evaluation
and team.
summative
(summary)
approaches.

Figure 13 Survey Data Figure Question 22 (Ranking of Prec&saracteristics).

| was surprised that the item “uses a mix of botimiative (informative) and

summative (summary) approaches” did not end up avhilgher value among main field

test participants and this may be an area wherie#me needs additional training. Table

33 reports the data from tlegaluation teanand their reflections on the Evaluation

Process Characteristias rank order based on average ranking method.
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Table 33:

Characteristics in Rank-Order Based on Average Rankiethod

begins with the end in mind. (3.7)

is contextualized and produces value (accountafde))

is practical or realistic (feasible). (4.1)

accurately conveys analysis (accuracy) (4.7)

is generally useful (utility) (5.6)

considers established school vision, mission otsggmogram description) (5.7)
involves internal and external stakeholders. (5.9)

is proper or fair (propriety). (6.9)

uses a mix of both formative (informative) and suatitre (summary) approaches. (7.1)
supports the formation of an evaluation team. (7.4)

CoNoOhrwWNE

Table 33 reports rearranged item descriptionséerading order of “rating
average” to report how the sample of 7 participaatsed each item. While all of the 10
Characteristics are important to the Evaluatiorc€se, | now have an idea of which of
the items the sample group considered importamtekample, one of the premises of all
five meetings was that the design team work to ldgva program guide to develop an
understanding (context) of the school and begih e end in mind (S. R. Covey, 2004,
p. 97). Participants’ high ranking of “producesualaccountable)” also did not surprise
me because the basis for my research problemtisniist educational leaders understand
alternative schools should not be held accountadded on comparison with traditional
schools.

One participant asked, “Is there a way to make sudheck-in on what has been
done with the recommendations from the evaluatigxiSther reported, “Good to look
at a variety of criteria as well as components.ttBibhese comments reflect the

evaluation teams new learning about the importaféermative (ongoing) evaluation.
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The Toolkit was designed to support an evaluagamtin conducting a thorough
and accurate evaluation however | did not accoamthie need for district to continually
check-in with the school to assure progress has megle. To be honest, | assumed that
would be common practice but it may not be. ThelKibmay demonstrate efficacy and
adequately support the evaluation team for therfieetings but does not appear to
adequately support the intentional planning of feitmmeetings of the team (other than
indirectly through the Evaluation Planning MatrixdaEvaluation Plan).

This means that at the close of the final evalwatitam meeting there should be
meeting dates established to check-in with thospamsible for the information included
in the evaluation. While it appears that this goad idea I'm not sure how to
operationalize it within the Toolkit Elements ooPess. It is clear that if a more
formative (ongoing) evaluation is the goal thenekaluation plan produced should
include dates to follow-up on what was agreed wgma team. This could mean that
operationalizing the process would mean a moreesturilized approach to follow-up.

Table 34 reports the data from #naluation teanand their reflections on the
EvaluationProcess Characteristids rank order based on mean rank of rank method
(same data with a different calculation method)e $maller number means higher
importance (value). There are statistical advargtafeising ranking items such as those
presented in question 22 and 23, such as the daatecomparison with other items in
the list and the ability to compare each particijgameported ranking with others who
ranked the items. One survey participant askedhtdse a way to make sure or check-in

on what has been done with the recommendations tliemvaluation?” Another
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participant said, “Good to look at a variety ofteria as well as components.” It is
generally accepted and even reflected by writtenrmoents made in the survey that is
difficult for participants to rank items (charaastics) that are interrelated. All the
characteristics listed are considered to be impbaad a rank item question asks the
participant to consider their perceived value i thnking of each item. For this reason

the data has also been reported in a format tHatte ranking of ranks (Table 34).

Table 34:

Characteristics in Rank-Order Based on Mean RarRarfk Method

Characteristics of the Evaluation Process Mean Rankf Rank
Begin with end in mind 23
Contextualized, produces value: Accountable 24
Practical, realistic: Feasibl 26
Accurately conveys analysis: Accuracy 30
Generally useful: Utility 36
Considers established school vision, mission, goals 37
Involves internal, external stakeholde 38
Proper, fair: Propriety 45
Uses mix of formative and summative evaluati 47
Supports formation of evaluation team 49

Ranking items such as Question 22 should not bplgiaveraged in order to
generate a summation of the description. A staisprocedure (Sharp, 1979) was used
to produce a value of each item in comparison witters in the list for participants that
responded. The more accurate data is presentegbie B4 (rather than Table 33). The
above table gives a true (mean rank of rank) becthese are “ranks of ranks,” but there
are not "average ranks."

Context and lessonslearned. A tremendous amount of study and experience

contributed toward the research and informatiotectihg (Step 1) and learning
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activities (Step 2) that resulted in the develophoéa preliminary form of the product
(Step 3) and initial set d?rocess Characteristici\s a part of further development | had
recorded my thoughts on tools and process in nhy joeirnal. This separation between
the tools used and the professional competeneies Ideveloping in experiences as a
program evaluator helped distinguish Toolkit Eletsdrom the Evaluation Process
Characteristics. Upon further research study la@oss the Standard Elements
(Yarbrough et al., 2011) which helped me collapgdanger list to the list of 10 items
that remain on this survey and as a part of thmamy and secondary research questions
in this study. The result from Step 1-3 in the R§&vrg & Gall, 1989) were formalized
planning and field testing objectives (and Chanasties) that participants valued as
reported previously in this chapter.

At the time | was working through my comprehensxams and in an effort to
decrease my own procrastination re-read “SeventslabHighly Effective People” and
noted the phrase “begin with the end in mind” (Go\&904, p. 97) in my field journal.
There in my journal | had 15 other characteristezorded on the list and | added “begins
with the end in mind” which later was narrowed t During conversations with Mr.
Edwards | described what | was learning and sugddsiat it be applied to our
collaborative research in the South Coast. It veestined with another one of our
assumptions that a school needed to know who itb@bme we could make
recommendations about how it could determine ssd@esisiders established school
vision, mission and goals). | had recently heaadlieg program evaluation researcher,

Michael Patton speak in Portland at an OPEN evéntiwis where the “formation of an
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evaluation team” and “involves internal and extéstakeholders” came from. Together
with the Standard Elements it was a list that enzassed most of what | knew to be
effective program evaluation Characteristics.

The survey ranking completed by evaluation teartigggants indicated that
“begin with the end in mind” resonated with thencomparison with the other
Characteristics ranked. Second ranked was “Cordézéd, produces value:
Accountable), which was not a surprise for me bseaeeland had expressed a
particular interest in participating in the reséastudy. In my role at ODE, just over a
year ago | received a call from the Whyroads Ppialcasking about how they were going
to be held accountable under the proposed chandgesegon education al policy. The
principal was asking to be held accountable incegss that would produce value in a
period of leadership transition at Whyroads. Rarkstiwas “Supports formation of an
evaluation team” and based upon data and reflectionng the focus group that the
team was already established when the processtsddisaving it with little value.

Overall, the exercise of ranking presented sigaiftacchallenge to the evaluation
team because as several of participants noteckiautvey, the Toolkit Elements are
interconnected and all perceived to be valuabkupporting the evaluation team in
planning and carrying out a thorough and accuraigram evaluation. Table 35 presents
information from evaluation team participants widigard to their ranking of seven
Elements of the Evaluation Toolkit. Figure 14 déses the Elements across the bottom
(x-axis) and the combined rank on the left sidaXis). The Toolkit Elements in the

Table and Figure have been ordered from lowest t@highest rank for graphic display.
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Survey Data Table Question 23
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Question 23: Ranking the Elements of the Alternative High School Evaluation Toolkit

Answer Options

1

2

3

4

5

Rating
6 7 Average

Response
Count

Evaluation training, learning and
planning activities (data collection,
information gathering, reflection,
reporting etc.) that support the
evaluation team in using the Toolkit.
Evaluation Planning Worksheet that
supports communication of the

evaluation purpose, timeline, activities

and an explanation of how the results
will be used.

Protocols that support a facilitator in
involving a team of internal and
external stakeholders.

Tools for Evaluation Teams
(assessment, curriculum,
engagement, instruction, leadership
and structures) that support those at
the school in learning from their
success, identifying current
challenges, planning for improvement
and more effectively telling their story.
Evaluation Planning Matrix and
Planning Tool (simplified logic model)
that supports the facilitator and
members of the team in developing
and communicating an evaluation
plan.

School Progress Indicators Section of
the Tools for Evaluation Teams that
provide an opportunity for the
evaluation team to come to
consensus on what is meant by
“Exemplary”, “Effective” and “In Need
of Improvement” as they make use of

the Tools for Assessment, Curriculum,

Engagement, Instruction, Leadership
and Structures.

Initial Survey Questions and
Comments Section of the Tools for
Evaluation Teams that provides an
opportunity for members of the
evaluation team (in workgroups) to
convey thoughts, observations and
evidence.

o

Response Text: Please comment about the Evaluation Toolkit
It's difficult to rate things that don't stand alone well.

The opportunity to clarify meanings/expectations was valuable.

0 O 2.7

answered question
skipped question

-
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Question 23: Ranking the Elements of the Alternative High School
Evaluation Toolkit
7.0
6.0
5.0
4.0
3.0
20 4.7
: 3.7 3.7
27 3.1
1.0
0.0 \ \
I Evaluation Evaluation Protocols that Tools for Evaluation School Progress Initial Survey
R training, learning, Planning support a Evaluation Teams Planning Matrix Indicators Section Questions and
and planning Worksheet that facilitator in (curriculum,  and Planning Tool of the Tools for Comments
a activities (data supports involving a team of engagement, (simplified logic Evaluation Teams  Section of the
n collection, communication of  internal and instruction, model) that that provide an Tools for
K information the evaluation external leadership and supports the  opportunity for the Evaluation Teams
A gathering, purpose, timeline, stakeholders. structures) that facilitator and  evaluation team to that provides an
1 reflection, activities, and an support those at members of the come to opportunity for
n reporting etc.) that explanation of the school in team in consensus on members of the
g support the how the results learning from their developing and what is meant by evaluation team
evaluation team in  will be used. success, communicating an  “Exemplary”,  (in workgroups) to
using the Toolkit. identifying current evaluation plan. “Effective” and “In convey thoughts,
challenges, Need of observations and
planning for Improvement” as evidence.
improvement and they make use of
more effectively the Tools for
telling their story. Asses
Toolkit Elements

Figure 14.Survey Data Figure Question 23 (Ranking oblkit Elements

Ranking the Elements of the Toolkit For graphic display

given numeric values of one to seven corresponditigthe rank p

the ranked items were

lacement. So the

number one ranked item of most import was givealaesof 1, second rank value a 2,

through the seventh rank which was given a valué &y adding the numeric values in a

given “row” and dividing by the total, an average number is displayed. Thus in the

visual display the lower bar on the graph is tih& fand most important item. As

previously noted in this section, evaluation teartipipants found

it difficult to rank
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items that were interconnected, as reflected bypamcipant that said, “It's difficult to
rate things that don’t stand alone well.”

As | reflect on this | am left to wonder if anythie Toolkit Elements or Process
Characteristics would stand alone as its own toeMaluating an alternative school.
Another participant remarked, “The opportunity taridy meanings/expectations was
valuable.” This response was confirmed by field'j@l entries and by survey data that
reported that the first and second highest rateddgthad to do with training, learning and
planning activities and the evaluation planning kebeet.

Context and lessonslearned. As Step 4 (preliminary field testing) began
evaluation tools were collected along with thestinctions (some of the tools called the
instructions protocols) and frameworks (organiziexgninology). These evaluation tools
were compared with others collected and the work prasented at several conferences
in the Northwest as frameworks for evaluating aliive schools. Reflecting on those
presentations, | was excited about the topic butatdeel | had much to offer
participants other than knowledge of the framewditkshe form of a spreadsheet). |
facilitated these sessions as a two-way conversatmngside presentation of the content,
in hopes that it would make it useful for both nmel ghe participants that attended.

| sometimes joke that | spent a year in the “Tyggl&orest” because around the
same time | was challenged due to the lack of &alwe typology needed to reference
the tools or the indicators. | had hoped to deteenai methodology to compare similar
alternative schools with some sort of weightingdsbspon their mission, purpose and

goals but in the end resulted with a simple Oregomool Typology Produced for the
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purpose of communicating the types of schools ty@ccountable through State-issued
Report Cards (see Appendix K). This work of develgm typology is moving along
with the support of Education Northwest and Podl|&ublic Schools with the
Alternative Accountability Taskforce described Imstchapter as part of Step 4
(Preliminary Field Testing), and will continue thugh Step 8 (Operational Field Testing)
was that year that | learned to read professiotembture in my field and even bought the
same book twice, confirming that | had saturatediiterature. During Step 3 (product
development) | attempted to use language thattitoadi school evaluators (school
improvement staff) would understand on the spreaelstif tools that the terms that
organized the educational documents were all viemjas to current terminology such as
Assessment, Curriculum Instruction, Engagementdéeship and Structures. In my
work at ODE | have found it valuable to share etinoal knowledge common
educational language Those who attended the sessifamed by Mr. Edwards and |
were asked to informally share about a particdpict sessions offered insights on how
the toolkit could be improved.

The Toolkit was developed and added to during tamrfield testing (Step 5)
based upon data collected from a variety of orgdiuns such as hospitals, private online
education companies, private and public schootidistand even a Fortune 500
multimedia-entertainment company. These in degdrwews and focus groups were
recorded in my field journal and provided a basisan understanding that went beyond
my own experiences and ultimately helped me fimdoae comprehensive framework to

the work of evaluating educational organizationsol$ from different fields and
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disciplines | began to observe the characteristicke toolkits that were not contextually
specific. That is to say they had to do with haapibr other organizations rather than
schools. As | continued to observe and gather ié&bion it became increasingly clear
that the work done by the Joint Committee on Stadslfor Educational Evaluation was
very accurate and agreed upon across the fieldwdfagional evaluation. The last set of
Standards the Joint Committee published were ofgyvayears old but the new version
was recommended to me by one of my colleagues BNCE3 well as Amazon books
(predictive book search (others who bought x boyyht

Focus groups and in depth interviews with colleagatehe Oregon Program
Evaluation Network (OPEN), and initial data coletfrom my field journal entries
aligned. Rather than generate a whole new framewadsimilated for the most part
with the Characteristics of the Evaluation Procebglieved there were common
characteristics of quality evaluations. When | fddihe work conducted by the Joint
Committee on Standards for Educational Evaluatitvad found it; they put terms and a
framework with indicators and standards.

Table 36 presents tAeolkit Elementsn Rank-Order based upon the Average
Ranking Method. As described earlier in this sectle lower numbers are the more

important Elements as reflected on by the Evaludt®adership Team.
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Table 36:

Toolkit Elements in Rank-Order Based on AveragekRgrMethod

1. Evaluation training, learning and planning activities (data collection, information
gathering, reflection, reporting etc.) that support the evaluation team in using the
Toolkit. (2.7)

2. Evaluation Planning Worksheet that supports communication of the evaluation
purpose, timeline, activities and an explanation of how the results will be used. (3.1)

3. Protocols that support a facilitator in involving a team of internal and external
stakeholders. (3.7)

4. Tools for Evaluation Teams (assessment, curriculum, engagement, instruction,
leadership and organizational structures) that support those at the school in learning
from their success, identifying current challenges, planning for improvement and more
effectively telling their story. (3.7)

5. Evaluation Planning Matrix and Planning Tool (simplified logic model) that supports
the facilitator and members of the team in developing and communicating an
evaluation plan. (4.7)

6. School Progress Indicators Section of the Tools for Evaluation Teams that provide an
opportunity for the evaluation team to come to consensus on what is meant by
“Exemplary”, “Effective” and “In Need of Improvement” as they make use of the Tools
for Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instruction, Leadership and Organizational
Structures. (4.9)

7. Initial Survey Questions and Comments Section of the Tools for Evaluation Teams
that provides an opportunity for members of the evaluation team (in workgroups) to
convey thoughts, observations and evidence. (5.1)

As noted earlier with reference to question 22kirmgnquestions in the electronic
system used to collect the survey data (Survey Mpnére automatically calculated and
reported in the manor reported above in Table d@ever, in an effort to be accurate in
reporting, the researcher has chosen to reporatiieng of ranks which is a statistical
calculation that more accurately reflects the abdld data in the items from question 22.
Table 37 reports on the evaluation team’s rankiAfjghe elements listed are considered
to be important and a rank item question asks dnecpant to consider their perceived
value in the ranking of each item. For this reas@ndata has also been reported in a

format that reflects ranking of ranks (same dath widifferent calculation method).
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Table 37:

Toolkit Elements in Rank-Order Based on Mean Raftank Method

Elements of the Toolkit Mean Rank of

Rank
Evaluation activities support team in using Tool 16

Evaluation Planning Worksheet for communication axplanation 19
Protocols support facilitator with team internadeznal stakeholder: 23

Tools that support school learning, identifyinganming, telling story 23
Evaluation Planning Matrix and Tool for developigommunicating plan 30
School progress Indicators for consensus on raimgs 31
Initial survey questions, comments to convey thdsigbbservations, evidenc 33

As described previously in this analysis thereigtiatl advantages of using
ranking items such as those presented in quesfi@an@ 23. A survey of participants
reflected that “It’s difficult to rate things thdbn’t standalone well.” Another participant
said, “The opportunity to clarify meanings/expeictas was valuable.” It is generally
accepted and even reflected by written commentsenmathe survey, that it is difficult
for participants to rank items (Evaluation Toolklements) that are interrelated. All the
Evaluation Toolkit elements listed are consideretd important and a rank item
guestion asks the participant to consider theicgiged value in the ranking of each item.
For this reason the data has also been repori@doirmat that reflects ranking of ranks.

Ranking items such as Question 23 should not bplgiaveraged in order to
generate a summation of the description. A comptatistical procedure (Sharp, 1979)
was used to produce a value of each item in cosasvith others in the list for
participants that responded. The more accurateadatpresented in Tables 34 and 37,

however the resulting order of the ranking did ctednge. The above table gives a true



227
(mean rank of rank) because there are ranks obrdmit there are not "average ranks".
As noted earlier in this analysis, the smaller nemeans higher importance (value).

Overall the ranking of the toolkit elements alseswiéficult for members of the
evaluation team who had begun using them. Thdfigegion for this was that the
elements are so interconnected. The ranks prowidd mpformation to consider the
perceived value of one element in comparison witieis in the Toolkit. This
information was used in the operational producisien (Step 7).

Field testing issues and challenge$his study was guided by a central issue of
how best to evaluate alternative high schools. Bhtmal research question waghat
tools support leaders in planning a thorough anduaate program evaluation of an
alternative high schoolThe expressed purpose of this research was tmiahe
Toolkit and to focus on the primary research goestind the issue of how best to
evaluate alternative high schools.

The features of the Toolkit addressed the needlfernative school evaluation to
be practical, useful, fair and accurate. The Evalnarl oolkit also included training
materials, protocols, an evaluation planning woeettand an evaluation planning matrix
that supports the team in conducting the evaluakeedback received from the
evaluation team, indicated Zeeland and Whyroadsfiied from participating in the
R&D Cycle. Evidence that team members benefiteohftioe design and evaluation
process were expressed by the evaluation teamaand loe summarized by a comments
made by the Whyroads Alternative School Princiffdgw do you separate out these

tools that are each so useful?” There may have emeone on the evaluation team (8
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members) who did not agree fully with the statermeatle by the Whyroads Principal
but survey data presented in the previous secindssomments collected at during the
final evaluation meeting indicated that they getgfaund the process useful (utility).

Alternative school leadership and experiencelhe Whyroads School principal
was already familiar with regional accreditatioarstards and elements of effective
alternative schools, having co-presented at conte®and facilitated regional alternative
education leader meetings. While the principal imagumental in leading the school up
to this point, during the initial meetings, thermipal’s retirement was announced,
causing uncertainty among the design and evalustmm about the future leadership at
the school. This information created issues antlariges in design and redesign as well
as the evaluation process.

The principal has served at Whyroads as alternatitieol principal and Zeeland
as the student services director. However, thecjpah has provided strong leadership in
the school and advocated within the district tontean Whyroads as an educational
option for students attending Zeeland High Schdbé Zeeland District Superintendent
asked that he be able to contribute along withrsttethe final report. | solicited openly
and even provided multiple deadlines to gathertiffaum the evaluation team that was
included in the recommendations section of thd fi@port.

Facilitator-researcher. Throughout the main field test Mr. Edwards andrved
as participant observers in the research studefibier generating potential bias and
limiting the generalizations of this research stutlye purpose of this study is on the

product not the people and having a firsthand aticmuusing the Toolkit with an
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evaluation team gave me more ways to know tharr otle¢hods. That is we facilitated
the design and evaluation process at the samenteneere serving as researchers in the
study. As participant-observers it was necessatymie reflect within the team and
contribute little to nothing in the workgroups asprotect for bias to the extent possible. |
worked and gathered data with an awareness oe#earch biases | held had and did the
best | could to put them away. In the end, | gatidar more insight on how to support
regional-facilitator training because | have adiuebnducted an entire 5 meeting design
and evaluation process.

There were times during the main field test when Bttwards and discussed
methodology with the evaluation team. Examplesf include our discussion to
include school research site visits, conductingeds assessment and a needs assessment
and worked to critique each other when bias ocduiéhile it was valuable to have first-
person access to the participants and make obsersa&s a participant in the study, it
was difficult at times to separate my role as aaesher and program evaluators, not to
mention my role at ODE. In all honesty | probabiyled up needing to compromise and
didn’t do as well of a job documenting and reseaglas | would have if | didn’t have
responsibly in both. However, through the expememnaow reflect differently on the
role of preliminary field testing.

| believe my actions in and out of the evaluatde are above reproach and I did
everything | could to contribute to the successftdluation of the alternative school but |
struggled to remain objective and not take criticigersonally, even when it was

regarding others in the research study or at thedclIn the end, | believe | was able to
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gather much more information from the experienoenfa first person perspective. That
said, it was a very difficult role to balance andvolved other facilitators in a strategic
process of selection, training and commitment dutive operational field testing phase
over several months. This is the risk in this tgpeesearch method as | was both the
participant and researcher presenting consisteallecige in systematically gathering
data when | was also trying to facilitate evaluatiining and planning. As described in
chapter 3, this method was employed to assuret@dioeess to reflections as a program
evaluation facilitator and this perspective was/waluable in operational field testing
and final product revisions (Steps 7 and 8).

| am looking forward to future steps in the R&D @ysuch as Operational Field
Testing (Step 8) and Dissemination and Implemenrigtbtep 10) where | will be able to
observe and more objectively and take notes ontbamprove the product over time
without a personal stake in the outcome. This wauttlide training a small number of
facilitators to fulfill that role (alternative schts program evaluation facilitator), perhaps
in their region of the State. Operationalizing pmeduct through product revision and
another round of field testing will allow me to adds other issues that surface with a
broader sample of alternative school sites.

