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SRM Evaluation Group

* Who We Are
— Directed by Professor Marv Alkin

— A team of doctoral students and future evaluators

e What We Do

e Where We Are

— On campus
— Housed under the GSE&IS’ Education Department
— Evaluation Office in Math Sciences Building



Evaluation
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What Evaluation Is and Isn’t



Evaluation vs. Research

Evaluation and Research have many similar characteristics;

however, they are very different in the following ways:

Evaluation Research
* Intended for: * Intended for:
— Program decision making — Adding to the existing
— Rendering judgments knowledge base
» Stakeholders set the agenda  * Researcher sets the agenda
e Primary audience for the * Primary audience for the
study: study:
— Program staff & — Scientific/academic
stakeholders community
* Findings are: * Findings are:
— Program & context specific — Intended to be broadly

applicable or generalizable

— Shared at the end of the
study

— Shared on an ongoing basis



Why Evaluate Anyway?



Purposes of Evaluation

Learning &
Improvement

Decision-
Making

Program
Planning

Compliance
& Monitoring




What Can Evaluation Help Us Know

 Know-about problems
— Knowledge about health, wealth and social inequities

* Know what-works

— Policies, programs, strategies that bring about desired outcomes at
acceptable costs and with relatively few unwanted consequences

* Know-how (to put into practice)
— Effective program implementation

 Know-who (to involve)

— Estimates of clients needs as well as information on key stakeholders
necessary for potential solutions

 Know-why

— Knowledge about why an action is required (e.g., the relationship
between values and policy decisions)

Adapted from Ekblom (2002) cited in Nutley, Walter & Davies (2067)



Tools of the Trade

* Theories
— Social science theory
— Evaluation theory
— Program theory

 Methods
— Evaluation designs
— Data collection tools (e.g., surveys, protocols, etc.)
— Data analysis techniques & programs



What Is a Program Theory?



Program Theory

Implicit reasoning about the ways in which a

program reaches its goals given a set of
resources and activities.



What is a Logic Model?

A visual representation of the relationships
between various elements of a program and
how they are expected to contribute to the

program’s goals.



Elements of a Logic Model

INPUTS

Resources dedicated to
or consumed by the
program

e.g.

money

staff and staff time
volunteers and volunteer
time

facilities

equipment and supplies

Constraints on the
program

e.g.

laws
regulations
funders’ requirements

el

ACTIVITIES

What the program does

with the inputs to fulfill

its mission

e.g.

feed and shelter homeless
families

provide job training
educate the public about
signs of child abuse
counsel pregnant women
create mentoring
relationships for youth

—p

OUTPUTS

The direct products of
program activities

€.g.

s number of classes taught
number of counseling
sessions conducted

s number of educational
materials distributed

s number of hours of service
delivered

s number of participants

served

—p OUTCOMES

Benefits for participants
during and after program
activities

e.g.

s new knowledge

m increased skills

s changed attitudes or values

l

s modified behavior

l

improved condition
m altered status

Source: United Way (1996) Measuring Program Outcomes: A Practical Approach.



Some Examples



University of Wisconsin, Extension

Program Action - Logic Model

Priorities
Consider:

Local dynamics
Coltaboralons
Competiton

Intended
ouUlCOmes

Inputs

What we
ievost

Sl
Volunteers
Tme

Reosoarch base
Matorais
Equipment
Technology
Partners

D

D

Activities Participation
What we do Who we reach
Conduct Partcipants

workshops,

meetngs Clhents
Delvor Agoncios

SeTVIces
D"-‘)‘Op Decison-

prOoLCLS, makers

cumiculum, | Customers
reSOUrCes

Tran

Provide Satistaction
counseling

Assess

Facilitate

Partnor

Vork with
media

Assumptions %

Outcomes - Impact

ShortTerm  Medium Term Long Term p

What the
short term
msults are
Learmning
Aavareness
Knowlodge
Alttudes
Skills
Opnions
Aspirations
Nothatons

