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1.0. Introduction 

The mission of T/TAC Group 2 is to enhance the ability of educational professionals to effectively communicate with each other within a community of practice in order to satisfy the requirements of the state educational improvement goals.

To facilitate this mission our goal is to make the Local Improvement Plan (LIP) process for the Virginia Department of Education (VDOE) an online automated process.  Automation will simplify the application process, facilitate data collection, and help meet the reporting requirements of the VDOE and the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) act.

We used our performance analysis to determine if any part of the LIP process would benefit from automation. To gain insight into the LIP process we consulted sources from George Mason University, VDOE, T/TAC, and Local Education Agencies (LEAs). We used a method of triangulation, posing the same questions to different sources to reach a conclusion. Our data collection methods consisted of surveys, one-on-one interviews, focus groups, and review of data collected from previous T/TAC analysis.

2.0. Purpose 

The purpose of this performance analysis plan is to identify drivers and barriers, establish priorities, and make recommendations regarding an online grant process for LIP. 

3.0. Clients

Dr. Pat Abrams – Associate Director, Special Education, VDOE

Dr. Michael Behrmann - Professor, Director of the Helen A. Kellar Center 

Mr. Ken Olsen – Federal Technical Specialist for Mid-Atlantic region (including VA)

4.0. Stakeholders

Dr. Abrams - Associate Director, Special Education, VDOE

Dr. Michael Behrmann – Professor, Director of the Helen A. Kellar Center
Mr. Ken Olsen – Federal Technical Specialist for Mid-Atlantic region (including VA)

· Ms. Lucinda Zimmerman - T/TAC Online Administrator

· VDOE Technical Assistance Staff (TAs)

· Local Education Agencies (LEAs)

· Dr. Shuangbao Wang – T/TAC Online programmer 

5.0. Users/Performers 

 5.1. Primary Users/Performers
Local Educational Agencies (LEAs)

VDOE Technical Assistance Staff (TAs)

5.2. Secondary Users/Performers

School Superintendents / School Board

T/TAC Online Administrator

VDOE Staff

T/TAC staff

Teachers

Parents
6.0. Research

6.1. Research Strategy

We will be incorporating data from several sources, using multiple data-gathering strategies by using the principle of “Triangulation” – or in other words, getting input/feedback on the same material from different points of view. We will be attending a meeting of the VDOE Local Improvement Plan Committee in Richmond on September 29th. The meeting will be attended by VDOE Technical Assistants (TAs) and Local Education Agency (LEAs) representatives. We will use this meeting to gather information through focus groups, face-to-face interviews, and surveys.

Research methods:

· Internal discovery

· Contextual Inquiry/Task Analysis

· Focus groups

· Interviews

· Surveys
Recruitment and interview strategies:

Recruitment:

After spending a few minutes to build rapport, we will detail the goal and purpose before asking for their participation. Most of our proposed participants are already familiar with our project, so gaining their buy-in should not be extremely challenging.

Interview Strategies:

Method One: Invite (e-mail invitation) to participate in a phone interview.

Method Two: Invite (email) participants to complete e-mailed survey.

6.2. Information Sources

Dr. Pat Abrams- Associate Director, Special Education, VDOE

Mr. Ken Olsen- Federal Technical Specialist for Mid-Atlantic region 

Dr. Michael Behrmann - Professor, Director of the Helen A. Kellar Center 

Ms. Lucinda Zimmerman - T/TAC Online Administrator

Dr. Lynn Wiley - Project Coordinator T/TAC Region 4 

Dr. Jo Lynne De Mary- State Superintendent

Mr. Doug Cox- Assistant State Superintendent

Ms. Kay Cline –Assistant Coordinator T/TAC Region 4

Ms. Mary Wilds - Old Dominion University T/TAC (Region 2)

Dr. Shuangbao Wang – T/TAC Online programmer 

Ms. Kristine Neuber - Assistive Technology/Web Accessibility Coordinator 

Ms. Amie Fulcher - Former T/TAC coordinator. 