Team member attendance and participation. For the sake of the main field test in
this study, the design team facilitators were alsed as members of the evaluation team.
However all team members did not attend all mestifgr example, while we had
parents at the first several meetings, the 2-haetimg commitment was just too much

of a sacrifice in time during the evenings for thienmeliably participate.
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Facilitators made multiple verbal and written resfgeo involve a community
member and additional stakeholders that would dmute to the diversity of the team.
The response by the Zeeland leadership was to makehe students represented
Hispanic and Asian descent. Future field tests lshoansider holding noon-hour parent
focus groups, student and parent surveys to rgl@atilect information about the
schools’ performance. This data could be usederddsign and evaluation process and
included in the plans for a more formative (onggiegaluation.

Limited sessions and time for the design process. The full design process
conducted by Mr. Edwards was truncated to the fatiadal steps of establishing a
shared vision. A full design process would invove 10 sessions during which
subgroups would more fully develop subsections mfogram description that described
the new school. The program description would fadescription of the courses and
activities offered at the school as well as the mam characteristics of students who
would be the schools target student population.

Although the design process was abbreviated infigis test, team members
signed a consent form included in Appendix | andenaade fully aware they were
participating in a field test of the design andleaton processes and also fully aware of
the research questions being explored. Sessionvingeused to debrief the design and
evaluation team and involved a facilitated focusugramong the members of the team..

After a brief focus group discussion, an onlineveyirwas given to team members
and was followed by a brief focus group discussibaut the survey itself. The results of

the survey are presented in the later sectionat @pressed from the beginning that Mr.
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Edwards would like a truthful account of their papation in the planning process in
their responses to the survey.
Step 7: Operational Product Revision
The assessment of the Evaluation Toolkit was madeyboth formative and
summative evaluation methods. Formative purpos#aded the use of data that point
the way toward improving the Evaluation Toolkit.fBmative purposes included the use

of data to shed light on the efficacy of the pradicidges & Hallinger, 1995, p. 122).

Operational revisions of the Evaluation Toolkit analuation process were based
on the results of the main field test, which todkce over a four month period at
“Whyroads Alternative School in Zeeland School bist Feedback from the evaluation
team participants was analyzed and taken into deraion to inform operational
revisions. Data included quantitative scores araifive comments in response to
research-based elements of the Evaluation Toalkitcharacteristics of the evaluation
process. The evaluation team was composed of aksdistrict superintendent, district
student services director, district curriculum diog, traditional high school principal,
alternative school principal, evening program camatbr, teacher and two parents.
Students were interviewed by the team during thle tiest and there remarks contributed
to the development of the program guide and evialngianning. Revisions were made
based on the researcher’s field notes, in depémiigiws with team members, focus
group reflections, and participant’s use of thel&a@on Toolkit and process used to

evaluate the alternative high school.
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Needs assessmerfburvey data, focus group discussion, personahiewes and
discussions with Mr. Edwards suggest that a mayetigh needs assessment is
necessary to assure the school district is pregarexdprocess that is externally
facilitated and involves more diverse mix of int@rand external stakeholders. In the
case of the main field study, the research siteamaalternative school with strong
leadership, existing structures, and a strong@ulrm with strategies to promote best
practice instruction and student engagement, arestablished formative and summative
assessment system that provided regular progréssegard to students. Based on the
data collected, the school benefited from the deaigd evaluation process with a refined
vision, mission, goals and an established plam¥atuation, but one could argue that
they were in good shape when the facilitators adign site. While this benefited the
evaluation toolkit and process by having measuraldeumented evidence of existing
structures, the sites strength and establishedtsteumade it difficult for Mr. Edwards to
work the assumptions such as “start over” in ag@sechat recommends starting over
from scratch.

Alternative schools in future field testing.The field site in the Zeeland school
district represented just one site, but it wascetbbased on its traditional size (fewer
than 150 students) and population (similar to appnately half of the school districts in
Oregon). The context of the research setting wharban and it offered limitations with
regard to generalizing the findings in the studglesting more sites during the same time
period may not have been feasible in the main tiettl and evaluation study. Operational

product revisions should take into account the ciégypaf the facilitators and new tools
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should be developed to support dissemination apteimentation without the
involvement of the facilitator-researcher.

Another possible modification should be to consitierpublication of online
course content and the offering of a hybrid of asyanous and synchronous tools
(webinars and video conferencing) to support evadndacilitators. Many of these
revisions have already been made and added tatime @ourse posted on the Oregon
Virtual School District Course Directory. This inration is further discussed in the
chapter 5 of this dissertation and imbedded in 80 of the R&D process described
in that section.

Summary

TheAlternative High School Program Evaluation Toolk#s researched and
developed to provide Tools in support of leadera process of evaluating alternative
high schools. The research was conducted to supgadilitator and evaluation teams in
planning a program evaluation with a clear purpos# objectives (learn from successes,
identify current challenges and plan for improvethémat result in a thorough and
accurate portrayal of the impact an alternativd lsighool is making on students. As
described previously, current evaluations, in Oregdten include a single evaluation
facilitator (leader) in an effort to evaluate ateatative high school using a compliance
checklist. As described previously in this disswtaand within this chapter the checklist
is not an adequate tool for program evaluatioriutare versions of the Toolkit the
checklist will be replaced and expand upon in feit8teps in the R&D Cycle and

validated by data described an analyzed in thegadiog sections.
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The R&D Cycle resulted in research and developrottiie Alternative High
School Program Evaluation Toolkit support of leaders in a process of evaluating
alternative high schools, and resulted in an Exvedoal oolkit ready for dissemination,
implementation and application in alternative hsghool settings. Chapter 5 discusses
additional conclusions, ideas about the Toolkiiceffy and expand upon possible future

uses of the toolkit.



236

CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LEADERSHIP
Overview

This final chapter addresses conclusions and idleast efficacy and future use
of theAlternative High School Program Evaluation ToalKihis research was guided by
a central issue of how best to evaluate alterndiigle schools. The R&D has also
contributed a tremendous amount to my own expegi@sca professional. The purpose of
the research was to improve the Evaluation Toalikd was based on the primary
(central) research question of: What tools supleaders in planning a thorough and
accurate program evaluation of an alternative Bidiool? As mentioned previously,
“accuraté includes elements of utility, feasibility, propty, accuracy and accountability
(Yarbrough et al., 2011). The R&D Method (Borg &IG&989) resulted in multiple
product revisions of the educational product haygpsrted the exploration of the
primary research question. The Toolkit developnveag supported by guiding questions
organized by standard element (utility, feasibjlpgyopriety, accuracy, and
accountability) and was analyzed in in previougieas.

The R&D Cycle included an extensive review of kieire, an assessment of
research need, small-scale testing, preliminaig festing and data collection, main field
testing, in-depth interviews, focus groups andaugrsurvey. During the main field
testing the design and evaluation team providedaldé insights and information that

were useful in product revision. These data andhieg activities resulted in multiple
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product revisions, Toolkit validations, and the d&stration of the Toolkit's efficacy
when the research questions were considered.

Personal Reflections

The theoretical basis for the R&D and use of thelpct development cycle
resonated with the core of who | am as an educationjnistrator, practitioner, innovator,
policy contributor and who | am becoming as a resesx and program evaluator. My
research colleague Mr. Edwards used my assumpiah$heoretical framework
(ElementsandProcess Characteristicsh his work and dissertation research. Our
dialogue enriched the R&D Cycle at each Step. bbmays evaluating something or
sketching a rubric or tool. The research and infdram collecting funneled my efforts in
a way | found to be very relevant and motivatingptiyghout the process. As | reflect
generally on the R&D Cycle | would say that | haviernalized the conceptual
framework as a way of thinking about my day-to-eayk in school and program
improvement and policy development. The resulhefgrocess for me personally was
meta-reflection on my professional role as a pnogeaaluator and educational leader.
Simply put the R&D Cycle includes multiple loopstesting and revision with “intent to
implement.”
Advisor and Committee Support

| am so grateful for my doctoral advisor, Dr. Cheneth for exposing me to a way
of thinking about learning through R&D. Sitting laffice one day we were working
through the methodology for my research when helsiisuggested that | could learn a

lot in a small research setting. This concept lem®ime absolutely foundational to my
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approach to research. | am also grateful to menddarsy committee for their thoughtful
responses such as Dr. Burk who suggested that mtadmlity be local, Dr. Henry that
suggested the evaluation recipe metaphor usedrtalirce the Evaluation Elements and
Process in chapter 3 and Dr. Labissiere who destffective program evaluation as
having bifocal lenses of analysis.

Lessons Learned

Throughout the R&D experience | learned a numbéesgons about the value of
teamwork and time in the process of designing asatliating alternative schools. In our
small-scale testing in Oregon’s South Coast Mr. &dlw and | spent 10 full sessions
with the stakeholders who were seeking to desigit ttew school as an alternative to the
traditional high schools in the region. Understagdhe time commitment from previous
experience in starting new schools, the South Coageérintendent’s hired a full-time
administrator to begin the planning process. Timettommitment in the main field test
at Zeeland was different. The Superintendent aadeship wanted to spend half that
amount of time and complete both the design antliatran in just five sessions over
three months. The research provided the distjcbgram guide, evaluation plan and
evaluation at no cost and Mr. Edwards completegtbeess before the deadline and
prior to the start of their district budget procadewever, we accomplished less than half
the work during that time, leaving much of the leirdo complete the needs assessment,
vision and mission, evaluation planning to thelfatbrs and working groups that met

between sessions to complete the work.
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Experiences Through the Process
As | have considered the educational product (Eateda Toolkit) more
specifically | have been able to internalize th@amiance of simple descriptions and
tools for use by facilitators and evaluation teaififteere were significant challenges in
developing tools that would be simple and valid éswee what they intent to measure).
Of the hundreds of evaluation tools | collectedrdhe last few years, fewer were less
than six pages back to back. In the R&D | soughttlo® most useful tools based on
experience and understanding of the Standard Elsnoéntility, feasibility, propriety,
accuracy, and accountability.
| am especially interested in developing a systésupports for alternative

schools and further refining alternative accountabétrics that could contribute to more
accurate descriptions of alternative school peréoroe in comparison to other like
schools. In addition to the need for more thoroagt accurate descriptions, formative
program evaluations should support districts amdals in determining the impact of
their alternative high schools. As described inlifezature review, local news reports
have completely discounted (not included) altexgagirograms in reporting about the
performance in urban districts and others haveapuiver-emphasis on low graduation
rates in alternative schools rather than the drtspand at-risk students they recovered.
As one alternative school administrator put it, tivare blaming the shiny ambulance at
the bottom of the cliff,” referring to the low graate rate at their alternative high school.

Later in this section | have outlined other spediditure uses of the Evaluation Toolkit.
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Development
This chapter discusses the overall assessmene oéslearch experience; further
discusses the results of the operational producion (Step 7 of the R&D Cycle);
speculates about future field testing, disseminagiod implementation of the Evaluation
Toolkit (Steps 8, 9, and 10 of the R&D Cycle). lpsthis chapter provides
recommendations for further study and recommendsgtior leadership. The intent of
this study was to construct, field test, revisal mnprove an educational product that
addresses a real world problem in education. B¢ase the problem was the need to
support leaders in planning a through and accymatgram evaluation of alternative high
schools. An Evaluation Toolkit and process was tigesl using the R&D methodology
recommended by Borg and Gall (Borg & Gall, 198%e R&D method used to develop
the school design process consisted of the fikstrssteps of the R&D Cycle (see Table
2). TheEvaluation Toolkitdevelopment required extensive professional egped with
program evaluation and alternative schools anaiotlgh review of the literature in
several fields of study represented in chapterthisfdissertation. In depth interviews,
focus groups, small-scale and field testing withosd leaders, administrators from other
state departments of education, superintendentseamtdal office administrators also
contributed to the development of the researchystud
Product Efficacy
As to the efficacy and future use of the Toolkie R&D Cycle provided a

research-based process for the developing and wnmgrthe product. As described

earlier in this dissertation, the current Oregoaleation tool is a checklist often used by
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a single evaluator while the Evaluation Toolkitludes multiple elements (survey,
indicators and a logic model) in combination withracess to support an evaluation team
in conducting a thorough and accurate evaluaticanddlternative high school.
Step 8: Operational Field Testing

Operational product revision and field testingxpanded upon in this chapter
and involves alterations such as the incorporatiarliable tools to conduct site visits
and collect data from students, parent, teacheegarand protocol-driven classroom
observations (Redding & Walberg, 2008). Revisioiklve guided by a larger group that
includes the Oregon Alternative Accountably Tas&éodescribed in reference to
preliminary field testing and main product revisiarchapters 3 and 4 of this
Dissertation. Operational field testing will invela small number (5-7) of alternative
high schools in a “pilot study” of the Toolkit withained facilitators and evaluation
teams equipped with tHevaluation Toolkitand protocols to support thorough and
accurate evaluation processes involving alterndtigh schools in their region.

Facilitate a reliable site visit and collect datadr planning. Operational product
revisions indicated the need for reliable data &eisform evaluation planning and
school improvements. One example of this is desdrliyy in Redding’s work (2008;
2006) described earlier in this dissertation amdlves triangulation of student, parent
and teacher surveys, combined with a classroonreditsen data that are compared and
reported back to schools as a part of the statesyisiem of school support. Oregon is
already using this method combined with Achieventgmmpact Descriptors (included in

Appendix D) and school improvement indicators (in&d in the Appendix C) to support
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schools that have not met AYP for more than twayead been identified as Focus or
Priority schools. The new Oregon Report Card (seeefndix E) will also contribute to a
more formative method of evaluation offering a atime format for high school
principals and school leaders to portray a moreate story of what is happening.

Check-ins on the results of planningOne survey participant asked, “Is there a
way to make sure or check-in on what has been ditheéhe recommendations from the
evaluation?” These comments and other data frormtkia field test suggest that a
schedule should be established to check-in on hdmbeen done as a result of planning
and any recommendations made as a part of theataliprocess. The evaluation
training (2 hours) and planning (2 hours) resuited simple evaluation plan that
describes how the school will tell their story. Tresult of the evaluation was
summarized and resulted in a lengthy evaluatioortépat includes evaluation
recommendations (Report included in Appendix A} gteould be followed up on in
some way. The superintendent, student achievementwariculum director in Zeeland
School District each separately asked me to wigitéheck-in to assure recommendations
were carried out. In my role at ODE, | have ofteought this would be a good idea with
private alternative schools that register with O&yél contract with districts. Considering
this idea with public alternative schools may ineoktepping between districts and the
schools they operate and may not be considered podper or fair (propriety).

This suggestion would require additional resoutoadisseminate and implement
across the state but is worth considering in tlaptdr 5 recommendations. | was able to

configure our internal operations at ODE to attempgrogram level performance and
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included randomized selection of private and pudliiernative schools that were directed
to participate in desktop monitoring with the pbggy of site visits if necessary. To
contribute to this work and align it with work bgidone with Focus and Priority
Schools, discussed in chapter 4, final productsiers (Step 9) should consider adding
the school improvement indicators in place of tkisteng indicators for use with Focus
and Priority schools and for use in identifying Mbdchools defined in Oregon’s Next
Generation Accountability System waiver (ODE, 2012)

One of the efforts made in product design (Stepd) to align the alternative
school evaluation terminology with traditional sohterminology such as assessment,
curriculum, instruction, engagement, organizatigtalctures and leadership. As
discussed in the methods section of this dissertdhis effort was explicitly made to
help the traditional school administrators feel éomable with the organizers used in the
Evaluation Toolkit as they participated in evalaas of alternative high schools.

My recent involvement with these initiatives gresvaadirect result of lessons
learned in Steps 1-7 of the R&D Cycle. The workgore has done in developing
weighted metrics for alternative accountability @anfbrmative process for program
evaluation has been recognized by ODE staff worlaritly traditional school
improvement and turnaround schools as well as ataffe USED. As a result of this
R&D and my role at ODE | have been asked to sesweleey research informant on three
research studies involving alternative schoolslaanc twice been asked to speak with
USED Staff regarding common data elements for koigignal data sharing.

Step 9: Final Revisions
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Final product revisions will be made by a smallgnoloip of the Alternative
Accountably Taskforce and involve leadership fréva ©Oregon Educator Effectiveness
Network, the School Improvement Team and othewiddals or organizations perceived
as key to successful implementation. Oregon’s malicators for School Success will be
incorporated in place of the current indicators arbst-revision trial will need to take
place that incorporates these new elements andderashe efficacy of their use with
alternative schools. The product will be generateal more formal format with form
field boxes and dropdown menus for easier and madigble data entry and collection.
Future revisions may involve the development obalne format to collect and use the
information within Oregon’s new Customized ImprowrhPlanning Tool and Next
Generation Accountability System.
Step 10: Dissemination and Implementation

Dissemination will involve the Evaluation Toolkieimg posted as a prototype
along with other district evaluation tools, studgurgrent and teacher survey instruments
on the ODE Alternative Schools Evaluation Toolkiwebpage. Dissemination will also
involve intentionally developed strategies for commication, regional facilitator training
and supports. Depending upon funding, time andureges allocated to the project by
ODE Leadership, these supports may include regulme professional learning
community meetings, trainings, webinars and tenegldesigned for communicating the
new Alternative School Evaluation Toolkits with arkety of audiences. As described
earlier in this dissertation in my role at ODE Vbdeen asked frequently by school

leaders and evaluators if there was something otiaera compliance checklist to
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support the evaluation of alternative schools iagon. National, regional and state-level
policy makers and news reporters have describegrti#dgems with holding alternative
schools accountable and Oregon will step out atiamal leader in thorough and
accurate evaluations of alternative schools anid pnegrams.

Following the operational field testing, final prex revision, dissemination and
implementation, the Alternative School Evaluatiayolkit will contribute alongside new
forms of reporting (new school report card), comptie monitoring (new statewide
system of support) as a tool to support the imprerm of alternative programming and
assure quality in the schools and programs thaeseregon’s most at risk youth. The
Evaluation Toolkit implementation will coincide WitOregon’s new metrics for
education service district and school district agement compacts and system for Next
Generation Accountability. The dissemination anglementation of the Evaluation
Toolkit will be facilitated by ODE in partnershipity the Educator Effectiveness and
School Improvement, and Northwest Innovative Schdidtworks and will continue to
support evaluation teams in thoroughly and acclyragreforming evaluations and
holding alternative schools accountable for theises provided to Oregon’s students.
Taking the Evaluation Toolkit to scale will requaenetwork (team) of regional
facilitators trained in using the Toolkit and mediscf formative program evaluation.

Evaluation Toolkit released under a creative commons licende. order to
encourage use of the educational prodiea({uation Toolkit and facilitate
dissemination, | released the Evaluation Toolkdlema “Creative Commons Attribution-

Non-Commercial-Share-Alike” (CC BY-NC-SA) Licenskhis license lets others remix,
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tweak and build upon your work non-commercially|@asy as they credit you and
license their new creations under the identicahge¢Creative Commons, 2013). In
addition to dissemination and implementation thfoogy work at ODE it is my intent to
release Evaluation Toolkit that results from thrafiproduct revision under this same
license in order to continue encouraging othersstthe Tool.

Overall Conclusions and Assessment of the Experieac

| learned a lot about myself through the procesbveas able to align my
understanding and methods with experienced innovatahe field of education. My
research was guided by a central issue of howtbestaluate alternative high schools.
The purpose of my research was to improve the Todlly primary research question
was “What tools support leaders in planning a thghoand accurate program evaluation
of an alternative high school?” Following an exteageview of the literature and small-
scale testing, my research question was addregysi lolevelopment of the preliminary
form of the product (Step 3).

Characteristics of efficacy were validated througiitbe Cycle in R&D field
testing (Steps 4 and 6). The research cited andadstused in the preliminary and main
field testing increased relevance for me persoraily allowed me to focus on a smaller
set of evaluators to improve tieolkitand focused my attention on the efficacy of the
product rather than a large number of people.Alternative High School Program
Evaluation Toolkitwas developed to provide Tools in support of leadea process of
evaluating alternative high schools and to supgeatuation teams in planning a program

evaluation with a clear purpose and objectivesiilé@m successes, identify current
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challenges and plan for improvement) that resudt inorough and accurate portrayal of
the impact an alternative high school is makingtuaents. It has been my intent all
along to develop something that can be given awadysapports alternative schools in
Oregon to more accurately tell their story.

The main field testing was just the first step imrgg away (dissemination and
implementation) the product. Tlegaluation teanat Whyroads Alternative School in
Zeeland School District reflected in the focus gramd survey that they found the
process to be valuable and the Toolkit to be us&h# Teamwas surprised to find out
during the process that the current Whyroads adtnator is going to retire at the end of
this school year disrupting the leadership continprovided at the school for more than
a decade. This announcement made the processa@mimendations all the more
relevant to the well-being of the school missiod #re students that attend Whyroads.
As mentioned previously several members of thedesdkdp team requested that | come
back to visit the school and assist, to the expessible, in the establishment of new
leadership at the school. Members of the leadetshim thanked me personally for the
objectivity and strong professional standard | adtiéo during the evaluation.

Conclusions about the Efficacy of the Evaluation Tolkit

My research was guided by a central issue of hat tioeevaluate alternative high
schools. My central research question/at tools support leaders in planning a
thorough and accurate program evaluation of anralédive high schoolAs previously
described in the introduction, methods and anabesisions of this dissertation, for the

purpose of this research question and guiding ouresst‘leaders” included program
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evaluation facilitators as well as members of aalation team with the task of
evaluating an alternative high school. For the psepof the research product and the
central research questiomcturatée included elements of utility, feasibility, proptiy,
accuracy, and accountability (Yarbrough et al.,1901

As described in the research methods section,rtredbr research question (long
version) was: What tools support evaluation team@anning a program evaluation with
a clear purpose and objectives (learn from sucsegtentify current challenges and plan
for improvement) that result in a thorough and aatuportrayal of the impact an
alternative high school is making on students? éscdbed earlier in this dissertation,
current evaluations, in Oregon, often include glsimeader in an effort to evaluate an
alternative high school using a compliance chetKiise checklist is not an adequate tool
for program evaluation and is expanded upon inR&E process by a toolkit of tools to
support an evaluation team in evaluating a school.