What the
modivm term
msults are

Action
Behardor
Practce

Decision-
making

Policies
Socal Acton

What the
ultimate

mpact(s) Is
Conditions
Socal
Economec
Chvic
Envronmental

= e

External Factors

Evaluation
Focus - Collect Data - Analyze and Interpret - Report

Source: http://www.uwex.edu/ces/pdande/evaluation/evallogicmodel.html




ITQ-608 Program Logic Model

Qutcomes

Inputs Activities Outputs Short-term Intermediate Long-term
p p
Established relationships Increase
between Ctr X & local Increase teacher . —_ Establish JR—
teachers, admin, schools, — collegiality |nmdemmemaL Professional
ap hib for Lo All-Day Professional ] collaboration Learning

artnership for Los Development (ADPD) Teachers collaborate with :I: .
Angeles Schools (PLAS) one another on lesson | Communities

Personnel planning and use of . S Increase teacher

Center X instructional strategies lnt;r&e::;tmenﬁl leadership
*Project Director colia on
*Project Coordinator T
*Professional Learning Teachers | ; f SICEEC asachiess
Partners ea e_rs ear_n avariety ot gnowledge of Increase student
«CA Subject Matter strategies to increase. —> pedagogical achievement for

. . instructional practices J traditionally |
Project Directors Extended-Day . - )

- - differentiation in the Increase teacher underperforming
SRM Evaluation Group Professional classroom Increase teachers’ effectiveness students
*Principal Investigator Development (EDPD) commitmentto |
;o;Dwgctors o ongoing learning T
B0 Teachers are exposed to
Resources grade-specific content Increase teachers’
*CPEC grant funding knowledge grade-specific
*CPEC R&D; A&D offices content & CA |, improve teacher
*Targeted high-needs Standards instructional ) ~[
initiative (THNI) funds for Teachers reflect on their  knowledge efficacy ———
Take One! training and — Improve teaching
: E ) own, and others’ work T )
fees Summer Professional Teach f and learning to help
*CPEC scientifically based Development (SPD) Increase teachers’ — TEACers refine facilitate bottom-up
research conferenzes — reflective practice peactice hased an school reform
. reflection

forum for exchange —
Assumptions: External Factors:

-Increases in teacher effectiveness lead to better teaching and improvement in student

performance on standardized achievement measures.

-The development of small, collaborative teacher groups will lead to the establishment of

Professional Learming Communities.

-Programmatic effects will translate beyond the departments to the whole school.

The following may impact program success:

-School characteristics & demographics (i.e. admin, school culture,

district & PLAS context)

-Teacher turnover may limit potential program effects

-School-site funding for coaches

-District context (including political and legal issues)



UCLA BruinCorps Tutoring Program Logic Model — As of 10.17.11

Outcomes
Inputs Activities Outputs e Impact
Corps Members will:
= Know the difference between
Corps Staff: Corps Members: CST classifications: far below
Recroit— ||+ BOAC Corps Members will basic, below basic, basic,
« AC Corps Members be recruited proficient/advanced
+ 60 AR Carps Members will
* AR Corps Members be recruited
Corps Members will:
Know how to access and use
needed materials/resources -
at tutoring sites le.g., tutor Corps Mg:b::s‘:":::":":
A connection i
resource binder
Facilities: 3” Members participate ! ¥ civic engagement beyond
* SAC - their commitment to
. i Goal setting — Corps Members will: §
Space at service sites « Individually w/ Aware of the skills needed to BruinCarps.
= teachers (Day tutoring) be successful at tutoring c FRmr—— 1
Budget: « In teams |Afterschool sites Have the ability to work in a Tutees will develop the
* Funding from: Student ] | Y
tutering) £ 3 e with little teacher necessary skills and
Affairs & Federal Work i b widanca N to gain ad
Study Program - Have the ability to further —5—1— to and be successful in
ndividuals: develop skills needed to be Corps Members will: college.
: BruinCorps staff :"”M’“u” participate successful at tutoring sites Be confident in their capacity 1
. 1 s to engage tutees
AC/AR Corps members UCLA-based activities — Corps Members: : ——— BruinCorps will make an
(tutors) « Quartery d o + 120 Corps Members will Corps Mem : impact in the community in
- M teachers i 4o nsl eam-n‘ || complete quarterly training Committed to using the skills which it serves by: 1)
bu; ding, ;ms © e 3 wainings will be offered needed 1o be successful at providing opportunities to
. and demi tutoring sites
Materials: + KIDS meetings {planning per year ng Corps Members will: people who vfmuld not have
« Transportation ) + 10 KIDS meetings/quarter Demonstrate sensitivity and them otherwise and 2)
L) for Family Involvement ¥
« Office supplies Events) understanding towards enhancing awareness of the