Ms. Lisa Carson (College of William & Mary)

Ms. Carol David (McLaughlin & Associates)

Mr. Jeff Schuyler (McLaughlin & Associates)

Educational professionals involved with grants proposal/reporting:

· School District Administrators

· Special Education Specialists

· Area supervisors

· Area specialists

· Curriculum specialists

· Special Education Teachers

Local Improvement Plan information

http://chd.gse.gmu.edu/immersion/ttac/fall2003/group2/resources.htm
6.3. Schedule of Research 

6.3.1. Phase 1: Gather background information

· Previous TTAC websites (Phases 1 through 6) 

· Presentations related to GMU T/TAC and T/TAC Online 

· Web-based community technologies such as Webinars, Chat groups, 

             Discussion forums, Online communities 

· VDOE website 

· Grant Process - Develop Concept Map

· LIP Process – Develop Concept Map

6.3.2. Phase 2: Interview and gather information from the following sources: 

·       Dr. Michael Behrmann – Professor, Director of the Helen A. Kellar Center
· Dr. Lynn Wiley - Project Coordinator T/TAC Region 4  

· Dr. Shuangbao Wang – T/TAC Online programmer 

· LEAs

· VDOE TAs

· VDOE Project Coordinator

· ‘No Child Left Behind’ Background 

· Past Grant proposals/reports 

· LIP program 

· Background information

· Rubric for proposal/reporting

· Goals

6.3.3. Phase 3: VDOE meeting in Richmond

· Wednesday (September 24), interview Mike Behrmann, and 

             begin questionnaire.

· Attend VDOE meeting in Richmond 9/29/03.

· Questionnaire will be distributed to participants at the Richmond meeting. 

· Ask for response by Friday, October 2, 2003 noon.  

· Send thank you notes to primary participants.

· Conduct face-to-face interviews

· Attend focus groups

· Review LIP evaluation report from McLaughlin group (McLaughlin 

            group performed preliminary survey of the LIP grant process)

6.4
LEA Focus Groups

6.4.1. Drivers

· Want to meet the goals of VDOE Lip programs
· Want to use best practices 
· Communicate and exchange ideas with other educational professionals
· Assist School districts in the retention and accreditation of special 
            education teachers
6.4.2.
Barriers

· Lack of time, personnel, and funds to complete the LIP process.

· Lack of buy-in on LIP from superintendents/local school 

                        district administrators.

· Independence of site-based administrators.  Difficult to get their buy-in.

· Technology limitations.

6.4.3.Needs/Requirements

· Keep the LIP process simple.
· Make the LIP process sustainable.
· Additional staff.
· Local school administration/school board support to promote the LIP 
            project to the individual schools.
6.4.4.Results

LEA's were not sure about having the LIP process online.  They are wary of the difficulty, the time required, and the technology required.  They are not sure if this would help or just add more work.  

6.5 TAs Focus Group

6.5.1. Drivers

LIP policy adds incentive for LEAs to use evidence-based practices.
Want to ability to create and evaluate long-term plans (more than one year).
Ability to track the progress of an LIP project.
Ability to receive interim reports.
Want to be able to quantify the results of the LIP reports and disseminate across state regions.
Enable T/TAC Regions to exchange information/ideas about best practices.
6.5.2.Barriers

· Did not realize changing the process would be so difficult.
· At this point, they do not formally track information.
· Priority setting not being done in a formalized way.
· Need training and support in carrying out the process.
6.5.3. Needs/Requirements

· Reporting process should be part of grant application

· Need interim reports

· Formally track problems

· Want the ability to create and evaluate long-term plans

· Want to quantify knowledge learned from LIP grant process to apply state goals/priority projects

· TAs need training/support

6.5.4.Results

TAs very interested in having LIP process put on line.  They are still not sure what the final version of the LIP application will contain.

6.6 Face-to-Face interview with VDOE and LEA Personnel

Both the VDOE and LEA personnel welcomed the idea of an online system for submission of LIP proposal and reports. LEA personnel were a little apprehensive initially (barriers listed) about the online system but as the discussions progressed they could see how the system benefited them to learn about successful practices statewide in a timely manner.

6.6.1. Drivers

VDOE personnel could use a systematic compilation of data across projects. 

Realization of geographical constraints.

Need to share best practices statewide in a timely manner.

Frequent staff turnover and so an organized system online would require little or no training for the new hires. 

A repository that would enable users to access old data easily and in a timely manner.

Access to quantifiable data.

The ability to submit or access interim reports.