The next section of this chapter describes futesearch and goals, development
and implementation of thevaluation Toolkit The description requires a review of the
current conceptual framework of the product anat@ss experienced in the main field
testing of the design and evaluation of alternahiiggh schools. The current framework is

represented in Figure 15.
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Figure 15 Framework for the Design and Evaluation of Altgive High Schools.

In Figure 15, Mr. Edwards’ four assumptions abobhateaders need to design
innovative alternatives to traditional schoolsthe form of accreditation standards that
address the expectations, educational programupyubss for learning (left) and
elements of successful alternative schools (rigig)combined with a formative
evaluation (school improvement) process with subjetthe tools for evaluation teams.
My colleague Mr. Edwards conducted concurrent anldgorative dissertation research
that is also represented by the stair steps orresille of the “black box” in the middle

that includes the Evaluation Toolkit and a prodes®valuating alternative high schools.
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Future Research and Goals

Operational field testing of the Evaluation Toolkitamong the first applications
of the new understandings | have about alternat®ol program evaluation. The
Toolkit has been field tested and is ready to shatte a broader audience that more
accurately represents alternative schools in Orelgoill seek to provide training to each
region in the state as a part of the work currelpéiyng done in the educator effectiveness
and school improvement networks.

For the past seven jubilee years | worked withpeesonal mission to, “Lead,
listen to and develop rapport with educational &adparents, students and stakeholders
in order to increase the relevancy of educatiordegand encourage collaboration,
support learning communities and increase strottgreliconnections.” This mission has
served me well but in some ways | have outgrovamd am ready for a new challenge.
The next seven years will include goals for artexhel book publication and speaking
engagements to discuss and debate about progrduatwa in schools.

| have established and will continue to improvetires (disciplines) of writing
by completing this dissertation that | will usesimcomplish the submission of at least two
book reviews, two professional articles in peere@ed journals and one book in the
next two years. | have been asked by three prafiesls to work with them on
professional articles and Bob Barr has asked neeauthor a second version of his
book titled “How to Create Alternative, Magnet adbarter Schools that Work.” | have
also met and began to foster relationships witlsqres at two research journals and two

publishers in order to accomplish these goals.réutges of the Evaluation Toolkit are
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presented in the following table and organized tepSvith Operational Field Testing
(Step 8), Final Product Revision (Step 9), and &ssation and Implementation (Step

10; Borg & Gall, 1989).

Table 38:

Future Uses of the Evaluation Toolkit

Steps 8-10 in the R&D Cycle

Operational Field Testing (Step 8) with a Wider Repesentative Sample of Schools:

. Field test different types and forms of needs sssents

. Field test tools for reliable methods of condugtite visits and data collection
. Field test subgroup-work within the evaluationqass

. Field test measurements of the Evaluation Todalkitipact on school climate

. Field test methods of measuring the EvaluationKit®impact on students

. Field test methods of Evaluation Facilitator Tragn

. Field test a System of Support for Alternative &b (Urban-Suburban-Rural)

~No ok~ WNPR

Final Product Revision (Step 9) with the Alternative Accountably Taskforce:

. Finalize tools to support district-conducted BitNeeds Assessments

. Finalize tools to support subgroup-work within theluation process

. Finalize tools for reliable methods to conduce sisits and data collection

. Finalize tools to determine the Evaluation Todkitnpact on school climate
. Finalize tools to determine the Evaluation Todkitnpact on students

. Finalize tools to support Evaluation Facilitataaihing

. Refine the Statewide System of Support for AltemeaSchools

NOoO O~ WNPRE

Dissemination and Implementation (Step 10) ThrougiiRegional Networks:

Conduct regional evaluation facilitator trainingeirtification)

Employ the System of Support for Alternative Sclsdof Training
Collaborate with Oregon Educator Effectiveness NekwODE)

Collaborate with Northwest Innovative Schools Nate(ODE)

Collaborate with Oregon School Support Network ()DE

Collaborate with Oregon Association of Educationvi&e Districts (OAESD)
Collaborate with Oregon Leadership Network DistrigEducation Northwest)
Consider other strategic collaborative partners{ifi8S8SA, OSBA, OACOA)
. Develop/pilot an Online/Blended Educational Progivaluator Training
10 Publish 3-5 Articles as a Result of the Work irstBissertation

11. Co-author 2nd Edition of a book with Bob Barr andldam Parrett

12. Consult/Collaborate with Authors of PBIS and Comityi8chools Toolkits.

Source: Steps 8-10 of the R&D Cycle (Borg & Gag2)

©Co~NoOhRWNE




252
Summary

This chapter included conclusions and ideas alt@uétficacy and future use of
the Alternative High School Program Evaluation ToalKihis research was guided by a
central issue of how best to evaluate alternatigh chools. The purpose of this
research was to improve the Evaluation Toolkitntlen to support leaders in planning a
thorough and accurate program evaluation of ammatere high school. The Toolkit
development was supported by guiding questionswkat organized by the standard
elements of utility, feasibility, propriety, accesg and accountability (Yarbrough et al.,
2011). The research represented in this dissantatitheoretically and practically
grounded in Bridges and Hallinger’s (1995) PBL &wig and Gall's (1989) R&D
Cycle. The product of the R&D Cycle was the Evalrailoolkitand a process for use
by evaluation teams assigned the task of planmugcarrying out alternative high
school evaluations.

Students attending public school right now haveenaboice in their educational
experiences than ever before and that trend ddesppear be slowing. In fact new forms
of online and blended learning will likely changs#hsol ecosystems dramatically. Like it
or not, U.S. federalization (Increasing role of tederal government in the U.S.)
combined with privatization (private for-profit smbls operating public schools) are
having an impact on the public schooling systentsthis trend is also not likely to slow
in the short term. Rather than fearing changerratese school leaders in Oregon exhibit
courage by innovating and challenging existingarithrough a belief that all students

can learn. Rather than fear competition, educaltioolecy makers in Oregon are
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increasing school choice, opening district enrofit@actices and have proposed
funding educational organization with outcomes tdasethodologies. If student and
family well-being is measured by school choice,dorestudents are in a good place.

Together with my colleague, Mr. Edwards, we hawetgped a promising
educational product, a process Besigning and Evaluating Alternative Schools
However, we realize there is much more to learm fflie value of the R&D Cycle and
research process may be in further study of thefiisrof the process on school culture
and students who attend the school. We saw evid&rtbés on small-scale testing and
field testing but did not have the ability to cajgtit in a reliable way so this is
speculation. However, there are clearly demonstriagmefits of the process, such as
improved community relations, development of adstmative and teacher support for
the school, and the use of resources more efflgiddtiucational innovation is sure to
continue and has been the result of generatiordudtational leaders that had the
courage to innovate.

Educational Imagination

Eisner (1985) has indirectly contributed a great de the design and evaluation
of alternative schools with works including his kd@ he Educational Imagination.” His
work accounts for historical and contemporary ddoiaees that affect both schools and
programs and pay particular attention to an actegpproach to what is usually regarded
as a scientific activity. Eisner warns that thessmuence of scientifically-based
approaches to educational research in schoolskhgyesd the issues of what subject

matters are emphasized or the methods used to. M#éen combined with a reward
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structure to care for problems of student motivaaod a set of minimum standards to
ensure the public of good quality education, weehaeomplete system-at least in
theory-for the management and control of schoofjfanms (Eisner, 1985, p. 15). Eisner’s
cynicism is warranted. There are few, if any, siengshswers in the systematic evaluation
of alternative schools and research in this arest talke account for the complexity
involved in these non-traditional environments.

The Black Box To summarize and insightfully conclude this ditsteon, |
would like to cite educational leader and praatiéin Larry Cuban, who consistently
contributed to literature about alternative edwsatand school reform. Cuban has used
metaphors to describe national educational pokéyrm efforts, which include state,
district and school improvement efforts, accounigtand multiple forms of evaluation.
He uses the metaphor of the hurricane nationalagaunal reform efforts speeding across
the ocean surface while fathoms below, stabilitgahools and classrooms reigns
(Cuban, 2012). He mixes the hurricane metaphdr thiz image of the school or
classroom as a “black box” referring to the termus®d in systems engineering and
economic production functions where input (e.gding, facilities, teacher
gualifications) go into a box called “schools” amidssrooms” and outputs emerge (e.g.
test scores, skilled, knowledgeable graduates).

He refers to the “black box” as a metaphor for wiegtpens daily in schools and
classrooms that remains out of the public sighti®saeemingly known to all since every
policymaker, researcher, parent and taxpayer expezd schooling in one form or

another and may consider themself an expert oriptes and practices of learning at
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school. Cuban states, that what occurs in classs@emains mysterious to non-teachers
because memories fade and children’s reports of thleg do in school are at best,
laconic and hiding more than revealing what is ogoeg at school.

Cuban elaborates on the metaphor of the hurricadéhee black box, that on that
guiet ocean floor, where life is largely undistudt®y the roar of hurricane, rests the box
of the school and classroom. Within the black manother complex world filled with
patterns of change and stability in interdependelationships blended with
unanticipated events and unpredictable responsgsomlly do national education
reformers have to parse the hurricane metaphoyiball they also have to open up the
black box and figure out what happens inside iftwant to improve teaching and
learning in U.S. classrooms (Cuban, 2012).

Because of my experience as a teacher, administratbstate specialist, |
associate with those who seek to teach and leadhattve high schools as well as those
seeking to evaluate and report on them. Membesstajol evaluation teams who seek to
evaluate alternative high schools have a similatlehge to Cuban’s Metaphor (be
observant of the storm but focus on what is intte — students). Educational policy
makers sometimes refer to schools as if they dicmitain students, teachers and hard-
working members of the community who volunteertttiene. During my core
examination and proposal for this dissertationasdg a professor, intimately familiar
with these and many other policy issues remarkidaiave come to the conclusion that
alternative school accountability should be nottbaglocal.” | believe there is

tremendous wisdom in those words and in other wosésl to describe our schools.
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Often times, policy makers and educational leadexdurdened with influence
from members of the school board, community anditicmal schools and have little
knowledge of what is actually happening at schaal$ programs in their own districts.
Holding alternative high schools accountable, tijftoprogram evaluation, will take
courageous leadership, a supportive evaluation,tegatuation training and valid tools
that seek to thoroughly and accurately portrayittifgact the school is making on
students. Those at the local alternative schodll@aln from their successes, identify

current challenges and plan for improvement thatenedfectively tells their story.
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AFTERWORD

The following is a sequel to the Preface based upssons learned from my research.

My visit to Crossroads, with the evaluation teajdated assumptions | had
about theElementsaandCharacteristicof theAlternative School Program Evaluation
Toolkit As a facilitator, the rapport | maintained witlembers of the evaluation team
and administrators at the district and school afldwhem to speak candidly about the
current problems with the Evaluation Toolkit andracess to thoroughly and accurately
evaluate the impact of their alternative high s¢chbam grateful for the opportunity to
have had the opportunity to work with staff and adstrators that were so willing to be
evaluated and so eager to improve. The first stependucting a professional program
evaluation is to conduct an evaluability assessrardtexamine the readiness of a
program for evaluation and the last being a meflaaton about the methods used. In
five years of visiting and working with alternatitaegh schools in Oregon, | have
encountered very few that were unwilling to be edrashd honest about their areas to
improve and be willing to critique their servicesstudents. Crossroads was no different.

On average students who attend Crossroads arasalee year behind
academically but if they attend regularly for adesix months most will make twice the
growth rate than traditional school students, bag®uh test scores, skills and credits
obtained. Despite this growth with the intact gradigtudents, for the past three years
Crossroads has graduated less than 30% of itsrdtudied daily attendance averages less
than 70%. Graduation, attendance and state tesissace the outcome measures used to

determine the school’'s AYP against all other higho®ls. AYP was designed under
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federal law (No Child Left Behind) to hold schoalscountable and requires the State
issue Report Cards annually that provide a summatigasure of the school’s
performance. Over four years, Crossroads has hadawt group of about 20%; that is to
say that about 2 students out of every 10 begidseads their four years of high school
at Crossroads. The other 8 out of 10 studentsch@eassroads for shorter periods of
time. Despite these differences in the schoolsionsgurpose, goals and direction, the
State and School Districts are required, underréddaw (NCLB), to take prescriptive
measures if any school fails to meet state-estadadisevels of performance on a narrow
set of indicators (test scores, attendance, ardugten). Schools are labeled
“unsatisfactory” on the state report card if thayefd to meet established summative
performance targets.

Having been labeled “unsatisfactory” for three geamnd averaging student
performance in the bottom 5% among high schoad$ewside, Crossroads was found to
be eligible for a large multi-year federal Schanprovement Grant (SIG), if only they
adopt and implement one of four school turn aromodels; school closure,
transformation, restart or turnaround. All four netedwould have required major staffing
changes and replacing the current principal, Midlo District administrators consulted
with staff at the State agency about the requirgsneithe four models and decided not
to accept the grant but subsequently, ended upaiel the principal anyway due to state
budget shortfalls. The district office educatioredior, Mrs. Refermer, a former

comprehensive high school principal, was callednujadfill the position.
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Mrs. Refermer was familiar with Crossroads, havwiagked with Mr. Lovall on
the Continuous Improvement Plan (CIP); althougk, Isdd not ever served as principal
of an alternative high school. She had been inwbimghe school’s recent 6-year site
visit conducted by Northwest Accreditation Comnossinow referred to as AdvancEiD.
She had assisted in preparing for the accreditaignby helping to fill out the Self-
Study Documentation and supported staff in revigvtireir curriculum. The one-day on-
site review, scheduled once every 6 years, is baged established accreditation
standards for special purpose schools and condbgtad evaluation team. Mrs.
Refermer had helped the school prepare for theassl presented information regarding
the district role and documentation gathered duttegself-study.

In addition to her participation in the Accreditativisit, the past four years Mrs.
Refermer had been given the responsibility of catidg an annual program evaluation.
Having no background in formal program evaluatiire utilized the Toolkit for program
evaluation, which was essentially a checklist sfdand requirements that were required
by the State such as fire inspections, highly @edliteachers, criminal background
checks, plans to deal with lead-based paint anoidbbmrne pathogens. While she did not
find the checklist particularly useful, Mrs. Refeanused it during the winter to evaluate
the compliance of Crossroads School. In additibe,annually worked with the
principal, Mr. Lovall to refine and repurpose Cnasgl’'s School Improvement Plan,
utilizing the same forms and Specific, MeasuraBl&inable, Relevant and Time-bound

(SMART) Goals required for traditional comprehemshrigh schools in the district.
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In the months leading up to the start of the sclyeal at Crossroads, Mrs.
Refermer began, as she had done in her previous gsa traditional high school
principal, by preparing the building and staff, edhling school events and assembling
the instructional resources that would be avail&néeaching and learning. When the
students arrived the first day of school and maee tvay into the school cafeteria for
breakfast, she remembers thinking to herself tiasetting looked more like the Star
Wars Cantina than a high school. There were staderdll shapes and sizes, with
tattoos, piercings, spiked hair, worn-out clothilgen moms were busily feeding their
young children while other students were lined apbreakfast and to take daily
medications. She greeted each of the studentegsthved, making note of what she
had learned about each student by reviewing thasest profiles in the weeks preceding
this first day of school. Feeling overwhelmed bg treeds of the students, she sat down
to consider what adjustments she and the staffatkdmake as the school year started.

Mrs. Refermer realized that she needed somethirdhmmore useful than a State
Developed Checklist for Alternative School Comptiarand SMART goals to meet the
individual needs of the students at this schoot &eded ways to monitor and determine
the impact they were making with each and evergestuwho attends Crossroads.

Lying awake at night after the first full day aso€sroads Alternative High
School Principal, she began to formatively consttlerfollowing questions:
Who are these students? Where did they come froom?ddn we help them?
Reporting-What measurements would be useful in determiningsoccess?
ComplianceWhat federal and state laws do we still need Hoi&
Quality-What would success look like at our school?

How do we determine the impact that our schoolaking on each student?
What is the most effective way to tell our schoaksiry?

ok wnNE
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APPENDIX A
THE EVALUATION TOOLKIT

Contents

Tools:
Evaluation Toolkit Introduction and Protocols
Evaluation Planning Worksheet (blank)
Evaluation Tools:

Curriculum

Assessment

Instruction

Engagement

Structures

Leadership

Meeting Agendas:

Pre-Evaluation #1 Agenda

Pre-Evaluation #2 Agenda

Meeting #1 Agenda (Design Team)
Meeting #2 Agenda (Design Team)
Meeting #3 Agenda and Annotated Agenda
Meeting #4 Agenda and Annotated Agenda
Meeting #5 Agenda and Annotated Agenda

Examples:

Example: Zeeland School District Alternative SchBeéluation Scope of Work

Example: Evaluation Planning Worksheet (completed)
Example: Alternative High School Accountability Mes

Example: Whyroads Evaluation Final Report
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Alternative High School Program Evaluation Toolkit

Introduction : Welcome to thélternative High School Program Evaluation ToalKihis

Toolkit is designed to help alternative high sclsamlaluate their efforts with the support of
others in their community. Program evaluation teanesassembled to help alternative high
schools learn from their successes, identify ctircballenges, plan for improvement and more
effectively tell their story. This Toolkit describa process for planning and tools for data
collection and information gathering that suppbe evaluation team in conducting a thorough

and accurate evaluation.

Alternative school evaluation process needs toebaildd enough to account for many different
types of alternative schools. The process neetigliade both internal and external practitioners

and stakeholder and is preferably facilitated byasone outside the organization (Facilitator).

Toolsfor Evaluation Teams (Six Tools):

1. AssessmentAssessment for learning and assessment of learnin

— The school maintains methods of tracking stugerformance and growth.
2. Curriculum: Aligned, managed and monitored curriculum

— Both teachers and students know what is taughtiasessed.
3. Engagement Engaged in relevant learning activities

— Students attend and participate.
4. Instruction : Sustainable instructional capacity

— Effective learning and instruction is used in tis@ching and learning process
5. Leadership: Effective leadership

— Guidance is provided in assuring teacher effentdgs and student performance
6. Structures: Integrated systems and structures

— Systems of student support assure programs hievayg results and outcomes

Evaluation Teamare made up of both internal and external pracidis and stakeholders:

o Internal stakeholders (school leaders, teachers, studedtmambers of the original
school design team or board)
o External stakeholders (members of a regional accreditagsociation, education

service district, members of the community or antrd program evaluator)

Evaluation Team Membersclude school leaders, i.e., principals, scha@alors, site

coordinators, superintendents, local governmemgiesa foundations, site, curriculum planners,
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community organizations, higher-education facultg anember of the community with an

interest and understanding about alternative higloals and programs.

Purposeof the Toolkit is for evaluation teams to learmabplanning and conducting evaluation.

¢ Inventory — Seeks to understand the context of the schabitaprograms in order to
account for its unique purpose and student pommathventory policies and practices
related to student failure and dropping out, use ard existing data sources to learn
from success, identify areas in need of improveraadteffectively tell the schools story.

e Quality — Gather information, observations and evidencehélp in identifying
challenges and informing future planning and deaoisi

e Compliance— Assure the alternative high schools are followaws that assure the
safety of students and a minimum level of qualitg garedictability among schools.

Evaluation Protoco(Instructions for Facilitating Evaluation and Te&tanning - Six Steps):

1.

Use theAlternative School Evaluation Planning Worksheetto discuss the purpose of the
evaluation and collect information to discuss hbw ¢valuation results will be used.

As a whole group, review and discuss the reseaasképrinciples that are included. Allow
each team member, including the facilitator, taeetakead role in collecting evidence and
observations to support determinations and furdisussion regarding at least one of the six
Tools for Evaluation Teams(briefly described above).

Review thenitial Survey Questions and Commentsn workgroups, then as a whole group
with time for evaluators to reflect on thoughtssetvations and the evidence.

Proceed to th&chool Progress Indicatorsn small workgroups; record and come to
consensus on what is meant by “Exemplary”, “Effegtiand “In Need of Improvement” in
Assessment, Curriculum, Engagement, Instructioadeeship and Organizational Structures.
As workgroups, then in the whole group, reflectlom experience of using the six tools,
initial survey questions, comments and school msgindicators of evaluation planning.
Proceed to th&valuation Planning Matrix (Simplified Logic Model) and discuss various
audiences and the purpose for formative evaluaiahplanning (Logic Model). Revisit the
written purpose of the evaluation process and ohéter how you will know those objectives
were met, what feedback tools are necessary ttheeichool’s story.

Further discuss objectives for the evaluation (dieed on the evaluation plan worksheet) and
summarize the objectives in a shorter statememt ¢ortwo words) from the above section in
the Evaluation Plan. Further consider the formative and summativeavig and reporting

in order to update status regularly in a way tleteand members of the community may

continue to become informed on how the school aicting students.
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Alternative High School Evaluation Planning Worksheet

Alternative School:

Type/Mission of the School (Briefly describe thécal):

Organizations that support the school (List ancdes):

Purpose of the evaluation (Briefly describe youdenstandings):

What is the timeline for the evaluation (See sequengke for guiding questions)?

How will the evaluation results be used and by wAom
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Key participants in the evaluation process

Name Role with the Alternative Schoal
Phone and Email Address Evaluation

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

* Indicates that the evaluation team member wtadde the facilitator.

Timeline for Evaluation:

AN NN NN

How many times is the group willing to meet?

Who will be responsible for taking the group’s wankd making electronic draft(s)?
When do we need a “finished” product?

When will additional evidence of results be prod@e

When will the next evaluations occur?