* Tutor resource binder
* Tech resources

Assumptions ~ With respect to the

1 Tutoring wil help students perform better
2 EMective tunoring has an intarpersonal component; that &, the Tlor-Iutes

their attrude towards schoolng.

3 Tunors possess the pedagogical keow-how Lo assit Ludants in

A Turees want to be tutored.

Lt:ms Members participate | |corps Members:
+ 1site or [year
Community-based activities — | |+ AC & AR Corps members will
* Site orientation provide 3hrs of tutoring 3
(community walk) days/week

ly| * Tutoring sessions

Ls|* 1-2 service days/quarter

communities with different
cultures and socioeconomic
statuses

Corps Members will:
Feel motivated to work with
low-income communities

Corps Members will:

Appreciate their role as a tutor ||

* Service Days (about every + 4 civic engagements
week) projects/year
* Civic engagement projects | |+ 3 FIEs/year
* Family Invol Events
gram's cesign and off itis that:
and on tests in p
pacts Tules’ i SUCLREs and
the Rrade. shlls

S individual anention is the geimary factor that affects students’ Cademic Suceess.

Context:

Recogrizing disadvortaged students’ need for addtonal educational support i often

and und;

in positively impacting the
ity where they work

Factors — The foll

factors are

1o infl

LTutees hine accass 10 space that & conducive to leaming.

2 Mentor teachers are actively supportive in providng puldance to tutors,
3.There will be a continueus funding source.

4 Parents are supportive of and value their child's education

S Transportation is abways avaiabie 1o tutors.

attainability of higher
education.

the program's aperations and twtorng quality

schools, UCLA partnered with LAUSD to launch the BrunCorps Program in 1997 in an efort to enhance awareness of literacy-related ssues

and the importance of sarvice Raming. The Program hopes 10 “provide synargy Datween community service and sarvice aming efforts, 1o build colaberation and partnarshigs, and 10 CONNECT ComMMUNTY Wrvice with instruction and research” (See

uch ooy

hitpi

Mbrlhtm) The Program's main

Reads Chalkenge, which the Clinten Administration anncunced in 1996, The intiative’s goal is 10 Melp every child read “wel and i

desgned to service

’ 2 ad govfinits ds/aboul

y (America Reads) and middle school students {America Counts). The Amenca Reads component Is draven by the America

historhimil. The America Cousts

bry the end of third grade”™ |See b

component of the Program Is modeled on the Amenica Reads Frogram and driven by the America Counts Challenge, which the Ointon
needed to be proficent i dlpebra and geometry by ninth grade {See hitp/fwww? od gow'nits/Mathedex htmi)

1595 The Initiatwe aims to help students master mathemanical skalls that are



South LA Child Welfare Project




Why Logic Models?



Situating Tool

Engage stakeholders

/ N\

Ensure use Describe the
and share program

lessons learned

( )

Focus the
Justify Conclusions evaluation design

\ /

Gather credible
evidence

Source: Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (1999) MMWR 48 (No. RR-11).



Priority-Setting Tool

required desired

/
feasible useful



Panelists

Santiago Bernal
— UCLA Center for Community College Partnerships

Justyn Patterson

— Early Academic Outreach Program (EAOP)
— BruinCorps

Natasha Saelua

— Student Initiated Access Center

Leo Trujillo-Cox
— UCLA Law Fellows Program

Carrie Usui
— Center X: Improving Teacher Quality Project



What We Do...



Evaluation
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Thank you for your time,
attention, and participation!

Anne Vo
annevo@ucla.edu