6.6.2. Barriers

Operating systems vary.

Internet connection speed low in some counties.

No face-to-face interaction.

Due to time constraints, unable to complete a proposal / report in one go. 

Comfortable in using Microsoft Word / Excel for LIP proposal and reporting purposes.

6.6.3. Needs / Requirements

Would like the database to have the ability to search by date, time, and school divisions.

Would like the database to be “high touch” than “high design.

Would like the database to have a search engine.

Would like the database to have the ability to purge “old materials.”

Would like to get a confirmation on submission of a proposal / report. 

Would like to set reminders for items that are due. 

Would like a real person to talk online. For e.g. Mary Wild will be available to talk on assistive technology on such and such time.

Would like the online proposal / reports to be printable. 

6.6.4. Results

Design team’s biggest challenge at this juncture is how to get the hard copies of reports in order to identify the parameters that will be required to design the online database.

6.7. LEA Survey Results

Out of the five goals that can be chosen to address with LIP proposals, the most common goal chosen is, ‘Increase(ing) the statewide percentage of students with disabilities graduating and successfully completing school.’  The goal that is then derived from this is, improving the SOL scores so that students can graduate.  However, from there the districts are using many different approaches.  So, when the survey asked, ‘What information from other schools in the state would have been valuable to you to develop and implement your LIP project?’  Every district answered that they would like to know what best practices other school divisions are using to effectively implement their LIP project.  The only other response that we received was to ask for models that other districts are using for evaluation.

The outcomes from the LIP projects that districts implemented varied since the projects varied from district to district however, there were overlying barriers with the implementation of the projects.  The main overlying barriers were: 1) Time restraints 2) Staff turnover 3) Monitoring, in relation to: no routine process available yet and administrative buy-in and teacher buy-in 4) Methods (or lack of) for data collection.

 7.0. Findings from Data Analysis

Who will benefit from the product? 

· School teachers working with persons with disabilities 

· School administrators 

· T/TAC staff 

· Ultimately the children will benefit 

The preferred method of dissemination about LIPs from the LEAs for the 2003-2004 was “Word of Mouth” (40%). A close second was via the “Web” (35%). The least preferred methods were by “Mail” (28%) and “Face-to-Face meetings” (25%). The “Word of Mouth” method was preferred because the LEAs could get immediate clarification on questions. 

Technology limitations (operating systems, connection speeds, internet access) must be taken into consideration when designing the online LIP process.

LEAs would like to be able to review other LIP projects that have been successfully implemented.

LEAs are using Microsoft Word, Excel, and Access to write LIP proposals and reports. They email, fax, or mail in their proposals/reports.

LEAs favored an optional reminder for LIP deadlines and set their own schedules.

· Requirements of a searchable database of former LIPs include being able to search by:

1. Time frame

2. Region

3. Category

4. School size

Requirements of an on-line submission process:

5. Save their work and resume at a later time

6. Support multiple people working on a document

7. Review previously completed portions and make revisions

8. Send sections/questions to another person to get their help in completing the section

9. Save a copy of the completed document (possibly as pdf)

10. Get a confirmation that the document was successfully submitted

11. Receive a confirmation the document was received

12. See how much time and/or number of steps required to complete the proposal or report on line

13. Import files from Microsoft Word, Excel, etc.

14. Share various tools they have created such as surveys, etc.

15. Use Video/audio to include narrative descriptions and make it more personable and fun:

16. Keep the LIP process simple

17. Make the LIP sustainable – this implies a continuity of funding

18. Instruments selected to evaluate data gathered for LIP must be appropriate for the data gathered.

19. Need to think through and plan for actual number of staff to carry out the plan

20. Need Superintendents and Associate Superintendents to tell the Principals to carry out and support the LIP project. 

8.0. Objectives

· Design a prototype of an online system that facilitates the LIP process utilizing a relational database by December 2003.

· Enable users to effectively locate and track LIP information online.

· Enable users to submit the LIP proposal and reports online.

· Organize LIP data according to current navigational categories on T/TAC Online.

· Make discrete LIP data quantifiable, so it can be used for reporting and analysis.