Materials and Resources Needed:

o

(el elNole]

Facilitator (Member of the evaluation team, preidyanot associated with the
school)

Room/Uninterrupted space for discussion

Easel Pad & Markers, Post-It Notes, Computer(s)

Documents: Plans, contracts, budgets, requirenagntstandards

Data: Program descriptions, reports, profiles,fpbas
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“Assessment for learning and assessment of ledrning

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that administrators, staff, students, parents and the
community receive enough training to understand assessment?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agr@dStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ A ISA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that those involved in the process of teaching and
learning regularly use data in decision making?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ AT ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that the curriculum and instruction use different kinds
of assessments to evaluate student learning?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ A ISA

School Progress Indicators - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Uses data-based decision making

2. Uses student, classroom, school and program data
profiles

3. Uses multiple assessments to evaluate learning,
instruction and interventions

4. Uses the results of assessments to modify curriculum
and instruction

5. Establishes classroom and school goals of assessment
literacy

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Design Timeline &

Stakeholder oG, L e Results
Assessment Evaluation Objectives Instrument (Feedback
What do you want to know? CliBlpE tools) How will you (SIS L L)
y ’ Who? . y When will you know
know it? it?
1 Students
5 Students
3 Teachers
n Community

Evaluation Plan - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter
statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Assessment Evaluation Objc_ectives Stakeholder Formative and Summative Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) Groups

1. Students

2. Students

3. Teachers

4. Community

Completed by:

Date: / /




Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Curriculum

“Aligned, managed and monitored curriculum”
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Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that teachers in the school are involved in a process to
develop/align curriculum to determine what students need to know,
understand and be able to do?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDID[IN [ AL ]SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that instruction will be aligned with the expectations of
the school district and state i.e., Diploma, Essential Skills, Performance

Tasks and beyond?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISD D[N []JA[ ]SA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that the classroom instruction at other schools in the
grade level or subject have similar expectations for student performance?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN AL ]SA

School Progress Indicators - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Curriculum practices are aligned with standards,
assessments and desired student outcomes

2. Effective process of curriculum development, planning
and alignment of curriculum

3. Process of monitoring, evaluating and revising curriculum
to ensure successful student transitions

4. Rigorous academic core curriculum for all students

5. Curriculum that provides coordinated opportunities for
career-related learning experiences

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Curriculum Evaluation Stakeholder ;I;\Osct):haitri c()lr:ee dback Design Timeline & Results
Objectives Groups tools) (Start and restart dates)
? ? i it?
What do you want to know? Who How will you know it? When will you know it?
1 Students
5 Students
3. Teachers
4 Community

Evaluation Plan - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter

statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Curriculum Evaluation

Stakeholder

Objectives G Formative and Summative Evidence | Status
. roups

(From above but more concise)

1. Students

2. Students

3. Teachers

4, Community

Completed by:

Date: /
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“Engaged in relevant learning activities”
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Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe students are engaged in core academic achievement
and growing?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISD D[N []JA[ ]SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe there is continuous two-way communication with
students and their families?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISD D[N []JA[ ]SA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that parents and community members are welcomed
partners in supporting student achievement?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDID[IN []JA[ ]SA

School Progress Indicators - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Students are able to identify what they need to know, be
able to do and understand

2. Teachers are able to identify what they need to teach and
what the students need to know, be able to do and
understand

3. Students participate in self-directed learning and are able
to demonstrate proficiency in activities where they are
progressing and know where to get help if they need it

4. Administrators encourage and support teachers in
maintaining communication with staff and their families

5. School policies, programs and organization engage
students and their families as active partners with the school

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Engagement Evaluation Stakeholder ;I;]c;ct):,url?]aet; (()Ir:ee dback Design Timeline & Results
Objectives Groups tools) (Start and restart dates)
? ? i it?
What do you want to know? Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?
1 Students
5 Students
3. Teachers
4 Community

Evaluation Plan - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter

statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Engagement Evaluation

Objectives gtakeholder Formative and Summative Evidence | Status
. roups

(From above but more concise)

1. Students

2. Students

3. Teachers

4, Community

Completed by:

Date: / /
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“Sustainable instructional capacity”
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Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that the school will provide time for teachers to meet
regularly and review curriculum and information about how students are
doing?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISD D[N []JA[ ]SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that the school is consistently monitoring classroom
instruction to ensure that there is alignment with state and local standards?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISD[IDLIN [JA[ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that the school is providing instructional coaching,
professional mentoring or other ongoing classroom supports to ensure high
levels of student achievement?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDID[IN AL ]SA

School Progress Indicators - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective | In Need of
Practices | Improvement

1. Teachers are provided time and encouraged to meet
regularly to examine student work in a way that informs
instructional practices

2. Teachers are encouraged and supported in classroom
action research, evaluation and informal assessment

3. Administrators provide targeted interventions for low-
performing teachers in using research-based instruction
that is aligned with state and local standards and
assessments

4. Administrators and Teachers use student assessment
data to guide professional development of both teachers
and administrators

5. Administrators and teachers are provided targeted
professional development in content, pedagogy and
diversity

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Tool, Data or o
Instruction Evaluation Objectives SIELG e Instrument (Feedback DI [EHiSe: RERLIE
Groups (Start and restart dates)

What do you want to know? Who? tools) When will vou know it?

: How will you know it? Y ’
1 Students
5 Students
3. Teachers
4 Community

Evaluation Plan - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter

statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Instruction Evaluation Objectives

Stakeholder

. Formative and Summative Evidence | Status
(From above but more concise) | Groups
1. Students
2. Students
3. Teachers
4, Community
Completed by:

Date: /




Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Leadership
“Effective leadership”
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Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that the school has a vision and mission that is widely
supported by teachers and administrators?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ AT JSA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that the school has focused attention and support for
identifying, discussing and dealing with serious problem areas?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ AT JSA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Are teachers provided with scheduled time for ongoing collaboration
with grade-level or subject-like groups?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ AT JSA

School Progress Indicators - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Demonstrated determination through a clear vision of
excellence in policies, newsletters, press releases, news
stories and other forms of communication

2. Publicized student performance of all required
subgroups, even if the information reflects low school or
subgroup performance

3. Time provided for teacher collaboration and support for
the development and maintenance of professional learning
communities

4. Systemic efforts in place to monitor, evaluate and sustain
student achievement progress

5. Regularly monitored progress toward the established
goals and publicly reported results

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Tool, Data or
Leadership Evaluation Stakeholder | Instrument Design Timeline & Results
Objectives Groups (Feedback tools) | (Start and restart dates)
What do you want to know? Who? How will you When will you know it?
know it?
1 Students
5 Students
3. Teachers
4 Community

Evaluation Plan - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter

statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Leadership Evaluation

. Stakeholder | Formative and Summative
Objectives Grouns Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) P
1. Students
2. Students
3. Teachers
4, Community
Completed by:

Date: / /




Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Structures
“Integrated systems and structures”
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Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Structures Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments

Research-Based Principle:

1. Does the school provide teachers with low-performing students’ adequate
assistance and support?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ AT SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Are there classroom instructional coaches, professional mentors, or other
ongoing classroom supports that are intended to ensure high levels of
student achievement?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ A ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Does the school maintain transition plans to help ease the transition of
students between schools, programs and onto the world of work and/or
post-secondary education?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ AgrddStrongly Agree]
Comments and Evidence:

[ISDLID[IN [ A ISA

School Progress Indicators - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently
demonstrates practices described, “Effective” indicates
adequate and “In Need of Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Provided ongoing targeted professional development and
training in content, pedagogy and diversity

2. Provided time and encouragement for teachers to meet
regularly to examine and discuss student work collaboratively
and use this information to inform the learning process

3. Extended the school year or reorganized/extended the
school day to support student achievement

4. Provided effective transition between grades, to
postsecondary education or the world of work

5. Integrated school and behavioral systems with other state
and regional services to support students and their families
with both formal and informal interventions

6. Other:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know
those objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Tool, Data or D
Structures Evaluation Objectives ek Instrument (Feedback IS TN s et
Groups : (Start and restart dates)
What do you want to know? tools) How will you ; .
Who? . When will you know it?
know it?
1 Students
5 Students
3. Teachers
4 Community

Evaluation Plan - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter
statement from above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

?Ft;gﬁu;gzvivghﬂargg?e%tgﬁgit ;\SS gts)ﬁ;o'der Formative and Summative Evidence | Status
1. Students

2. Students

3. Teachers

4, Community

Completed by:

Date: /
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Example: Meeting Agendas

SCHOOL DISTRICT
Steering Committee for Design and Evaluation Process
[Date]

[Time] @ District Office

Agenda — Pre-Process Meeting #1

e Introductions
e Needs and Purpose of Design and Evaluation Process — Superintendent
e Description of the Framework and Process — Facilitators
e Description of the Design and Evaluation Team — Facilitators
e Draft Scope of Work — Facilitators
e Next Meeting:
o0 Needs Assessment Template — Facilitators
o Need for Data and/or Reporting — Facilitators

e Close and confirm the date for next meeting
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
Steering Committee for Design and Evaluation Process
[Date]

[Time] @ District Office

Agenda — Pre-Process Meeting #2

Welcome
Clarify and Process “The Charge” — Superintendent
Finalize the Design and Evaluation Team — Steering Committee
Report the formalized Needs Assessment — Director
Report the Data and Previous Reporting - Principal
Propose the Customized Framework and Process — Facilitators
Finalized Scope of Work — Facilitators
Next Meeting — School Design and Evaluation Team:
0 The Charge — Superintendent

0 Needs Assessment — Director
o Data and/or Reporting — Principal

Close and confirm the date for next meetings
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Design Leadership Team
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

Agenda — Design Meeting #1

Introduce and Welcome the Team — Design Facilitator

Charge — Superintendent

Needs Assessment — School Principal

School Design Process — Design Facilitator

Discuss “School Standards” and Guiding Principles — Team Members
“10 Essentials of Effective Alternative Schools” — Design Facilitator
Preview: Creating an Alternative School Vision Statement

Suggested Reading — Design Facilitator

Meeting Dates — Design and Evaluation Facilitators

0 Next Meeting — [Date]
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Design Leadership Team
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

Agenda — Design Meeting #2

Introduction — Design and Evaluation Facilitators
Review of Charge — Superintendent
Student Voices — Students, Staff and Principal

Brief Review of Standards, Elements, and Assumptions about Alternative
School Design — Design Facilitator

Development of Shared School Vision — Design Facilitator

Closure and Next Steps — Design and Evaluation Facilitator

0 Next Meeting — [Date]
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Evaluation Leadership Team
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

Agenda — Evaluation Meeting #3

Reuvisit Shared School Vision from the Design Process — Design Facilitator
Reuvisit Alternative School Evaluation Worksheet — Evaluation Facilitator
Alternative School Evaluation Training Activity — Evaluation Team
Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit — Evaluation Team

Alternative Accountability Metrics — Evaluation Facilitator

Closure and Next Steps — Evaluation and Design Facilitators

0 Next Meeting — [Date]
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Evaluation Leadership Team
[Date}
[Time] @ The Alternative School
[Annotated] Agenda — Evaluation Meeting #3

e Revisit Shared School Vision from Design Process — Design Facilitator

[Review DRAFT Vision from the past two meetings: Beliefs, Access, Outcomes and
Expectations, Culture, Teaching and Learning]

Handout Presentation Slides and Research Questions (Design and Evaluation)

20 minutes

e Reuvisit Alternative School Evaluation Worksheet— Evaluation Facilitator

[Revisit Sam’s Charge and compare/contrast mission with shared school vision]

Handout Updated Evaluation Worksheet
10 minutes

e Alternative School Evaluation Training Activity — Evaluation Team

[Brainstorm Activity — In pairs or small groups of 2-3, use the agreed upon design characteristics
as the basis for completing the phrase: “I think Look for ” to determine what are the appropriate
things to measure. Later on tonight and next week we will be discussing how we measure those
things at the Alternative School as a part of the evaluation planning process. On the draft mission
and characteristics paper, record at least one phrase with regard to - beliefs , access,
outcomes and expectations, culture, teaching and le arning |

20 minutes

BREAK and dinner — 10 minutes

Handout instructions, paper-clipped sets of terms, descriptions and definitions.
[Program Evaluation Team Training (Introduction to Program Evaluation) — In small groups of 3-4,
match the terms with the descriptions and definitions provided that describe program evaluation.
Brief introduction of the five terms and asks for short application i.e., Utility (utility belt is actually
useful), Feasibility (college savings plan that is feasible), Propriety (Proper evaluation of a
school goes beyond just walking into the office of the school or meeting in the library), Accuracy
(An accurate evaluation tells the true story of the school), Accountability (allows the local
community to hold the school accountable):

1. Utility (useful and purposeful)

2. Feasibility (practical or realistic)

3. Propriety (proper or fair)

4. Accuracy (adequately conveys analysis)

5. Accountability (contextualized and produces value)]
20 minutes
e Alternative School Evaluation Presentation — Evaluation Facilitator
Handout presentation slides and Alternative Education Evaluation Toolkit
20 minutes
e Alternative Accountability Metrics — Evaluation Facilitator
Handout presentation slide — Alternative Accountability Metrics
[Revisit the “Purpose of the evaluation” on the Evaluation Planning Worksheet]
10 minutes

e Closure and Next Steps — Evaluation and Design Facilitator
[Next meeting date, work products — Design Guide and Evaluation Plan etc.]
10 minutes
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Evaluation Leadership Team
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

Agenda — Evaluation Training Meeting #4

Reuvisit Accountability and Program Evaluation — Evaluation Facilitator
Alternative School Evaluation Worksheet — Evaluation Facilitator
Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit — Evaluation Team

Alternative School Evaluation Planning — Evaluation Team

School Description Review — Design Facilitator

Closure and Next Steps — Evaluation and Design Facilitators

0 Next Meeting — [Date]
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Evaluation Leadership Team
[Date]
[Time] @ The Alternative School
[Annotated] Agenda — Evaluation Planning Meeting #4

e Revisit Accountability and Program Evaluation — Evaluation Facilitator
[Review program evaluation terms - “Act it out” Charades Activity Slides 1-5
6. Utility (useful and purposeful)
7. Feasibility (practical or realistic)
8. Propriety (proper or fair)
9. Accuracy (adequately conveys analysis)
10. Accountability (contextualized and produces value)
Accountability and Time Variable — Group discussion on Accountability and team member’s
various roles in “evaluation for the community”]
Handout Presentation Slides
15 minutes
e Alternative School Evaluation Worksheet— Evaluation Facilitator
[Review Alternative Accountability Metrics (Framewor k) Academic Achievement, School
Connection and School Climate]
Handout Updated Evaluation Toolkit (Includes Evaluation Worksheet)
10 minutes

BREAK and dinner

[If you didn’t get a chance to review the Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit since last meeting,
do so now]
10 minutes

e Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit — Evaluation Team

[Briefly walk through the features in the Alternative Evalua  tion Toolkit and point out that it
includes the updated Example Evaluation Worksheet]

5 minutes

e Alternative School Evaluation Planning — Evaluation Team
Handout presentation slides and Alternative Education Evaluation Toolkit
20 minutes

[Evaluation Planning Activity (Part 1 of 2)  — Work with small group of other team members to
make use of the tools (First page of the tool only — Questions and Indicators) to begin the
evaluation planning. Plan to share out your work.

20 minutes

Evaluation Planning Activity (Part 1 of 2)  — Work with your small group to make use of the
tools (Second page only — Matrix and Plan) to continue the evaluation planning. Plan to share out
your work.]

30 minutes

e School Description Review — Design Facilitator

Handout DRAFT School Description and discuss characteristics and any gaps.]
5 minutes

e Closure and Next Steps — Evaluation and Design Facilitators

[Next meeting date [Date] — Design Guide and Evaluation Plan]

5 minutes
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Design and Evaluation Leadership Teams
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

Agenda — Final Meeting #5

Welcome — Evaluation Facilitator

Report on the students who attends — School Principal

Review DRAFT Program Description — Design Facilitator

Review DRAFT Alternative School Evaluation Plan — Evaluation Facilitator
Break

Focus Group Discussion #1 (Process and Tools) - Facilitator

Take the Design and Evaluation Survey (Online) — Team Members

Focus Group Discussion (Survey Instrument) — Facilitator

Closure and Thanks — Evaluation and Design Facilitators
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SCHOOL DISTRICT
School Design and Evaluation Leadership Team
[Date]

[Time] @ The Alternative School

[Annotated] Agenda — Meeting #5
e Welcome — Evaluation Facilitator
[1. The purpose of this last meeting together is for all of us to reflect on the design and
evaluation process and tools, celebrate success, and consider what we might consider doing
differently next time.
2. Review Agenda - Is there anything else we need to accomplish today?]
5 minutes

e Report on the students who attend CLC — Alternative School Principal
Handout: Report on the students who attend the Alternative School
10 minutes

e Review DRAFT Program Description — Design Facilitat  or

[Review the four assumptions:

-Elements of Effective Alternative School¢Shared Vision, Educational Diversity,
Relevant/Focused Curriculum, Creative Instructional Approaches, Student Assessments, Caring
and Demanding Teachers, Voluntary Participation and School Choice, Comprehensive Programs,
Small School Size, Shared Governance and Local Autonomy.)

-Organizational Leadership and Starting Over(Vision, Beliefs, Access, Outcomes and
Expectations, Culture, and Teaching and Learning)

-Accreditation Standards as a Framework for Design

-Evaluation that Begins with the End in Mind

Handout: DRAFT Program Description

10 minutes

e Review Alternative School Evaluation Plan — Evaluat  ion Facilitator

[1. Review the “purpose of the evaluation ” from the worksheet

2. Review elements of an effective program evaluation process : Begins with the end in mind,
considers established school vision, mission and goals, involves internal and external
stakeholders, supports formation of an evaluation team, uses a mix of formative and summative
approaches, is practical or realistic (feasible), is contextualized and produces value
(accountable), is generally useful (utility), is proper or fair (propriety), accurately conveys analysis
(accuracy).

3. Review the tools included in the Evaluation Toolkit : Protocols, Evaluation Planning
Worksheet, Evaluation Training, learning, and planning activities, Tools for Evaluation Teams
(Curriculum, engagement, instruction, leadership and organizational structures), Initial Survey
Questions and Comments Section, School Progress Indicators Section, and Evaluation Planning
Matrix and Planning Sections of the Tools for Evaluation Teams. ]

Handout: DRAFT Program Evaluation Plan

10 minutes

Break — 5 minutes

e Focus Group Discussion #1 (Process and Tools) — Fac ilitator (Protocol)
e Take the Design and Evaluation Survey (O nline) — Team Members

e Focus Group Discussion #2 (Survey Instrument) — Facilitator (Protocol)
75 minutes

e Closure and Thanks — Facilitators
5 minutes
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Example: Zeeland School District Alternative SchooEvaluation Scope of Work

SCOPE OF WORK
[School District]

Introduction:

For the purpose of this Scope of Work, CONTRACT®RIllsinclude FACILITATOR
and INNOVATIVE SCHOOL shall include ALTERNATIVE, CARTER, or MAGNET
SCHOOL.

The intent of the proposed process is to desigedesign an innovative school “from
scratch” and conduct a produces that results ich@@ Program Guide and Evaluation
Plan.

CONTRACTOR (Researchers) shall perform all of tlewkwrequired by the Agreement
and any Exhibits or change orders. The scope wicasrthat CONTRACTOR is
required to perform for the PROJECT consists offtilewing:

Goals
1. To consult the school district in the design (alegign) of an innovative school.
2. To serve as facilitators to design an evaluateredteve high school.

Tasks
e Gain a thorough understanding of the school distiternative school, other

cooperating organizations and their students' needs

e Facilitate working meetings of a design and evabmateam, appointed by the
school district using th&uide to Designing Innovative Schoalsd theT oolkit
for Alternative High School Program Evaluatiéor the purpose of operational
planning for education options for area youth sk of high school failure.

e Offer advice regarding best practices and recomexnabdels of alternative and
innovative education, including, as appropriatedlag visits to other alternative
schools.

e Advise the superintendent of school district aredfstrict leadership team
regarding composition of the redesign and evalnaeam and other decisions as

may be appropriate for the evaluation of WAS.
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e Provide research and perspective on Federal anel [Stev and school district
policy in collaboration with the Northwest Assoabatt of Accredited Schools
(now AdvancED), the Oregon Department of Educasiod School District.

e Provide a writterSchool Program GuidandEvaluation Reporto the
superintendent of the school district and the idiskeadership team regarding the
design (or redesign) and plan for evaluation ofahernative school.

e Other tasks as may be required.

Deliverables
1. Regular reports detailing progress toward comptetibtasks.

2. Attendance and facilitation of at least five teametings and other meetings as
needed.

3. Completion of components of a design and evaluatimiuding recommended
support.

4. Continued support throughout the design (redesagd)evaluation process.

5. Other deliverables as may be required.
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Example: Evaluation Planning Worksheet (Completed)

Alternative High School Evaluation Planning Workslreet
Alternative Schoot Whyroads Alternative School (WAS)

Type/Mission of the School (Brief school description):
Mission Statement: The Whyroads is an alternative school dedictadeelping students to
discover their passion and develop the strong aci&dend life skills required for healthy,
vibrant lives oflifelong learning and positive participation in the comntyni

Core Value: Our learning community commits to continuously imygng the quality of our
work while creating a rich, equitable learning environme

Fundamental Beliefs:

e Strong Academic and Life Skills: Students will be able to establish goals, organize
tasks and set priorities in order to demonstrageattademic and interpersonal skills
necessary to further their educations—personaltiyfarmally—beyond high school.

e Healthy, Vibrant Lives: Students will be able to set and reflect on persoealth goals
in the areas of nutrition, physical activity, lifge, positive relationships and mental and
emotional well-being.

¢ Positive Participation in the Community: Students will be able to examine
controversial events, issues, or problems fromretyaof perspectives and contribute
positively to their community.

Student Population: The Whyroads Alternative School (WAS) programyedit
Academy Students, 44 Options Students, 25 Eveniogr&mn Students, 12 Middle School
Students (Grades 7-8) and 19 Structured Classraodefts (grades 7-12).

School Setting: WAS serves a total of 166 total students whéinlfuthe 2012-13 school
year there were 8 fewer students due to the tempolasure of the middle school structured
classroom. All students are served at a schoo(igxiously a church) with multiple small
meeting rooms, small classrooms, offices and aexddiethat serves as a common meeting
place and multipurpose room for physical educatiasses.

Organizations that support the school (Characteristics of the school):
Zeeland School District — Public resident school district supports studeat@ment,
professional development, planning and budget f&iSves well as 7 elementary schools,
Zeeland Middle School (ZMS) and Zeeland High Scl{@slS).

School and Community Partnerships — WAS maintains staff offices and dedicated
meeting spaces that support multiple types of piogrand counseling. These services range
from mental health and special education to heaithpost-secondary transition programs.

Purpose of the Evaluation:

e (Clarify WAS’ purpose, strengths, program expectations and outcomes for students.
0 Whatdoes WAS do best?
0 How does WAS fit within other district options?
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o Establish a clear set of metrics to monitor and evaluate student success at WAS.

o Define clear criteria for student admission to WAS, based on research.

e Align expectations with ZMS/ZHS course requirements for transcripts and
graduation.

e Direct students to GED options at Mount Hood and Portland Community Colleges.
o Establish enrollment target, enrollment procedure and staff ratio.

What is the timeline for the evaluation? Winter 2013, with the design (program guide) and
evaluation activities (evaluation plan) concluded by March 13, 2013.

How will the evaluation results be used and by whom? School District Board,
Superintendent and District Leadership Team in the context of annual budget planning. The
school and community for communicating its mission and purpose.

Shared District Vision that resulted from the School Design Process:
BELIEFS
> Strive to provide everything to every student.
> See the potential in everyone involved.
» Teachers act as guides, advisors and coaches.
> We are proud of our school.
ACCESS
» Students choose to attend.
» The school will have a safe learning environment
» The materials and staff to reach desired academic outcomes.
> Staff members are creative, caring, smart and skilled.
OUTCOMES and EXPECTATIONS
» The student to staff ratio is at a high enough level to provide support that is
reflected in positive student outcomes.
» The school will emphasize meeting student needs on a non-traditional
timeline.
» Students and the school community will fully recognize the real outcomes of
the learning experience.
» Academics will prepare students for the next steps of their lives.
CULTURE
» Staff and students are committed to long-term success.
» The school has a strong link to community and parents.
> Students will have access to mental health supports to develop the social
emotional skills necessary.
> The school emphasizes quality over quantity and supports the academic
social emotional needs of students.
» The school has a culture built on relationships.
» The school has high expectations, both academic and behavioral, for staff
and students.
TEACHING AND LEARNING
» The school has an environment and curriculum that are flexible and
individualized.
» The school staff has a knowledge of student needs and interests which
guides the structure of learning.
» Students will have multiple opportunities to learn and demonstrate
learning.
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(ﬁ_ltern ative Accountability Metrics

Alternative Accountability Metrics

Academic Achievement:
= S50 grmrr_h (MAPS and CASA test in PPE)
* Credit attainment

* One vear gradmhon rate—:tudents who entered the vear with 18
credits or 2 semester with 21 credits. The percent who Eraduatf:d

* College ready—GED attainment

* Post- secondary readiness (Scores on Compass etc.)
School Connection:

* Average daily attendance

* Crowth in attendance ichange from prior year)

* Annual retention rate (enrclled from the date they started through the
end of the vear) ’

* Year-to-year retention rate (enrolled the following year or graduated)
School Climate:

* Exit survey

* Annual school survey

"-n:w:..Lt-'"_ab = Acpoesrtaldity Wirksroon, Edocation MNortiwest and Fortlmd Faidc :-mm_m.t-'"_ab- Shoal
l.‘\_ An:\\:h:r_ta:n'_h Frameewnork Taskdorics, moEasfttr_h.a.t:"_ab- Fhool Lesders, 2012-2013
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Example: Whyroads Alternative School Evaluation Reprt

EXAMPLE FINAL REPORT
[Date]

EXTERNAL EVALUATION
WHYROADS ALTERNATIVE SCHOOL

A Project of the
Zeeland School District
Design and Evaluation Team
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Sample Final Report Table of Contents
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INTRODUCTION

Schools like Whyroads Alternative School (WAS) have been called alternative
schools, referral schools, and schools of choice (Raywid, 1994) and are sometimes
described as “ambulances” for students that have experienced significant challenges
or events that have put them at risk of dropping out of school. Schools that serve as
an alternative to traditional schools are typically small in size and employ teachers
that are both caring and demanding. These schools often use creative instructional
approaches and have local autonomy often resulting in relevant and focused
curriculum that looks different (Barr & Parrett, 1997) compared to traditional
schools.

Alternative schools often serve some of the most vulnerable students and
their programs present a challenge to evaluate using traditional school performance
measures such as test scores, attendance and graduation rate. One of the reasons for
this is that definitions vary as to what an alternative school actually is, making it
difficult to determine indicators that would reliably indicate quality alternative
school education programming. Another reason is that alternative high schools are
often designed with a purpose to serve a more specialized population than
traditional schools. Most students attending these types of schools have experienced
some sort of disruption in their education and for one reason or another may be at
risk of not graduating on time with their peers.

Figure 1 below is a visual representation of the typology of alternative

schools in contrast with traditional and charter schools. Alternative schools are
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schools that are an alternative to traditional schools but usually share some
characteristics with traditional schools such as appropriately licensed teachers,
diploma requirements, and academic standards. In contrast, Oregon charter schools
are schools of choice, chartered by a district, where any student could attend.
Charter schools have been provided flexibility in areas like teacher licensure,
registration and curriculum but are held locally accountable by a separate charter
board of directors responsible for monitoring school performance. The overlap

represents situations where comparable programming may be offered.

Figure: Types of Schools, Adapted from Chenoweth and lkanei

Successful alternative schools consider all elements of effective alternative
schools (see Table 1, below.) Alternative schools should be accredited, which

describes quality educational programming in aspects such as mission, curriculum,
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instruction, assessment, leadership and organization, school services, facilities and
finance (Northwest Accreditation Commission, 2011). School program descriptions
should be developed by alternative schools that communicate a shared vision of the
school, consider all the elements and use accreditation standards as a framework for
the school design and improvement.

During the past 25 years, thousands of alternative public schools, magnet
schools, experimental schools and other non-traditional programs have been
developed and documented to be effective in teaching reluctant learners (Barr &
Parrett, 2001). Although alternative education settings vary in both mission and
goals, researchers have identified sets of elements intended to be used in describing
successful alternative schools (Leiding, 2008; NWREL, Paglin, & Fager, 1997; ODE,
2006; Schargel & Smink, 2001). Barr and Parrett (1997) describe these as elements
of successful alternative schools.

Table:Elements of Successful Alternative Schools

Shared Vision

Educational Diversity

Relevant and Focused Curriculum
Creative Instructional Approaches
Student Assessments

Caring and Demanding Teachers
Voluntary Participation and School Choice
Comprehensive Programs

Small School Size

10. Shared Governance and Local Autonomy

Source: Barr and Parrett (1997)

ORI AW

Alternative school program evaluations should attend to all of these

elements, the accreditation standards geared to improvement, and account for
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[Oregon State Standards for District Success, which include curriculum, instruction,
assessment, leadership engagement, and structures (ODE, 2012). An alternative
school program evaluation should consider the established school vision, mission or
goals (Program Description), involve internal and external stakeholders
(community involvement), and use a mix of both formative (informative) and

summative (summary) approaches.

SECTION ONE: EVALUATION PURPOSE AND
METHODOLOGY

Local evaluations should account for what is happening at the school and the
extent to which it is cost effective to serve students in alternative environments.
Lessons learned about maximizing external evaluations (Education Northwest,
2013) suggest school districts be clear about evaluation needs, plan to use
appropriate measures, build a strong working relationship with the evaluator,
ensure data presentations are useful, build capacity for internal evaluation and
maximize the use of evaluation findings. Evaluations should answer many questions,
such as: What's working and what’s not? Is the program making a difference?

Should it continue, expand, or be cut?

Collaboration among Zeeland school and district staff, and direction from
both the current and previous district superintendents resulted in the establishment

of the following purpose, timeline and intended use for the evaluation.
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Table:Purpose, Timeline and Use of the Evaluation

Purpose of the Evaluation:

e Clarify WAS'’s purpose, strengths, program expectatiand outcomes for students.

e Establish a clear set of metrics to monitor anduata student success at WAS.

e Define clear criteria for student admission to WASsed on research.

e Align expectations with ZMS/ZHS course requiremdntsranscripts and
graduation.

e Direct students to GED options at Mount Hood andl&ad Community Colleges.

e Establish enrollment target, enrollment procedanel staff ratio.

[2)

Evaluation Timeline:

Evaluation occurred winter 2013, with the desigro@pam guide) and evaluation
activities (evaluation plan) concluding March 1813. A full-day site visit occurred ir]
January, followed by two Design Team Meetings, Evaluation Team Meetings, and a
final meeting to reflect, present final productsd aiscuss next steps.

Use of Evaluation Results:
The design guide and evaluation plan will be sharithl the district superintendent and
school board, will be used by the district and stheadership teams in the context of
annual school program budget planning, and wilpsuprequired annual evaluations.

School Design and Evaluation Process

A unique characteristic of the WAS evaluation wasinclusion of a school
design (or redesign) process that included conselosilding activities that resulted in a
shared district vision of the school. A benefitlut process was increased awareness and
communication between WAS and central office saéffut what WAS has to offer
students. The design process was followed by atluation process that included
members of the design team in the formation ofvatuation plan intended to support
future program evaluations. During the coursenefdesign and evaluation processes,
the school made plans to change its name to Whgr8aldool and the school leadership

team made revisions to the mission, core valuefamdbimental belief statements.
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SECTION TWO: RESOURCES FOUND AT EVALUATION
BEGINNING

The Whyroads Alternative School has existed for yngars and served
generations of successful students in the communiitg current school principal has
been at WAS for almost twenty years and has wotidulild a leadership team that
values collaboration and meets regularly about thariculum, innovative forms of
assessment, and the needs of individual studestsiehtioned, as a part of the design
and evaluation process the school leadership temated their mission, core value, and
fundamental belief statements. The revised statenae included below along with a
description of the student population and setting.

Table:Revised Mission, Core Value, and Fundamental BSkafements

Mission Statement:
The Whyroads Alternative School is an alternatisteo®| dedicated to helping students
to discover their passion and develop the stroag@mic and life skills required for

healthy, vibrant lives of lifelong learning and fin® participation in the community.

Core Value:
Our learning community commits to continuously imyang the quality of our work
while creating a rich, equitable learning enviromte

Fundamental Beliefs:

e Strong Academic and Life Skills: Students willddge to establish goals,
organize tasks and set priorities in order to destrate the academic and
interpersonal skills necessary to further theircadions—personally and
formally—beyond high school.

e Healthy, Vibrant Lives: Students will be able & and reflect on personal
health goals in the areas of nutrition, physicaivéy, lifestyle, positive
relationships, and mental and emotional well-being.

e Positive Participation in the Community: Studenik be able to examine
controversial events, issues, or problems fromreetyaof perspectives and
contribute positively to their community.
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Student Population:

The Whyroads Alternative School (WAS) programs eé&& Academy Students,
44 Options Students, 25 Evening Program Studegtb]iddle School Students (Grades
7-8) and 19 Structured Classroom Students (gradey.7The WAS student population
demographics and characteristics are further exgdaby the two figures that follow.
School Setting:

The Whyroads Alternative School is a public schodhe Zeeland School
District. Zeeland School District is a public =t school district supports student
placement, professional development, planning,bamdtjet for WAS as well as seven
elementary schools, a Middle School , and a HighoSt

WAS serves a total of 166 total students when flthe 2012-13 school year
there were 8 fewer students due to the temporasuct of the middle school structured
classroom. All students are served at a schoo(migiously a church) with multiple
small meeting rooms, small classrooms, officesandfeteria that serves as a common
meeting place and multipurpose room for physicalcation classes. WAS maintains
staff offices and meeting space that support meltigpes of counseling. These services

range from mental health and special educatiore&dtih and post-secondary transition.
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SECTION THREE: RESULTS AND FINDINGS

WAS'’s purpose, strengths, program expectations andutcomes:

As described in section two, the school designgssavas conducted to clarify
WAS's purpose, strengths, program expectationsoacbmes for students. Elements of
successful alternative schools were combined wathealitation standards to provide
support to the design team that was made up ofsbvaakeholders from the school,
district and community. Two design team meetingsiited in a shared vision of the
school and a draft of a program guide to supporeld@ment and evaluation.

The design process was followed by two, two-hoaation team meetings that
included members of the design team in the formatican evaluation plan. As
mentioned previously in this report, during theigesand evaluation processes, the
school made plans to change its name from Whyrbadming Center to Whyroads
School and the school leadership team made regismthe schools mission, core value
and fundamental belief statements. In additionctiveent school principal, of 18 years,
announced her retirement at the end of this scyeani, raising the level of concern and
increasing engagement among members of the schddalistrict leadership teams. The
table below includes descriptions of the distristsared vision that resulted from the

design process.
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Table:Shared District Vision from the School Design Pssce

1. BELIEFS

» Strive to provide everything to every student.

» See the potential in everyone involved.

» Teachers act as guides, advisors, and coaches.

» We are proud of our school.
Look for: Advising-time and surveys indicate engagement and pride among staff and
students, teacher and class schedules reflect time acting as guides and provide
services to students.

2. ACCESS
» Students choose to attend.
» The school will have a safe learning environment
» The materials and staff to reach desired acadentaomes.
» Staff members are creative, caring, smart, anteskil
Look for: Students have choice, staff are dedicated, and attendance rate growth.

3. OUTCOMES and EXPECTATIONS
» The student to staff ratio is at a high enoughlleverovide support that is reflected
positive student outcomes.
» The school will emphasize meeting student needs mon-traditional timeline.
» Students and the school community will fully recizgrthe real outcomes of learning.
» Academics will prepare students for the next stégkeir lives.
Look for: Students are growing, earning credits, completing requirements, earning
college credits, taking college placement tests, enrolling in post-secondary education,
and getting jobs.

4. CULTURE

Staff and students are committed to long-term ssgce

The school has a strong link to community and paren

Students will have access to mental health suppmdsvelop the social skills.
The school emphasizes quality over quantity angheug the academic social
emotional needs of students.

The school has a culture built on relationships.

The school has high expectations, both academi®ahavioral, for staff and students.
Look for: Artifacts demonstrate that school culture is positive, parent advisory group
and students reflect that expectations are clear, mental health supports are available
on-site.

VV VVVV

5. TEACHING AND LEARNING

» The school has an environment and curriculum treflexible and individualized.

» The school staff has a knowledge of student neaddraierests which guides the

structure of learning.

» Students will have multiple opportunities to leamd demonstrate learning.
Look for: Evidence demonstrates that teachers are adjusting instruction based on
student needs, students are able to formatively demonstrate what they know in at a
flexible pace.
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Metrics to monitor and evaluate
The design and evaluation teactivities facilitated discussions and resulte
working products that resulted in alternative nestto monitor and evaluate stud
success at WAS. Among those products was a lslt@fative accountability metrics

the figure below.

.r’ﬁ—ltern ative Accourtability Metrics _h‘\.

Examples of Alternative Accountability Metrics

Academic Growth
* Skill growth (MAPS and CASA pre-post test gains)
* Credit attainment

Co mpletmn and Post Secondary Readiness

* One v wgraduahn:rn rate—PErnF_nI: of students who entered the vear with
18 credits or 27 semester with 21 credits and went on to nraduatr: that vear.

* Cl::-]lElrr: IEE.I:].‘F—GED Equ.lﬁlenm Certificate Attairment
* Post- S-E:nnda:ﬁ F.eadiness (Scores on COMPASRE)

School Connection
* Average da.ilw' attendance

* G-rl}‘ii- thin att&ndmnﬁ i rﬂ-lanlre from prior year)
* Annual retention rate IEEL'I:'I}].].Ed from the date r_hew started I:h.mulrh the end

of the year)
* Year-to-year retention rate (enrolled the following year or graduated)

School Climate
* Exit survey
* Annual School Survey (Students, Parents and $taff Surveys)

{Onogea Alomasne Acccanabils Merkgroug, Edenscn Merhma: J. -:T' rdhad Public Scheod Alkomasne ScheclAcocunnbiley

'.\-\- Fri=owerk TakSares, and Tus Coener Alhomasre Schmel Lodor, 1 B K -r/'.l

Figure: Alternative Accountibility Metrics

Current WAS data includes state assessments (reading, math, writing and
science), scores on college placement, and percent of students who enrolled in college
after graduation, those who took college classes in high school, and who attended

college for at least two years. WAS tracks overall attendance for students who attend
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full-time and tracks hours of instruction provided for students attending school part-
time. The administrator and staff annually reflect on survey data collected from parents,
staff, students and exit surveys from students that leave early.

Criteria for student admission to Whyroads Alternative School:

The District Student Placement Team has previosisgested that students referred
to WAS must be behind in the skills and creditaunegyl to graduate with their peers but
more specific criteria or placement process wetgresent at the time of the evaluation.
However, administrators, teachers, parents aneéstaagxpressed a desire for more
specific placement criteria and intake process.

The expressed mission of WAS is to help studemirsplete high school and
continue on with strong academic and life skikggding healthy and vibrant lives, and
positively participating in the community. Upon BRtWAS student academic
transcribed standings vary from zero credits, caléyear behind, one-year behind to
more than one year behind. Student behavior acamtatons vary widely from the
need to develop good academic habits to rehamlitad the need for treatment of
behavior issues or conditions that have been fdymalinformally identified. WAS
students include those who have met one or mottgedbllowing state criteria that deem

them eligible for alternative education:
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Table:Students deemed eligible for alternative educatioter State law

e Are not meeting or are exceeding standards anchkakgkills,

e Have an attendance pattern so erratic that thegarbenefiting from the
educational program,

e Are being considered for expulsion or have beerekaq,

e Demonstrate a pattern of severe disciplinary proble

e Are pregnant or parenting,

e Are 16 or 17 years old, and whose parents haveeapfar an exemption
from compulsory attendance,

e Are emancipated or have initiated the procedurefoancipation, or

e Are otherwise deemed eligible according to theridiss policies and
procedures for placing students into alternativecation programs.

Align Whyroads Expectations with High School Requiements:

The Zeeland School District has facilitated schomded professional learning
communities (PLCs) and data teams and conductéttthside trainings to accomplish
the alignment of Zeeland Middle School (ZMS) an@lded High School (ZHS), and
Whyroads Alternative School. The work of the desagd evaluation team noted this
work and observed that the curriculum maps had bpdated to align with the new
Common Core Standards for Math and English Langéatgeand Literacy. The
evaluation team also noted that the high schoslauum maps were used as models for
determining the minimum course requirements. Retairtings on Common Core Math
(Math Practice Standards) were provided at bottz#edand High School and Whyroads
Alternative School locations.

GED Option Program:

The original evaluation purpose included instrutsito direct students to GED

options at Mount Hood and Portland Community Cakefgut discussion among the

design and evaluation team revealed a shift irppteeiously held district vision. A GED
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Certificate formally designates students as hathied‘ability to benefit” from college or
university and make them eligible for scholarstapd financial assistance to attend
college. Students that meet the requirements o&tB may also continue to attend
school and go on to achieve a regular diploma atidge credits through dual-credit
programs.

The development of a GED Option Program at WAS d@dnerate additional
state average daily membership revenue and bettez some populations of students,
many of whom are currently being referred to thkege campus without tight
monitoring of instructional supports, outcomespaygram quality. State-level
achievement compacts and annual reporting havetigdeeen revised to account for a
five-year completer rate that rewards districtssigpporting students in obtaining the
GED as a high school equivalency certificate initaial to a four-year and five-year
regular high school diploma. Based upon these n&enstandings expressed by the
design and evaluation team, WAS has expressedeneshin developing GED Option
programming to meet student needs.

Enrollment target, procedure, staffing and administator ratios:

Figure 2 and 3 were developed by the WAS prindipdlustrate the student
population. Student program enroliment counts weperted in the Student Population
section of this report but did not include staffmgadministrator ratios. The program
description and evaluation planning documentatescdbe program enrollment targets
and typical class size. District placement proceslalescribed earlier in this report are

used in counselor referral and student placemerihdmgeting processes will require
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formally reported staff and administrator ratidshe scope and purpose of the evaluation
did not include a review of financial or full-tinpart-time staff employment records but

staff and titles are reported in Table 6 below.

Table: Whyroads Alternative School Staff Names and Titles

Staff 0 Staff | 0

Name Name
Nurse Main Street Teacher
Teacher 4C The Future Coordinator
Custodian Principal
Middle School Teacher Options Coordinator
Educational Assistant Teacher

Educational Assistant Educational Assistant

Media Assistant School Psychologist

Trillium Therapist Teacher

Teacher / Councilor Evening Program Coordinator

Teacher Special Ed. Records Manager

Evening Program Teache Educational Assistant

Turn Styles Teacher Teacher
Cook Secretary
Teacher Teacher

Educational Assistant

It should be noted that staff included above maybeoemployed by Zeeland
School District and serve as part of the schoolrmomity through part-time partnerships

and grant-funded initiatives.

SECTION FOUR: ACCLAMATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

As described earlier in this report, schools like Whyroads Alternative School
are sometimes described as “ambulances” for students that have experienced

significant challenges or events that have put them at risk of dropping out of school.
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WAS is a family-like atmosphere where students and adults speak to one another
with respect on a first-name basis. As one student put it, “It just feels like a family to
me.” Staff at the school are committed to excellence and over the past three years
three-quarters of their graduates have gone on to post-secondary education. The
following acclamations and recommendations highlight the observations made
during the evaluation process.
Acclamations:

The Whyroads Alternative School is to be acclaimed for consistently meeting
as professional learning communities to gather and reflect on data, discuss and
modify curriculum maps and consider levels of student growth, performance, and
proficiency. WAS gives students opportunities to extend learning beyond the normal
course offerings and offers Reading Apprenticeship. Teachers consistently post
learning objectives for lessons and that practice is reinforced and monitored by
school leadership. WAS is to be acclaimed for the ECMC scholarship program, senior
transitions, alternative pathways paid college classes, and other support services
which provide additional supports for students making transition to post-secondary
education.

Recommendations:

The following recommendations are offered by the evaluation team in
combination with the perspectives drawn by external facilitators who supported the
evaluation and planning process. These recommendations are included in the

following table.
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Table:Evaluation Recommendations

e Schedule regular status updates for the evaluation planning team
(Appendix A) to meet and reflect on the data indicators described in
the Completed WAS Alternative High School Program Evaluation
Planning Tool (Appendix B).

e Use the District Achievement Compact Descriptors (Appendix D)
and the Indicators for Comprehensive Achievement (Appendix C) in
future school improvement and evaluation planning to demonstrate
characteristics of a Model School and assure the school will not be
identified as a Focus or Priority School.

e Use the Alternative Education Program Toolkit - Compliance
ChecKklist to meet the legal requirements of annually evaluating the
alternative program (Appendix E).

e Continue to strategically communicate and promote the shared
district vision, mission and goals in the transition to the new name
of Whyroads School.

e Update the WAS Continuous Improvement Plan with the new
name, vision, school mission, values, beliefs and goals. The updates
should include alternative accountably metrics (one-year graduation
rate, annual retention rate, and year-to-year retention rate), and the
Metrics to Monitor and Evaluate described in this report. These
updates should also be reflected in the Data Review and Analysis,
Theories of Action, Action Planning, and Evidence of Implementation
Sections of the Improvement Plan.

e Develop clear written procedures for admission to Whyroads
Alternative School, Rosemary Anderson East Campus and other
district alterative placement options. These procedures should
include typical characteristics of students and a step-by-step process
that the school placement coordinator, counselors, and
administrators at both the middle and high school will use.

¢ Determine maximum teacher and administrator ratios for each
district program and provide written procedures for councilor
referral and student placement. These procedures should be
revisited at least annually along with the program evaluation to
reflect back on how the students are being served, what is and is not
working, if the program is making a difference, and if it should be
continued, expanded, or be cut.

e Offer professional development on sheltered language instruction
and cultural diversity in addition to the equity and tolerance training
offered in previous years. Use disaggregated data to identify
populations and characteristics of students that are traditionally
underperforming in schools and district programs. Consider putting
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into place hiring procedures that assure teachers reflect the diversity
and cultural background of the students they serve.

e Incorporate data and planning on Educator Effectiveness to
support the district, school, and program in conducting accurate
evaluations WAS Staff and Leadership.

e [Initiate a planning process to identify quality GED Option Program
and/or Early College Program models, curriculum, diagnostic and
formative tools that will support implementation of a GED Option
Program to meet district and student needs.

Glossary

Accountability— in the context of alternative high school progealuation,
accountability refers to the responsible use addueses (time and tools) to produce
value as a result [of the evaluation] for the comityuof students, parents and
members of the region or state.

Alternative High School- a public or private school or separate classga=signed

to best serve students’ educational needs ancesiteand assist students in achieving
the academic standards of the school district bedtate. The majority of alternative
high school students are enrolled in secondaryegr§@12). The school offers
individualized instruction, low teacher/studeniast flexible scheduling, and varied
instructional methods to meet the learning needduafents.

Alternative High School Evaluation- a combination of both formative and
summative observational records, data and infoonabout what is happening in
the school. Evaluation and information collectingonducted to inform decision-
making and may be referred to as value-added oednimethod evaluation. In
general, evaluation examines schools to informmenendations regarding annual
state registration, school district approval ancthake recommendations for
programmatic refinement that positively impact radégive high school students.

Alternative Program— A program may have some features of an altermathool,
but a program, especially an “alternative schooppam,” is part of and in service to
a larger and more comprehensive school. Thatsaya program is not a
comprehensive school. A school, including an atigve high school, is able to
stand alone to meet regional accreditation stasgandluding (a) an autonomous
mission, (b) educational program (curriculum, instion, and assessment system),
(c) leadership and organization, (d) supportsdariing, (e) finance and facilities,
and (g) plans for improvement. School programsegirvice to a larger traditional
school, may have one or more of the features efrative schools. “School
program,” as defined here, is also distinguishecthffeducational program” (referred
to as the curriculum, instruction, and assessmieatschool).
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At-risk Students— students with one or more at-risk indicators sagknot meeting or
exceeding state standards, behind in credits eapnegnant/parenting, multiple
suspensions, expulsion or infrequent attendanceisRistudents may also be referred
to as vulnerable students or students at risk o€&tibnal failure (dropping out of
school).

Charter School- A charter school, in Oregon, is a school of ce@perated under a
contract (“charter”) between a charter authorizet a group of parents, teachers, and
members of the community. Charter schools are redquo meet requirements set
forth in Oregon Revised Statute (ORS) 338.015 winclude the use of flexible
learning environments and innovative teaching as¢ssment methods that “better
meet individual student academic needs and intérest

Compliance Indicators- indicators designed to determine the degree tohathe
program is following the law.

Comprehensive Schoel a school able to offer credits, services andusibn in
standards and essential skills to support studempsaduation with a regular high
school diploma.

Criteria— a set description by which something can be jddde an alternative high
school program evaluation, criteria must be singpleugh for evaluators to
understand, yet complex enough to thoroughly erpla tools and indicators that
describe what is being observed.

Design (evaluation) A plan for conducting an evaluation; e.g., datiection
schedule, report schedules, questions to be addremsalysis plan, management
plan, etc. Designs may be either preordinate (desigthead of time) or emergent
(emerging over time).

Evaluation— A systematic investigation of the value, impocgror significance of
something or someone along defined dimensions &ggogram, project, or specific
program or project component) (Yarbrough & Joinh@aittee on Standards for
Educational Evaluation., 2011, p. 287).

Evaluation Team- balanced evaluation team made up of both inteta&keholders
and external members who are knowledgeable abeudctnool’'s mission, purpose
and policies, leadership, curriculum, instructiord assessment, support systems and
planning.

Evaluation Utility — is used to describe the extent to which prograkefolders find
the evaluation process and products valuable iningetheir needs (Yarbrough,
2011).
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Evaluation Checklist- a list that serves as a reminder of the progegssedures, and
tasks that needs to be addressed during an evaluati

Evaluation Propriety— depicts what is proper, fair, legal, right, adeégpe and

ethical in an evaluation. Considers the rightstaksholders and intent to ensure that
an evaluation will be conducted legally, ethicaind with due regard for the welfare
of those involved in the evaluation as well as ¢halected by its results (Yarbrough,
2011).

External Stakeholders- those not having, or having less of, a stakéénsthool.

External Evaluator— an evaluator from outside the school that isstitgect of the
evaluation and may serve as the facilitator as ash member of the evaluation
team. Typically external evaluators have enteréal $ome form of a contract with
the school district or regional education servisgritt and offer an objective
viewpoint to the team.

Externally Validated— confirmation of the shared beliefs of the schisImission,
function and the results being achieved from membatside the school
organization. School visits often serve as a casisebuilding process where internal
and external stakeholders come to some level @&eagent about the strengths of the
school and the needed improvements, based upandsd

Feasibility— in the context of program evaluation, feasibitigfers to the extent to
which resources and other factors allow an evalngb be conducted in a
satisfactory manner (Yarbrough & Joint CommitteeStéandards for Educational
Evaluation., 2011, p. 288).

Formative Evaluation— Evaluation designed and used to improve an czgdon
[alternative high school], especially when it idl §teing developed (Yarbrough &
Joint Committee on Standards for Educational Evalng 2011, p. 288)

Goals- Strategic and specific, measurable, attainabtjlts-based, time-bound
(SMART) objectives usually established by schoalsrdy annual school
improvement planning (O’Neill, 2006).

Indicators— specific narrative descriptors that describertiqudar degree to which
practice, performance or behavior are observedve been achieved.

Internally Validated — shared beliefs about the school, its missiongtfan and the
results being achieved. School visits often sesva eonsensus-building process
where internal and external stakeholders comeneedevel of agreement about the
strengths of the school and the needed improvemeassed upon established
findings.



331

Internal Stakeholders- those inside the local district or school whoaffected by
or with interest in the school and/or the studevtie attend the school.

Logic Model- schematic organizer that accounts for the chenatits of students,
staff, administrators and members of the commuilityg graphic organizer supports
drawing conclusions (left to right) about stratsgiesources and information
involved in accomplishing desired results in orileaccomplish desirable outcomes.
Logic models are often used in program evaluationslving complex organizations,
such as alternative schools, that serve an evatuptirpose that requires a mixed of
both method and approach.

Program— a set of specific activities and dedicated resesi(inputs) designed for an
intended purpose, or to achieve an intended prppesguct, service output with
guantifiable goals and objectives. An example pfaram within an alternative high
school would be a program for young parents, avaehar reading intervention
program.

Regional Accreditation— A valid and standards-based school review tidtides
annual reports, self-assessments, school-sits @asd assurance of reciprocity of
credits and diplomas earned from other regionallyationally accredited schools.

School Desigr A process of using conceptual frameworks, assomutand
procedural steps to complete planning that follaw®ducational needs assessment,
and before the implementation and full developnoérat designed school. For the
purpose of this research proposal, it will be as=iithat program evaluation is
imbedded in effective school design.

Summative Evaluation- An evaluation designed to present conclusionsitaihe
merit or worth of an object [program or organizatiand recommendations about
whether it should be retained, altered, or elingdat
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Design and Evaluation

Meetin

S

Name

Role

#1

#2

#3

#4

#5

Facilitator

Evaluation
Consultant

X

X

X

X

Facilitator

Design Consultant

Principal

Whyroads
Alternative School
(WAS) Principal

Superintendent

Zeeland School
District
Superintendent

Administrator

District Curriculum
and Assessment
Director

Director

District Services
Director

Principal

Zeeland High
School Principal

Teacher

Teacher (WAS
Leadership Team)

Teacher

Teacher (Evening
Program
Coordinator)

10.

Principal

Other Alternative
High School
Principal

11.

Parent

Parent/Community
Member

12.

Parent

Parent/Community
Member

13.

Community Member

Community
Member

14.

Student

Academy Program
Student (Hispanic
Male)

15.

Student

Option Program
Student (Asian
Female)
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Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Assessment
“Assessment for learning and assessment of ledrning

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that administrators, staff, students, parents and the community
receive enough training to understand assessment?

[Strongly Disagree] [Disagred] [ Neutral] [ Agree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Professional Learning Community (PLC) Staff Meetings but
lack training on quality assessment.

[ISD[*IDLIN [JA[ISA

Research-Based Principle:
2. Do you believe that those involved in the process of teaching and learning regularly [1SD[ D[ IN [*]A[ JSA
use data in decision making?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Pgree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Cycle notes and Staff Meetings

Research-Based Principle:
3. Do you believe that the school curriculum results in high expectations for student .
erformanee? nee [1SD[ID[IN [ JA[*]SA
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Teacher logs of the types of assessments.

School Progress Indicators - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates

practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need Exemplary Effecyve :n Need of
of Improvement” not at al. ractices ractices mprovement
1. Uses data-based decision making X

Comment: Data team, cycle notes

2. Uses student, classroom, school and program data
Comment: Clip stick of types of assessment (Quiz, ticket-out, X
door, test, assignment)

3. Uses multiple assessments to evaluate learning, instruction and
interventions X
Comment:

4. Uses the results of assessments to modify curriculum and
instruction X
Comment:

5. Establishes classroom and school goals of assessment literacy
Comment:

6. Other:
Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those
objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Design Timeline &

Results

Assessment Evaluation Objectives gt;tet;older (T;:;’dgzri ct)(;(llr;s)trument (Start, and restart
What do you want to know? Whog How will vou know it? dates)
' y : When will you know
it?
1. Are there a wide range of assessment Students Daily tally Monthly
styles or types?
2. Are there multiple opportunities to Students Tally Monthly
demonstrate mastery?
3. Do teachers use data from
assessments to modify curriculum and Teachers PLC Cycle Notes Per cycle
instruction?
4. Does my child demonstrate learing in Community Student plan and profile Conferences

multiple ways?

Evaluation Plan - Assessment Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from

above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Assessment Evaluation Objectives Stakeholder . . ,
. Formative and Summative Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) Groups
1. Range of assessment Students Daily tally
2. Multiple opportunities Students Daily tally
3. Modify instruction based on data Teachers PLC cycle
4. Demonstrate Learning Community Conferences

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Curriculum Director and \Wiagls Teacher)

Date: March, 2013
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Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Curriculum
“Aligned, Managed and Monitored Curriculum”

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that teachers in the school are involved in a process to
develop/align curriculum to determine what students need to know, understand and
be able to do?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Curriculum mapping and CCSS Integration.

[ISD[IDLIN [*]A[ ISA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that instruction will be aligned with the expectations of the school
district and state i.e. Diploma, Essential Skills, Performance Tasks and beyond?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgreeg] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: training and student plans and profiles.

[*JSDLID[IN ["IA[JSA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that the classroom instruction at other schools in the grade level
or subject have similar expectations for student performance?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] Neutral] [ Agree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Wide variety of teacher expectations.

[ISDLID[*IN [JA[ISA

School Progress Indicators - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates
practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need of
Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective In Need of
Practices Improvement

1. Curriculum practices are aligned with standards, assessments and
desired student outcomes
Comment:

2. Effective process of curriculum development, planning and
alignment of curriculum
Comment:

3. Process of monitoring, evaluating and revising curriculum to ensure
successful student transitions X
Comment:

4. Rigorous academic core curriculum for all students X
Comment:

5. Curriculum that provides coordinated opportunities for career-
related learning experiences X
Comment:

6. Other:
Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those

objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Curriculum Evaluation Obiectives Stakeholder | Tool, Data or Instrument Design Timeline & Results

What do vou want to kni) w2 Groups (Feedback tools) (Start, and restart dates)
y ’ Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?

1. Are students receiving content and .

skills based on standards? Students Curriculum maps Annually

2. Do studen.ts have a””‘%?" career Students Student plan and profile Annually

related learning opportunities?

3. Am | revising my curriculum to Teachers Annotated curriculum Annually

insure student success? maps

4.' Is the’;: urriculum appropriately Community Updated curriculum maps | Annually

rigorous?

Evaluation Plan - Curriculum Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from

above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Curriculum Evaluation Objectives Stakeholder . . .
. Formative and Summative Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) Groups
1.Content based on standards Students Curriculum maps
2.Career related learning Students Student plan and profile
3. Revise curriculum Teachers Annotated maps
4. Rigorous Community Updated maps

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Curriculum Director and \Wiagls Teacher)

Date: March, 2013
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Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Engagement
“Engaged in relevant learning activities”

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe students are engaged in core academic achievement and growing?
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: High degree of focus on the Common Core State
Standards, Professional Learning Communities, and Classroom Practices

[*ISDLID[IN [ AT ISA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe there is continuous two-way communication with students and their
families?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Students given multiple opportunities to succeed

[ISDLID[IN [JA[*]SA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that parents and community members are welcomed partners in
supporting student achievement? [ISD[ ID[ IN [*]JA[ ISA
[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Community relationship is strong (community service and
scholarships) but connection with parents is a challenge.

School Progress Indicators - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates
practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need of
Improvement” not at all

Exemplary Effective In Need of
Practices Practices Improvement

1. Students are able to identify what they need to know, be able to do
and understand X
Comment:

2. Teachers are able to identify what they need to teach and what the
students need to know, be able to do and understand X
Comment:

3. Students participate in self-directed learning and are able to
demonstrate proficiency in activities where they are progressing and
know where to get help if they need it

Comment:

4. Administrators encourage and support teachers in maintaining
communication with staff and their families X
Comment:

5. School policies, programs and organization engage students and
their families as active partners with the school X
Comment:

6. Other:
Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those
objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

L Ty e Stakeholder Tool, Data or Instrument Design Timeline & Results
Wl?atg do vou want to kno vjv - Groups (Feedback tools) (Start, and restart dates)
y ’ Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?
1. Are students able to identify what Random sampling based . S
they need to know and be able to do? Students on posted learning targets Ask kids two-times a year
2. Can student identify academic Educational plan and
Students . Annual
strengths and weaknesses profile
I Poste — daily
3. Can teachers identify what Teachers Posted learning targets Random data check four-
students need to know and do? ,
times a year
4. Do parents feel they have an Parent survey and Parent survey — 1x a year
opportunity to engage in their child’s Community y y y

education?

conferences

Conferences — 2x a year

Evaluation Plan - Engagement Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from
above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

g}gﬁig\g EZ?';?:EZS}?ES;VGS gtr'c(l)ﬁ)r;older Formative and Summative Evidence Status
1.Identify learning targets Students Learning targets

2.ID strengths and weaknesses Students Educational plan and profile

S.OID what students need to know and Teachers Posted learning targets

4. Opportunity to engage Community Survey and conferences

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Whyroads Teacher and Zdebtndent Services Director)

Date: March, 2013
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Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Instruction
“Sustainable Instructional Capacity”

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that the school will provide time for teachers to meet regularly to
review curriculum and information about how students are doing?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgreeg] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Professional Learning Community (Tuesdays), before and
after school offerings are different formats.

[ISD[IDLIN [*]A[ ISA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that the school is consistently monitoring classroom instruction to
ensure that there is alignment with state and local standards?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgreeg] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Walk through visits, data, define and monitor.

[ISDLIDLIN [*]A[ ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Do you believe that the school is providing professional mentoring or other ongoing
classroom supports to ensure high levels of student achievement?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] Neutral] [ Agree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Lack of district resources for a full-time coach. Staff makes
it work with in-building mentors and a strong leadership team.

[ISD[ID[*IN[]A[ ISA

School Progress Indicators - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates
practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need of
Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective In Need of
Practices Improvement

1. Teachers are provided time and encouraged to meet regularly to
examine student work in a way that informs instructional practices X
Comment: How much time?

2. Teachers are encouraged and supported in classroom action
research, evaluation and informal assessment X
Comment: What does this involve?

3. Administrators provide targeted interventions for low-performing
teachers in using research-based instruction that is aligned with
state and local standards and assessments

Comment: Classroom work?

4. Administrators and Teachers use student assessment data to
guide professional development of teachers/administrators. X
Comment:

5. Administrators and teachers are provided professional
development in content, pedagogy, and diversity
Comment: What is targeted? What constitutes diversity?

6. Other:
Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those

objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

e (B Gl s Stakeholder | Tool, Data or Instrument Design Timeline & Results

What do vou want to k njow7 Groups (Feedback tools) (Start, and restart dates)
y ’ Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?

1. Are students receiving research-

based instruction? Students RA walk-throughs Quarterly

2. Are §tudent§ receiving standards- Students PGA Progress Yearly

based instruction?

3. Do teachers receive fime to meet Teachers PLC and collaboration time | Check Schedule

over student work?

4. Do teachers expect and get quality .

work from students? Community Parent survey Yearly

Evaluation Plan - Instruction Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from

above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Instruction Evaluation Objectives Stakeholder . . .
. Formative and Summative Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) Groups
1.Research-based instruction Students RA walk-throughs
2. Standards-based instruction Students PGA process
3. Time to meet Teachers PLC time
4, Quality work Community Parent survey

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Whyroads Teacher and Zdebtndent Services Director)

Date: March, 2013
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Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Leadership

“Effective Leadership”

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments.

Research-Based Principle:

1. Do you believe that the school has a vision and mission that is widely supported
by teachers and administrators?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence:

[ISD[IDLIN [JA[*]SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Do you believe that the school has focused attention and support for identifying,
discussing and dealing with serious problem areas?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence:

[ISDLIDLIN [*]A[ ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Are teachers provided with scheduled time for ongoing collaboration with grade-
level or subject-like groups?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence:

[ISDLIDLIN [JA[*]ISA

School Progress Indicators - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates Exemplary Effective In Need of
practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need of Practices Practices Improvement
Improvement” not at all.

1. Demonstrated determination through a clear vision of excellence

in policies, newsletters, press releases, news stories, and other X
forms of communication

Comment:

2. Publicized student performance of all required subgroups, even if

the information reflects low school or subgroup performance X
Comment: Please define publicized

3. Time provided for teacher collaboration and support for the

development and maintenance of professional learning communities X

Comment:

4, Systemic efforts in place to monitor, evaluate, and sustain student

achievement progress X

Comment:

5. Progress toward the established goals are monitored and publicly

reported X
Comment: Who is considered the public?

6. Other:

Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those
objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Leritein Eele o Eiiedies Stakeholder Tool, Data or Instrument Design Timeline & Results
What do pou want to kn ‘J) w2 Groups (Feedback tools) (Start, and restart dates)
y ’ Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?
1. What is the leadership doing to Students Student survey Annual
follow-up on student concerns?
2. Do students believe staff actively Students Student survey Annual
works to solve problems?
3. Do teachers have time and Teachers Program meetings and all Schedule check
) . . staff meetings
opportunity for input on school issues?
4. Is student performance regularly Community State report card and Annual

published?

newsletter

Evaluation Plan - Leadership Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from
above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

I(E%?ﬁf&%?éﬂ“ﬂzz COObrj]gi(;tzl)es gt:)t%hsolder Formative and Summative Evidence Status
1. Student concerns Students Student survey

2. Solve school problems Students Student survey

3. Staff input Teachers Staff and program meetings

4, Performance published Community State report card and newsletters

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Zeeland Superintendenydhgroads Principal)

Date: March, 2013




343

Alternative High School Evaluation Tool: Structures

“Integrated Systems and Structures”

Initial Survey Questions and Comments - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Read and consider the questions, check yes/no and expand your response with comments

Research-Based Principle:

1. Does the school provide teachers with low-performing students’ adequate
assistance and support?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence:

[ISD[IDLIN [JA[*]SA

Research-Based Principle:

2. Are there professional mentors or other ongoing classroom supports that are
intended to ensure high levels of student achievement?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] Rgree] [Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence: Not sure what is meant by coaches.

[ISDLIDLIN [*]A[ISA

Research-Based Principle:

3. Does the school maintain transition plans to help ease the transition of students
between schools, programs and onto the world of work and/or post-secondary
education?

[Strongly Disagree] [ Disagree] [ Neutral] [ Agrdd Strongly Agree]
Comment and Evidence:

[ISD[IDLIN [JA[*]SA

School Progress Indicators - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Indicate how effectively the school has been in addressing each of the following issues.

“Exemplary” indicates that the school consistently demonstrates
practices described, “Effective” indicates adequate and “In Need of
Improvement” not at all.

Exemplary
Practices

Effective
Practices

In Need of
Improvement

1. Provided ongoing targeted professional development and training
in content, pedagogy and diversity X
Comment:

2. Provided time and encouragement for teachers to meet regularly
to examine and discuss student work collaboratively and use this
information to inform the learning process

Comment:

3. Flexibility in the school day is designed to support student
achievement and success
Comment:

4. Provided effective transition between grades, to postsecondary
education or the world of work X
Comment:

5. Integrated school and behavioral systems with other state and
regional services to support students and their families with both X
formal and informal interventions
Comment:

6. Other:
Comment:
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Evaluation Planning Matrix - Structures Evaluation Workgroup

Instructions: Discuss possible objectives of your evaluation process and determine how you will know those
objectives were met, what feedback tools you plan to use and when they will be reassessed.

Structures Evaluation Obiectives Stakeholder | Tool, Data or Instrument Design Timeline & Results
What do vou want to k njow7 Groups (Feedback tools) (Start, and restart dates)
y ’ Who? How will you know it? When will you know it?
1. Do students transition to post- Percentagg of students Annual: Educational plan
. Students who enroll in post- ,
secondary education successfully? . and profile
secondary education
2 DO. §tuQents have supportin College tours and number | Annual: Educational plan
transitioning to post-secondary Students .
. of college classes and profile
education?
3. Do teachers have the time to meet PLC .
i . Teachers Collaborations Schedule
and inform the learning process?
Year-round schedule
4. Do parents feel a part of their Communit Senior Transitions Transitions — Monthly
child’s transition? y Parent survey Survey - Annually

Evaluation Plan - Structures Evaluation Workgroup
Instructions: Further discuss objectives for the evaluation and summarize the objectives in a shorter statement from
above. Further consider the formative or summative reporting periods and update status.

Structures Evaluation Objectives Stakeholder , . .
. Formative and Summative Evidence Status
(From above but more concise) Groups
1. Successful transition Students Student plan and profile
2. Support in transition Students Schedule
3. Time to inform learning Teachers Schedule
4. Part of transition Community Senior transition survey

Completed by: Evaluation Team (Lead — Zeeland Superintendenydhgroads Principal)

Date: March, 2013
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APPENDIX B: DISTRICT ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION POLICIES

Current OSBA Alternative Education Programs SamplePolicy (Adopted 2008)
The Board is dedicated to providing educationaiomyst for all students. It is
recognized there will be students in the distribbge needs and interests are best
served by participation in an alternative educapiosgram.

A list of alternative education programs will bepapved by the Board annually. The
superintendent may provide for the involvementtaffsparents and the community i
recommending alternative education programs for@agproval. Annual evaluatior
of alternative education programs will be madedcoadance with ORS 336.655 and
OAR 581-022-1350. The superintendent will deveddministrative regulations as
necessary to implement this requirement.

Alternative education programs will consist of nustion or instruction combined wit
counseling. These programs may be public or iv&rivate alternative education
programs shall be registered with the Oregon Depant of Education. Alternative
education programs must meet all the requiremettfoeh in ORS 336.625, 336.63]
and 336.637. [A qualified district may contractiwa qualified private alternative
education to provide services to a qualified howrteesled child.]

Students, upon parent request, may be placed attemmative education program if th
district determines that the placement servesttidesat's educational needs and
interests and assists the student in achievingatiand state academic content
standards. Such placement must have the apprbtreg student's resident district an
as appropriate, the attending district. The dist&ill also consider and propose
alternative education programs for students paa@xXpulsion or leaving school as
required by law.

The district shall pay the actual alternative ediocaprogram cost or an amount equ
to 80 percent of the districts estimated curreat'geaverage per-student net operatit
expenditure, whichever is less. The district wilter into a written contract with

>

L

e

nd,

district-approved private alternative programs.

Source: (OSBA, 2008)
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Marked-up OSBA District Alternative Education Policies

The Board is dedicated to providirg-educationalemst[alternative education
programs] for all students. It is recognized theilébe students in the district whose
needs and interests are best served by partiaip@atian alternative education program.
[For the purposes of this policy, the term “progtantiudes “school.” In order to
provide innovative and more flexible ways of eduaachildren, the district may
establish alternative education programs.]

AlistefanAlternative education programs will be approvedhtey Board annually.
The superintendenrt-mdsnust] provide for the involvement of staff, pateand the
community in+ecommendingleveloping and at least annually evaluating]ratiéve
education [policies, procedures and] programs foarB approval—Annual-evaluatiorn
of-alternative-educatioprograms-will-be-madm accordance with ORS 336{&¥5[-
665] and OAR 581-022-1350. [The district must fyogtudents and parents or
guardians of students of the law regarding altéreaducation programs, the
availability of existing alternative education prams and procedures for students,
parents, or guardians of students residing in isteict to request the establishment @
new alternative education programs.] The superdeat-wil-develodis responsible
for developing] administrative regulations as neeeg to implement this requirement.

—n

Alternative education programs will consist of nustion [aligned with adopted
standards, essential skills and graduation req@nesh or instruction combined with
guidance and counseling. These programs may He mulprivate. Private
alternative education programs shall be registesiddthe Oregon Department of
Education [(ODE) prior to being approved by didgiand must meet requirements
described in OAR 581-021-0073]. Alternative edisraprograms must meet all the
requwements set forth in ORS 336.625, 336 63133&1637 —EA—qHahﬁed—dﬁmet—ma

O<<

Students;-uponparentreghyaray-beplaced in an alternative education program [are

those whose educational needs and interests aredyesd by participation in such
programs and include students identified in acamdavith OAR 581-022-
1350(5)(a).H&tThe district [,in consultation with the parentdegal guardian,]
determines that the placement serves the studshitational needs and interests and
assists the student in achieving-district atate-academic-contestindards|, essential

skills and graduation requirements]. Such placdémmst-have-the-approvatofthe
student'sresident-district-and.as-appropriaeattending-districimay require the

parent to submit a letter of intent to both thesident and attending districts]. The
district will also consider and propose alternagdeication programs for students prjor
to [suspension,] expulsion or leaving school asiired by law. [Student records (OAR
581-022-1660-1670), education transcripts and d=cof credits earned toward
graduation will be maintained by the school distfleAR 581-022-1130-1131).]
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The district shall pay the actual alternative ediocagprogram cost or an amount equ
to 80 percent of the district's estimated currear\s average per-student net operat
expenditure, whichever is less [, according to GR6.635]. The district will enter
into a written contract with district-approved @ate alternative programs. [For
purposes of making claims for state school furfus district will comply in
accordance with OAR 581-022-1350(8) and 581-023eastire that data for each
student in public and private alternative programesincluded in all required
assessments and district reporting. An “annuaéstant of expenditures” (ORS
336.635(4) is required as a part of the at leastialnevaluation described in ORS
336.655. The district evaluation must also incltiteeschools’ compliance with feder
and state laws and a review to ensure that theqamognhances the ability of the
district and its student to achieve district aratesstandards required for graduation.

[Highly qualified and effective teachers are reqdiby both state and federal law.
Federal law requires Local Education Agencies (iRist) and public alternative
schools to employ licensed teachers that holdid @egon teaching license
appropriate for the grade level and subject makarg taught. Private alternative
education programs (third-party contractors), Hratregistered with the ODE (ORS

and administrators in private programs are noticensd employees of any school
district for purposes of ORS 342.173 (ORS 336.68&(kl any basic, standard, initia
or continuing teaching license issued by the TeaShendards and Practices
Commission (TSPC) is valid for teaching all sutgeanhd grade levels in an alternati
education program (ORS 336.635(7)).]

[Licensed, qualified and effective teachers areiiregl in online (distance) and blend
(distance combined with face-to-face learning) ediooal programs. Distance
learning teachers, employed by a distance leagmagram in Oregon, employed to

provide verification satisfactory to the Teacheaarfstards and Practices Commission
(TSPC) that the teacher holds a current valid tegdicense from any state for the
appropriate grade level and subject matter. A slatlistrict may contract with a post-

for distance instruction at the high school leweiided restrictions and approvals
required by ORS 342.173 have been met (OAR 58460367)]

The superintendent will develop [funding and] adistiative regulations as necessal
to implement these policies.

deliver education outside the school district, shald a valid Oregon teaching license
appropriate for the grade level and subject makarg taught. An out of state distarice
learning teacher employed by a distance learniogram in or outside of Oregon shall

secondary institution accredited by the Northwesddiation of Schools and College

ng

al

]

336.631) are not required to employ only licengathers or administrators. Teachers

ed

y

Source: Oregon School Boards Association (2008kkthby Edwards and Hinds (2012)
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APPENDIX C: DRAFT OREGON INDICATORS FOR SCHOOL DIBICTS

Sub NEW
uo- Indicator Indicator Description
Category
ID

District & DSC1.1 The school's principal and staff work together to create a safe,

School respectful, culturally-inclusive environment with consistent

Structure and school rules and expectations.

Culture

District & DSC1.2 The school’s mission and goals reflect high expectations and a

School vision for equity for meeting the needs of all stakeholders.

Structure and

Culture

District & DSC1.3 The school's leadership plans for and implements professional

School development preparing teachers to support parents in the

Structure and education of their children by providing in-classroom

Culture opportunities and at-home opportunities for parents.

District & DSC1.4 School staff identify students who need additional learning time

School to meet standards and provides timely and effective programs of

Structure and assistance.

Culture

District & DSC1.5 School staff assist students in successful transitions, as applicable,

School from early childhood into elementary, elementary to middle

Structure and school, middle school to high school and high school to post-

Culture secondary.

District & DSC1.6 School staff coordinates and integrates services and programs

School with the aim of optimizing the entire educational program to

Structure and improve student learning.

Culture

Educator EE2.1 All instructional staff at the school collaboratively plan for sound

Effectiveness instruction in a variety of instructional modes.

Educator EE 2.2 All teachers use instructional strategies and initiatives that are

Effectiveness grounded in evidence-based practices, strengthen the core
academic program, increase the quality and quantity of learning
time and address the learning needs of all students.

Educator EE 2.3 Professional development activities for all staff (principals,

Effectiveness teachers and paraprofessionals) are aligned to ensure continued
growth in content knowledge as well as in effective instructional
delivery.

Educator EE2.4 Instructional teams use a variety of data to assess strengths and

Effectiveness

weaknesses of the curriculum and instructional strategies and
make necessary changes.
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Educator EE 2.5 All instructional staff in the school use sound classroom

Effectiveness management practices that encourage student engagement and
effect student learning.

Educator EE 2.6 Educator evaluations and support systems incorporate the

Effectiveness elements of Oregon's framework of educator effectiveness.

Family & FC3.1 School staff create and maintain a welcoming environment for all

Community families and community members.

Involvement

Family & FC3.2 School staff create and maintain connections between the school

Community community and the broader community to support student

Involvement learning.

Family & FC3.3 The school’s key documents (minimally, the school's

Community improvement plan, parent involvement plan, compact and

Involvement student/parent handbook) are annually reviewed for revision and
disseminated to all families in the school and translated as
needed.

Family & FC3.4 School staff educate families and provide needed resources for

Community supporting their children's learning.

Involvement

Family & FC3.5 School staff ensure families have the opportunity for meaningful

Community involvement in the school.

Involvement

Family & FC3.6 School leadership includes families on all decision-making and

Community advisory committees and ensures training for such areas as

Involvement policy, curriculum, budget, school reform initiatives and safety.

Family & FC3.7 School staff involves parents and students in setting student goals

Community and preparing the student for post-secondary education and

Involvement careers.

Family & FC3.8 School staff uses a variety of tools on a regular basis to facilitate

Community two-way communication among stakeholders.

Involvement

Teaching & TL4.1 All instructional staff at the school are engaged in aligning

Learning instruction and local assessments to state standards.

Teaching & TL4.2 A system is in place for assessing and monitoring student

Learning achievement relative to state standards.

Teaching & TL4.3 All instructional staff at the school are engaged in the analysis of

Learning

student assessments that are aligned with standards.
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Teaching & TL4.4 All instructional staff at the school use assessment data in

Learning planning and delivering differentiated, standards based
instruction.

Technical & LDR 5.1 A distributed leadership process is used to build the capacity of

Adaptive others in the school.

Leadership

Technical & LDR5.2 School leadership ensures that classroom observations and other

Adaptive observations of teacher behaviors are aligned with evaluation

Leadership criteria and professional development needs.

Technical & LDR5.3 School leadership has established team structures with clear and

Adaptive specific duties.

Leadership

Technical & LDR5.4 School leadership is afforded proper authority to make necessary

Adaptive decisions that result in increased learning outcomes.

Leadership

Technical & LDR5.5 School leaders actively promote a shared vision for equity,

Adaptive cultural competence and high expectations.

Leadership

Technical & LDR 5.6 The principal has the skills to guide, direct and motivate the staff

Adaptive toward increased student achievement.

Leadership

Technical & LDR 5.7 The principal ensures that all teachers are highly qualified in their

Adaptive assignment.

Leadership

Technical & LDR 5.8 School leadership has a plan to recruit and retain highly qualified

Adaptive staff.

Leadership

Technical & LDR 5.9 School leadership facilitates an annual evaluation of the

Adaptive implementation and results achieved by the school's

Leadership improvement plan.

Technical & LDR 5.10 | School leadership facilitates a needs assessment based on

Adaptive student achievement and the key areas of effectiveness

Leadership (technical and adaptive leadership, educator effectiveness,

teaching and learning, district and school structure and culture
and family and community involvement).

Source: Oregon Department of Education (2013)




APPENDIX D: OREGON ACHIEVEMENT (OMPACT DESCRIPTION.

4-Year Cohort
Graduation Rate

Completion: Are students completing high school college and career ready?

The percent of students that earn a regular high school diploma within four years of first entening Sth
grade. Includes students who transfer into the district after Sth grade and excludes students transfarring
out of the district.

The percent of students who eamed a regular diploma, medified diploma, extended diploma, adult high

5-Yaar ischool diploma or GED within five years of entering high school. Calculated as the percent of students
Completion Rate who earned such diploma or certificate within five years of entering Sth grade divided by the size of the
cohort.,
% of students who have receivad, or eamed the right to recaive. 9 or mare college credits while enralled
- in high school or earlier, Credits can be earmed through any means approved by local school board
Earming S policy. including but not limited to AP exam, IB course complation, dual credit course completion,
Gollege Cradits community college or university anroliment. Calculated as the percent of students who eamed at least 9
college credits by the end of their fifth or final year in high school divided by the size of the cohort.
Number of students enrolled in a post-sacondary institution (community collage, technical cartificate
Post-Secondary program, or 4-year institution) within 16 menths of high school completion. Defined as the number of
Enroliment complatars in a particular cohort that enroll in post secondary education divided by the number of

completers in that cohort.

3rd Grade
Reading Proficiency

Progression: Sufficier

258 toward college and career readiness?
The percent of 3rd grade students who met or etceeded inreading Includes only those students
entolled on the first school day in May that have also been enrolled in the district for a full academic year,
Includes as "Met" those extanded assassments that met the alterantive achievernent standards. subject
to the 1.0 percent cap. The 2010-11 reading results have been recores against the 2011-12
achievement standards.

The percent of 5th grade studants who met or exceaded in math. Includes only those students enrolled

Mot Chronically Absent

Sth Grada on the first school day in May that have also been enmolled in the district for a full academic year.
Math Proficiency Includes as "Mat® those extended assessmants that met the alterantive achievement standards, subject
to the 1.0 percent cap.
The percent of students who were present at least S0% of enrolled school days while enrolled in 6th
6th Grada grade (not chronically absent). Calculated as the number of students who are not chroncically absent in

Gth grade divided by the number of students enrolled in sixth grade. Includes only those students
enrolled (resident) in the district on the first school day in May that have been enralled in the district for a
full academic year.

The percent of 8th grade students who met or exceaded in math. Includes only those students enralled

Mot Chronically Absent

8th Grade on the first school day in May that have also been enrolled in the district for a full academic year.
Math Proficiency Includes as "Met” those extended assessments that met the alterantive achievement standards, subject
to the 1.0 percent cap.
% of students who have earned at least 6 credits on the date thatis 12 months past firstenroliment in
Sth Grade 9th grade, Calculated as the number of students who have eamed at least 6 credits within 12 months of
Cradits Earned first enroliment in 9th grade divided by the fall enrollment of first-time Sth graders. Includes only those
students who have also been enrolled in the district for a full academic year.
The percant of studants who ware prasant at |east S0% of anrolled school days while anrolled in Sth
Sth Giade grade (not chronically absant). Calculated as the number of students who are not chroncically absent in

Sth grade divided by the number of students enrolled in ninth grade. Includes only those students
anfolled (residant) in the district on the first school day in May that have been enrolled in the district for a
full academic year.

Equity: Arestudents

succeeding across across all buildings and populations?
For 2011-12, this is the count of schools on the federal title 1 school improvemant list. For 2012-13,
this will be the counts of fedarally designated Focus and Priority Schools. For 2013-14 and later. this will

Pridtivy SanaeEhno be the counts of federally-designated Focus and Prionity Schools, plus any other schools (regardless of
Title | status) that recelve the lowast rating on the New Cregon Report Card.
Disadvantagad student groups includes students who are: (1) economically disadvantaged: (2) limited
Disadvantaged Students English proficient; (3) studants with dizabilities; (4) Black (not of Hispanic origin}; (5) Hispanic ongin; (&)

Amarican indian / Alaskan native; (7) Pacific islander,

Formula Revenus

Investment: What is the public investment in the district?

Local revenue not passed through formula

Detailed information regarding thess funding scurces can be found in the Oragon

Fedaral revanus

Department of Education Program Budgeting & Accounting Manual (PBAM),

State grants not passed through formula

hitp://www.ode state orus/search/pages,/ 7= 1608
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Appendix E: Sample Oregon’s New High School Refantd

RECON NAME OF HIGH SCHOOL
Pyl 2000 0regon Blvd. | Anytown, OR 97213
paPRriikd (503)555-2000 | www.schools.hsd.k12.or.us/oregonhs

FROM THE PRINCIPAL

Dear Parents and Community Members,

This redesigned annual report card issued by the Oregon Department of Education
offersa comprehensive picture of what Anytown High School offers.

In the 2012-2013 school year, Anytown High School received an Overall State Rating of
average. That means our students are performing about as well on standards-based
tests and graduating in about the same numbers as students at other Oregon high
schools. When compared to schools with similar student demographics, Anytown High
School is above average. That means our students are generally outperforming those
at like-schools.

Key academic highlights:

 89% met/exceeded state standards for reading

* 80% met/exceeded state standards for math

® Qur graduation rate for students who attended Anytown High Schaol all four
yearsincreased by 10 percentage points

SCHOOL PROFILE

SUPERINTENDENT Dr. Jane Doe
PRINCIPAL John Doe
GRADES SERVED 9 - 12

In the same time frame, however, we have seen relatively slow growth in our
writing scares. We've chosen to address this issue by focusing our resources on
implementing the new Common Core State Standards (CCSS), which reinforce
literacy across content areas. We promise to deliver the same excellence you have
come to expect from us here at Anytown High School.

You can help by manitoring your student’s homewaork, attending parent-teacher
conferences, or even volunteering. You can review your student’s assignments and
grades at any time by visiting www.anytowngrades.org.

We look forward to partnering with you over the coming year to make sure all of
our students reach their potential!

=l

Thank you,
Principal | John Doe

STUDENTS

Blackor
African-American
22%

Hispanic/
Latino

Pacific Islander
2%

Native American
5%

Twoor More
4%

OVERALL STATE RATING HOW ARE STUDENTS AT THIS SCHOOL PERFORMING COMPARED T0 THOSE AT OTHER SCHOOLS?

The overall state rating is intended to summarize this school’s particular successes and challenges. It's based on a combination of four factors. Three of these
factors come from standards-based test scores from 11th graders in reading and math. The fourth is graduation rate. Please be aware that this rating is based
mainly on high-stakes testing and accordingly, represents a limited view of student performance. Other aspects of this report card are designed to put this

rating in the proper context.

Compared to other high schools statewide, this school is about average.

State Average
Siqniﬁ(anlly Below Approaches " hverage Better
bélow average average than
average average

Significantly below average = Falls into the bottom x% of schools
Below average = Falls between x% and x% of schools
Approaches average = Falls between x% and x% of schoals
Average = Falls between x% and x% of schools

Better than average = Falls into the topx% of schaols

i Compared to high schools with similar student demographics, this school is

better than average.
Like-School Average

Siqniﬁ(antly Below Approaches " Average Better
bélow average average than
average average

Significantly below average = Falls into the bottom x% of schools
Below average = Falls between x% and x% of schoals
Approaches average = Falls between x% and x% of schools
Average = Falls between x% and x% of schaols

Better than average = Falls into the top x% of schaols
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Sample Oregon’s Next Generation School Report G&ahtinued)

Prnsgiiy NAME OF HIGH SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT D JaneDoe | Formore report card measures
PR 2000 Oregon Blvd. | Anytown, OR 97213 PRINCIPAL John Doe including detailed demographicinformation
PUPEPTIEY (503)555-2000 | www.schools.hsd.k12.or.us/oregonhs  GRADES SERYED9 - 12 visit www.oregonreportcard.com

PROGRESS ARE STUDENTS MAKING ADEQUATE GAINS OVERTIME?

SCHOOL Students in the 11th grade meeting or exceeding state standards on exams

PERFORMANCE

Did at least 95% of 11th graders at this school take state exams? Yes |:| No
Participation rate criteria are in place to ensure schools test as many eligible students as possible

School Performance 2010-2012 s S L B
2010 201 2012 2013 2013 2013
Reading . Didnotmeet [ Met Exceeded

11th graders at this school mﬁﬁ mﬁ as%ﬁ ag%ﬁ ao%[ o BS%ﬁ

Mathematics [l Didnotmeer B Met Exceeded
T1th graders at this school mﬁﬁ w%ﬁ 35%& as%ﬁ ao%[ ss%ﬁ
Writing I Didnotmeet [ Met Exceeded

) 20%
11th graders at this school “%ﬁ mﬁ wi[ﬁ ss%l ao%[ ss%ﬁ
Science M Didnotmeet B Met Exceeded
; 20% 10% 20% 20% 20%
11th graders at this school ss%m w%m as%m Es%m mh “%m

Visit www.oregonreportcard.org for additional state exam results

smo%qﬁgmance Pergzl::;ln(e A)vr:rg;on Lil;\e-SchooIs
OUTCOMES WHAT ARE STUDENTS ACHIEVING? 2010 2011 2012 2013 2013 2013
FRESHMEN
ONTRACK Freshmen on track to graduate within 4 years - 90% 89% 93% 95% 95% 92%
GRADUATION  Students graduating with a standard, modified or extended diploma within 4 years
ATt Overall graduation rate 89% 86% 94% 90% 90% 88%
Students who attended this school all 4 years 87% 91% 90% 95% 95% 92%
Students who attended this and other schools 90% 89% 93% 92% 94% 95%

Visit www.oregonreportcard.org for graduation rates for specific student groups

COMPLETION  Students completing high school with a standard, modified or extended diploma, certificate or GED within 5 years
RATE

Overall completion rate 95% 97% 97% 97% 98% 96%
DROPOUT Students who dropped out without enrolling in an alternative program
RATE Overall dropout rate 5% 8% 7% 3% 6% 2%

CONTINUING Students preparing to further their education
EDUCATION o ents taking SAT or ACT 89%  86% 94% 80% 90% 83%
Students who enrolled in a community college or 87% 91% 90% 75% 80% 79%
four-year school within 16 months of graduation
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Sample Oregon’s Next Generation School Report G&ahtinued)

OREGON NAME OF HIGH SCHOOL SUPERINTENDENT Dr. Jane Doe . Ft.)r more report(ardmle?sures .
PENTIIETh 2000 Oregon Blvd. | Anytown, OR 97213 PRINCIPAL John Doe including detailed demographic information
plPEr k] (503)555-2000 | www.schools.hsd.k12.or.us/oregonhs  GRADES SERVED 9 - 12 visitwww.oregonreportcard.com
OUTCOMES (conTINUED)
STUDENT GROUP  Key outcomes for key student groups at this school compared to the same groups statewide
QUICOMES Only groups at this school with 10 or more students are represented to ensure confidentiality.
Sdhool School : School School School School
Performance. 090N - Compared to Performance. OT890N - compared to Performance. 0899 compared to
S 013 Average: op pverage ©a0m3 Average opaverage 2013 Average g average
English language learners (ELL) American Indian/Alaskan native Multi-racial/Multi-ethnic
OnTrack  95% 95% - OnTrack  95% 95% L OnTrack  95% 95% -
Graduation  90% 85% +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5%
Completion  97% 98% -1% Completion 979% 98% 1% Completion 97% 98% -1%
Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3%
Low income students Asian/Pacific Islander Females
OnTrack  95% 95% - OnTrack  95% 95% = OnTrack  95% 95% -
Graduation  90% 85% +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5%
Completion  97% 98% -1% Completion 979 08% 1% Completion  97% 98% -1%
Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3%
Students with disabilities Bla dk/African-American Males
OnTrack 95% 95% o On Track 95% 950 o OnTrack 95% 95% .
Graduation  90% 8%  +5% Graduation  99% 85%  +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5%
Completion 97%  98% -1% Completion 9705~ 98% -1% Completion 97% = 98% -1%
Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3%
Migrant students Hispanic/Latino
OnTrack  95% 95% - OnTrack 959 95% =
Graduation  90% 85% +5% Graduation 909 85% +5%
Completion 97% = 98% = -1% Completion 97%  98% = -1%
Dropaut 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3%
Talented and Gifted (TAG) students White (not of Hispanic origin)
On Track 95% 95% - OnTrack  95% 95% e
Graduation ~ 90% 85% +5% Graduation  90% 85% +5%
Completion  97% 98% -1% Completion 97% 98% 1%
Dropout 3% 6% -3% Dropout 3% 6% -3%

CURRICULUM & LEARNING ENVIRONMENT What is this school daing to improve student leaming and to prepare students for the future?

SCHOOL READINESS
Students who rate their physical & emotional health very Schaol meets the national standard of 225 minutes/week of physical
good/excellent: 78% education (PE) for each enrolled student
Students who rate this school as very safe: 89% Bullying and harassment prevention program

Peer conflict mediation program

Universal/daily breakfast program

School-based health dinic

Teen parent program

Counseling for emational, academic and behavioral issues

City Clinic, a private non-profit, has partnered with this school to
provide free or reduced-cost health services

Sample Oregon’s Next Generation School Report G&ahtinued)



NAME OF HIGH SCHOOL
OREGON

PINTIAeLh) 2000 Oregon Blvd. | Anytown, OR 97213
pLIPEPEY (503)555-2000 | www.schools.hsd.k12.or.us/oregonhs

CURRICULUM & LEARNING ENVIRONMENT (conminuep)
ACADEMIC SUPPORT

Academic Foundations: limited enrollment 9th grade class
designed to bolster study habits, enhance basic skills and
improve organization

Peer tutoring program

Bilingual/ESL model program: support based on language
proficiency level and grade level

Special education program: suppert for students with
qualified learning disabilities

Murtagh Center, a private non-profit, has partnered with
this school to provide on-campus afterschool hemework
assistance

The Parent-Teacher Association (PTA) funded twao teacher’s
aide positions

CAREER & TECHNICAL EDUCATION

Business education

Marketing

Family & consumer science

Graphic communications

Computer-aided design/computer-aided manufacturing
(CAD/CAM)

The Chamber of Commerce has partnered with this
scheol to provide job shadow opportunities; all
students are required to complete a job shadow to
graduate

FEDERAL TITLE 1 DESIGNATION
|z| Priority |:| Focus |:| Model

SUPERINTENDENT Dr. Jane Doe
PRINCIPAL John Doe
GRADES SERVED 9 - 12

For more report card measures
including detailed demographic information
visit www.oregonreportcard.com

ACADEMIC ENRICHMENT

WORLD LANGUAGE COURSES
Spanish, French, German, Japanese
Students enrolled in at least 1 course: 65%
College-bound students are expected to complete 2 years
of a world language, or demanstrate proficiency by exam
HONORS & DUAL-ENROLLMENT COURSES

Advanced placement (AP) courses: 2 English, 2 math, 4
social studies, 3 science, 6 music/arts

International Baccalaureate (B) program

Dual-enrallment courses for college credit: 2 math, 2
career & technical education, 2 science

Students enrolled in at least one honars course: 32%
Students enrolled in at least one dual-enrollment course:
16%
Students who eamed college credit through AP/IB exams
or dual-enrallment course: 37%

SPECIAL PROGRAMS
Talented & gifted (TAG) program
Spanish immersion program

EXTRACURRICULAR ACTIVITIES

Interscholastic sports: 14

Academic clubs: 12

Service clubs: 4

Theatrical shaws: 2

Students participating in at least 1 extracurricular activity:
%

This designation applies only to high poverty schools that qualify for federal Title 1 funds. Priority schools rank in the bottom 5% of high poverty schools in the state. These
schools generally have very low student test scares and need additional support to make improvements,
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APPENDIX F: SURVEY INSTRUMENT

Note: The proceeding survey was converted from prinntelactronic format using a
website service which allowed direct export to derfprmats such as spreadsheets for
analysis and graphic development. In some casegustions, numbering or wording
were slightly modified in order to meet technicatlacharacter space limitations.

Survey (For use in Evaluation Study)
Portland State University
Graduate School of Education - Educational Leadership and Policy

Please complete the following survey and provide written comments. We are
interested in what you believe is an effective process for designing and evaluating
alternative high schools. Your answers will be kept confidential and will be
combined with the responses of other school leaders and included in generalizable
quotes and response summaries. The survey covers three sections: demographic
information; the design process; and the evaluation process.

DIRECTIONS: In section |, if you lead more than one high school or program,
please think about the high school in which you devote the most time when
answering the questions.

Section I: School and ParticipantDemographic Information

This section asks about your school and backgrexpdrience.
Please place an X next to ONE response to each gii@s unless otherwise directed

a. School Information
1. In what part of Oregon is your school located? (Please select one.)

___Portland Metro-Area

___North Coast

___South Coast

___ Willamette Valley

___Central Oregon

___Southern Oregon

___Eastern Oregon

___Other (Please identify):

2. What grade levels are taught at your school? (Please check all that apply.)
__6__7__8__9__10__11__ 12 Other (Please identify):

3. How many students are enrolled in your school approximately?

4. Isyour school located in its own building?



5.

6.
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a. Yes No

b. If No, where is it located?

How many teachers (full-time equivalent) work in your school approximately?

[s your school a traditional public, alternative public, public charter, public magnet,
or private school? (Please check all that apply.)

__ Traditional Public
__Alternative Public
__ Public Charter
___ Public Magnet
__ Private

___Other (Please describe):

b. School Leadership Experience

1. Whatis your educational role or title?
2. How many years have you been a school leader (estnaitor or teacher leader) in any
setting?
3. How many years have you been a school leader (administrator or teacher leader) in
an alternative high school setting?
4. Areyou alicensed school administrator? ___ Yes ___No
5. Have you participated in a Design Process that resulted in the development of a
school vision and Program Description?
a. __ Yes __No
b. Ifyes, please briefly describe the school’s program description:
6. Have you participated in a School Evaluation Process that resulted in the

development of an evaluation plan using the Alternative School Evaluation Toolkit?
a. __ Yes ___No
b. Ifyes, please briefly describe the school’s evaluation plan:
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Section lla: Effective Alternative High School Design Process

This section asks your perceptions, as a schodéfeabout the effectiveness of the alternative
high school design process about which you have lndermed. Research Questions:

1. Isthe process under development (School DesigeeBs) an effective process for designing
innovative alternatives to traditional high sch@ols
a. __ _Yes___No
b. Please comment about tesign process

2. Were there obstacles you experienced in attemfigsign an alternative school?
a. ___Yes___No
b. Please comment abooibstacles

3. Did theDesign Procesaddress obstacles you experienced when attentptuohgsign an
alternative school?

a. ___Yes_ No
b. If yes, please comment abdww well the process addressed the obstacles

4. Did you believe that the design team had a positiyact on the school design process?
a. ___Yes_ No

b. Please comment abodgsign team

5. Did theSchool Design Procesgve a positive impact on students at-risk of sigmool
failure (dropping out of school)?

a. __ _Yes__ No
b. Please comment about the potential for this promepssitively impacat-risk students
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Section llIb: Four Assumptionsin Designing Alternatives to Traditional High Schmls:

Research Question How essential are the four assumptions imbedu#te process regarding
what leaders need to know to design alternativéiatbtional high schools?

Elements of Effective Alternative SchoolsShared Vision, Educational Diversity, Relevant and
Focused Curriculum, Creative Instructional Appras;tStudent Assessments, Caring and
Demanding Teachers, Voluntary Participation ando8kB&hoice, Comprehensive Programs,
Small School Size, Shared Governance and Localnuty.

Directions: Please rate each item using the scale “Not Essential” to “Absolutely
Essential.” Please use the “Comment” section following each group of items if you wish to
discuss the ratings you gave.

| Scale: 1= Not Essential2 = Somewhat Essentis8 = Mostly Essential4 = Absolutely Essential |
How essential are each of the following to designgran innovative alternative high school?

Assumption #1:
Elements of Effective Alternative Schools Circlme Response

1. Considering all of the elements of effective alggive schools. 1 2 3 4

2. Taking a considerable amount of time to developaaed

vision and mission (purpose) for the new school. 1 2 3 4
3. Diversifying the educational program based on theds

and interests of students. 1 23 4
4. Developing relevant and focused curriculum that

meaningfully connects students to school. 1 2 3 4
5. Forming a community of learners centered aroundtive

and flexible Instructional approaches. 1 2 3 4
6. Using assessments for learning rather than of ilegwn 1 2 3 4

7. Hiring caring and demanding teachers who choosetl

in the school. 1 2 3 4
8. Engaging all participants through voluntary papation

in the school. 1 23 4

9. Comprehensive educational programs that are
equitable for all students. 1 23 4

10. Organizing around small school size for a persagdli
learning environment. 1 23 4

11. Sharing governance and having local autonomy titaeases
“ownership” of the school by all involved. 1 2 3 4

12. Are thereother elementsof an effective alternative schools that woulchiepful?
a. Yes No Not sure
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b. If yes, please@lescribe other element®f effective alternative schools (not
included above)

13. Please comment abosiements of effective alternative schoals

Scale: 1= Not Essential2 = Somewhat Essentis = Mostly Essential4 = Absolutely Essential |
How essential are each of the following to desigrgran innovative alternative high school?

Assumption #2:
Organizational Leadership and Starting Over Circle One

Response

1. Leading a design team to agree to start over flabeginning
of a design process. 1 2 3 4

2. Design team agrees it is more efficient to staerand
design a new school than to remodel and existihgac 1 2 3 4

3. Using organizational leadership strategies to aehieam
consensus regarding starting over to design a nbaos 1 2 3 4

4. Considering cultural and symbolic leadership asategyy to
achieve team consensus when starting over to design
a new school. 1 2 3 4

5. Considering visionary leadership as a strategygkoeae team
consensus when starting over to design a new schoo 1 2 3 4

6. Considering historical perspective leadership tuee team
consensus when starting over to design a new school 1 2 3 4

7. Please comment abdetidership and starting over

| Scale: 1= Not Essential2 = Somewhat Essentig8 = Mostly Essential4 = Absolutely Essential |
How essential are each of the following to desigrgran innovative alternative high school?

Assumption #3:
Accreditation Standards as a Framework for Design Circle One Response




1. Using accreditation standards as a framework flooaic
design.

2. Developing a mission (purpose), beliefs and expiects
for student learning.

3. Designing curriculum for mission fulfillment.
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4. Planning quality instruction for student learning. 2 3 4
5. Formulating assessments for student learning. P 3 4
6. Leading and organizing for student learning. 12 3 4
7. Delineating school services and supports for |eayni 2 3 4
8. Identifying facilities and finance for support d¢fident learning. 1 2 3 4

9. Please comment aboadtcreditation standards

| Scale: 1= Not Essential2 = Somewhat Essentig8 = Mostly Essential4 = Absolutely Essential |

How essential are each of the following to desigrgran innovative alternative high school?

Assumption 4:
Program Evaluation that Begins With the End in Mind

1. Planning for a program evaluation from the begignin
of the design process with the full developmerthef
new school in mind.

2. Advocating for a formative evaluation of educationa
program quality that goes beyond standardizedsteses.

3. Compiling an inventory of school practice and pgalic
4. Complying with federal and state laws.

5. Maintaining a checklist of quality indicators fdteanative
schools.

6. Encouraging creative thinking about what an altevea
school can be within the constraints of progranmiweateon.

Circle One Response
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7. Considering the context and circumstance underwihie
alternative school was designed to be establishrepgrbgram
evaluation. 1 2 3 4

8. Establishing the outcomes for which the alternasicieool will
be held accountable in the future when fully impéened. 1 2 3 4

9. Please comment abopitogram evaluation:

Section llla: Effective Alternative High School Evaluation Process Characteristics

Below are 10 elements that others have found impertant in a program evaluation process.
Pleaseank the elementsin order of how essential they are to an alteweagchool evaluation.

| The most important process elements should bel lfst (1) and least important last (10). |

1. TheEvaluation Process Characteristics
____begins with the end in mind.
____considers established school vision, missiagoats (program description).
____involves internal and external stakeholders.
____supports the formation of an evaluation team.
__uses a mix of both formative (informative) andhanative (Summary) approaches.
__is practical or realistic (feasible).
____is contextualized and produces value (accolgjtab
___is generally useful (utility).
____is proper or fair (propriety).
__accurately conveys analysis (accuracy).

Please comment abathie Evaluation Process Characteristics
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Section lllb: Effective Alternative High School Evaluation Toolkit Elements

Below are 7 tools included in the Alternative Higbhool Program Evaluation Toolkit.
Pleaseank the toolsin order of how essential they are to an altemeatchool evaluation.

| The most important process elements should bel lfstst (1) and least important last (7). |

1. TheEvaluation Toolkit Elements:

Protocolsthat support a facilitator in involving a teamintiernal and external stakeholders.

Evaluation Planning WorkshetHat supports communication of the evaluation psep
timeline, activities and an explanation of how tasults will be used.

Bvaluation training, learning and planning activiiédata collection, information gathering,
reflection, reporting etc.) that support the evabrateam in using th&oolkit

Tools for Evaluation Teams (assessment, curricuemgagement, instruction, leadership
and organizational structureshat support those at the school in learning fteir success,

identifying current challenges, planning for impeavent and more effectively telling their
story.

Initial Survey Questions and Commegexction of the Tools for Evaluation Teams that
provides an opportunity for members of the evatuateam (in workgroups) to convey
thoughts, observations and evidence.

__School Progress IndicatoiSection of the Tools for Evaluation Teams thav®e an
opportunity for the evaluation team to come to emssis on what is meant by “Exemplary”,
“Effective” and “In Need of Improvement” as they keause of the Tools for Assessment,
Curriculum, Engagement, Instruction, Leadership &trdctures.

Evaluation Planning Matrix and Planning To@implified logic modelhat supports the
facilitator and members of the team in developind @dmmunicating an evaluation plan.

Please comment abailie Evaluation Toolkit Elements:

Note: Thank you for completing this survey. We appredlaetime you take to respond to each
question. The information you have provided wiluised to further the understanding of
designing and evaluating alternative high schoBlgase return/submit the completed survey.



APPENDIX G: 2012 OREGON ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION REPAR

Alternative Education Programs

What is an Alternative Education Program?

An alternative education program is a school or separate class group designed to best serve students’ educational
needs and interests and assist students in achieving the academic standards of the school district and the state. (ORS
336.615)

School districts provide alternative education Alternative education programs are also provided for
programs for students who need students who
e additional academic supports because they do ¢ are pregnant or are parenting,
not meet state academic standards, e have been expelled from school,
e additional academic supports because they e have dropped out of school, or are at risk of
are exceeding academic standards, or dropping out, or
e additional behavioral supports. ¢ need additional supports to earn a diploma

In general, Oregon student enrollment in alternative education remained at similar levels as compared with past
years, while there continued to be a decline in the number of programs and services. Reductions in district resources
are likely the primary reason for the decrease in the number of alternative education programs and services in 2012.
Districts report that on average they serve an estimated 15,000 students in alternative education statewide.
“Alternative education program” means a school or separate class group designed to best serve students educational
needs and interests and assist students in achieving the academic standards of the school district and the state (ORS

336.615).

Alternative Education Services in Oregon
By Type of Program Service -- Number of Students
Source: ODE Alternative Education Data Collection

School Year 2010 2011 2012

Number Percent of || Number Percent of | Number Percent of

of Alt. Ed. of Alt. Ed. of Alt. Ed.
Type of Operation Students Students Students Students Students Students
Resident School District 11,655 75.79% 10,075 74.22% 11,835 77.21%
Another School District 49 0.32% 17 0.13% 10 0.07%
Private Program 2,192 14.25% 2,008 14.79% 2,060 13.44%
Community College 1,166 7.58% 1,162 8.56% 1,075 7.01%
Educational Service District
(ESD) 252 1.64% 220 1.62% 296 1.93%
Other Program 65 0.42% 92 0.68% 42 0.27%
Terminated Program 0 0.00% 0 0.00% 10 0.07%
Total 15,379 13,574 15,328

District alternative schools and programs, smaller learning communities, programs within schools as well as a variety
of alternative, charter and magnet schools and programs of choice are utilized to meet individualized student
learning needs. District and school report cards depict summative data for all students enrolled at these schools and
districts. In addition, school districts offer a variety of guidance and career counseling services, tutoring, small-group
instruction, online/blended learning, career related learning experiences, and proficiency credit options to support
student achievement.

District alternative schools and programs, smaller learning communities, programs within schools as well as a variety
of alternative, charter and magnet schools and programs of choice are utilized to meet individualized student
learning needs. District and school report cards depict summative data for all students enrolled at these schools and
districts. In addition, school districts offer a variety of guidance and career counseling services, tutoring, small-group
instruction, online/blended learning, career related learning experiences, and proficiency credit options to support
student achievement.
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Alternative education is included in school district improvement
planning and goal setting. Often alternative schools are regionally

122 120 122 accredited as “special purpose schools” and are required to be at

102 least annually evaluated by districts to assure they are
W Districts comprehensive, contributing instruction on content standards and
with essential skills, and offering the courses required for high school
Programs graduation with an Oregon Diploma, Extended Diploma, Modified
Districts Diploma or Alternative Certificate. Some school districts have begun
without including educational program data and information about
Programs schools/programs of choice in achievement compacts required in
3 8_ . ' ﬁ_ Oregon.'s next ge_nerz.lt.ion system .Of accounta biIit.y. At Ieas.t annual
3 3 = 3 evaluation and site visits are required and result in “compliance”

Source: ODE Alternative Education Data Collection

information that supports school boards in their annual approval of
programs. These program evaluations are required to include the
review of an annual statement of expenditures to ensure that the
program enhances the ability of the district and its students to
achieve district and state standards (ORS 336.655

The majority of alternative education is estimated to occur in schools and programs operated by the student’s
resident school district (40%), but a consistent percentage of alternative program services have been offered by
private organizations (30%) and community colleges (15%) with the rest occurring in programs operated by the
Education Service District (ESD) or in another district, school or program. In general, with statewide reductions in
funding, school districts have continued the trend of being selective about additional services they are able to

provide and programs where they place students.

Alternative Education Services in Oregon
By Type of Program Service -- Number of Programs

School Year 2010 2011 2012

Number of Percent of Number of Percent of Number of Percent of
Type of Operation Programs Programs Programs Programs Programs Programs
Resident School District 173 41.00% 165 40.94% 168 43.75%
Another School District 12 2.80% 15 3.72% 11 2.86%
Private Program 125 29.60% 117 29.03% 101 26.30%
Community College 68 16.10% 63 15.63% 58 15.10%
Educational Service District (ESD) 28 6.60% 23 5.71% 25 6.51%
Other Program i 1.70% 6 1.49% 7 1.82%
Terminated Program 9 2.10% 14 3.47% 14 3.65%
Total 422 403 384

Source: ODE Alternative Education Data Collection

100%
77%
80%
60% aa
40% -— 26% M % of Programs
w5 | 3%  15%._, o
20% 3% 0% i 7% 2% 2% 0% 4% 0% B % of Students
0% | — - ——— .
Resident Another Private  Community Educational Other Terminated
School School Program College Service Program Program
District District District {ESD)
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Type of Program Services Statewide

Alternative education programs must continue to be designed and evaluated for quality as well as compliance to
assure they address the diverse student needs the social behaviors as well as knowledge/skills with a level of rigor
that will enable youth to be successful in post-secondary education and careers. The National Alternative Education
Association (NAEA) describes youth attending alternative education programs as students who were found to have
not been succeeding in the traditional education setting, Traditional school staff is left to respond to the needs of an
increased number of students that might benefit from alternative programs and attempt to do so through
personalized learning experiences in accordance with a student’s education plan and profile. A number of school
districts have responded by offering differing types of online/blended learning and intervention programs.
Alternative schools and programs offer innovative, non-traditional approaches to teaching and learning which helps
to prevent these students from becoming dropouts and assists the state and district in serving all students.

For the past two years federal School Improvement Grants (SIG) have provided significant resources to alternative
schools. Common issues have emerged with the “transformation model” for improvement chosen by these schools.
Eight alternative schools were among the sixteen schools statewide that received School Improvement Grant (SIG)
funding. The National Dropout Prevention Center (NDPC) published Alternative Schools: Best Practices for
Development and Evaluation, Effective Strategies for School Improvement, which suggests that the simple reporting
of output indicators such as class graduation rate, suspension rate, attendance rate, etc., is only a snapshot of one
brief moment in time relating to the operation and effectiveness of the [alternative] school. In order to accurately
evaluate alternative programs in the context for which they are designed, it is imperative that district and school
leaders and program directors collect longitudinal data to document the impacts of their programming and the
quality of student services over time.

Alternative Education Services in Oregon
By Type of Program Service -- Number of Services

Number of Number of Number of
Services Provided |Services Provided |Services Provided
TYPES OF PROGRAM SERVICES STATEWIDE |2010 2011 2012
Students with At-Risk Behaviors 296 281 [ 262
Remediation, Credit Recovery, or GED 270 240 247
Pregnant or Parenting Students 95 85 91
Students Advanced Beyond Standards 73 67 62
Other Programs 29 29 27
Total Number of Services 763 702 689
Source: ODE Alternative Education Data Collection
Alternative Education Services in Oregon
By Grade Range — Number of Students
Number of Number of Number of
Students Using Students Using Students Using
Services 2010 Services 2011 Services 2012
Secondary 13,519 11,993 13,764
Elementary 1,860 1,581 1,564
Total Services 15,379 13,574 15,328

Source: ODE Alternative Education Data Collection

Links to Reference Documents
Oregon Alternative Education: www.ode.state.or.us/go/AlternativeEd
Oregon Positive Behavioral Interventions and Supports (PBIS): www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=553
Oregon Response to Intervention (RTI): www.ode.state.or.us/search/page/?id=315
Alternative Schools: Best Practices for Development and Evaluation: Effective Strategies for School Improvement:
http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICWebPortal/detail?accno=ED481475
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