9.0. Recommendations

Stakeholders see value in an online process for Local Improvement Plans.  However, any process needs to be carefully designed to ensure it meets user needs.  Our team needs to take into consideration limitations on time, connectivity, and user knowledge.  Any design should be simple and well supported with help functions to enable users to begin using it effectively with minimal learning time.  The system should be flexible to enable users to adapt the system to newly apparent needs and to enable users to receive and retrieve data using programs that they are familiar with and have readily available.  We need to include Word or Excel templates so that T/TAC can streamline how it receives data.
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Attachment 2: LIP Process Concept Map 
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Attachment 3: Survey Questions

	
	Questions for Dr. Pat Abrams

	1
	How quickly can we get copies of the original LIP grant applicants and final reports?

	2
	Do you have a list of school administrators who are writing LIP proposals?

	3
	Do have a list of school administrators who are writing the LIP reports? Are they the same people?

	4
	If sharing results is going to be effective, is there any more information that is required/desired for LIP reports?

	5.a
	What do you think about an online submission process for LIP proposals and/or reports?

	5.b
	What barriers do you think there will be to an online submission process for either LIP proposals or reports?

	6
	Who will be reviewing the final LIP reports once they have been submitted?

	7
	How do you see the LIP grants as being different than the Sliver grants?

	8
	What have been the barriers or obstacles to writing LIP proposals and reports?

	9
	When are the new LIP proposals due? (to know how many will be potentially hitting the website)

	10.a
	What is the process and likelihood that the LIP performance goals will change?  

	10.b
	Are there state legislative agendas or stakeholders that play into the changes to the LIP?

	
	

	
	

	
	Questions for Ken Olson

	1
	Are there state legislative agendas or stakeholders that play into the changes to the LIP?

	2.a
	What do you think about an online submission process for LIP proposals and/or reports?

	2.b
	Do you have a list of school administrators who are writing LIP proposals?

	3
	Do have a list of school administrators who are writing the LIP reports? Are they the same people?

	4
	What have been the barriers or obstacles to writing LIP proposals and reports?

	5
	Who will be reviewing the final LIP reports once they have been submitted?

	6
	Do you know if other states been put grant processes or information online?

	
	

	
	

	
	Questions for LEAs

	1.a
	What do you think about an online submission process for LIP proposals and/or reports?

	1.b
	What barriers do you think there will be to an online submission process for either LIP proposals or reports?

	2
	If sharing results is going to be effective, is there any more information that is required/desired for LIP reports?

	3
	How do you see the LIP grants as being different than the Sliver grants?

	4
	What have been the barriers or obstacles to writing LIP proposals and reports?

	5
	What process are you using to determine LIP performance goals and the content when writing the LIP proposals and reports?

	6
	What tools are those writing LIP grant proposals and reports currently using to write the proposal/report and submit the proposal /report (i.e., Microsoft Word, fax, Microsoft excel, FTP, etc.)?

	7
	What information would be most helpful from completed LIPs to share with others? Why? How?

	8
	Have you used any T/TAC services to support your LIP grants?

	
	

	
	

	
	Questions for DOE Administrators

	1.a
	What do you think about an online submission process for LIP proposals and/or reports?

	1.b
	What barriers do you think there will be to an online submission process for either LIP proposals or reports?

	2
	If sharing results is going to be effective, is there any more information that is required/desired for LIP reports?

	3
	How do you see the LIP grants as being different than the Sliver grants?

	4
	What have been the barriers or obstacles to writing LIP proposals and reports?

	
	

	
	Questionnaire for LEAs

	1
	List 2 or 3 positive outcomes of your LIP project that you would like to share with other school districts.

	2
	List 2 or 3 barriers or problems that you encountered with your LIP project and would like to share with other school districts.

	3
	What information from other schools in the state would have been valuable to you to develop and implement your project?

	4
	Have you used any T/TAC services to assists you in meeting your LIP grant goals?

If yes, which ones? T/TAC online?


Attachment 4: LEA Survey Results by District

The Answers below are color-coded according to district:

Essex County: Deborah Johnson

Richmond county: Harley A. Tomey III / Gloria Graham-Johnson

Charlottesville: Carol M. Zimorski

Charlottesville: Lee Davis

Fairfax County: Mary V. Kealy

Charles-City: Tina James Smith

Department of Correctional Education: Sharon Trimmer
1. List 2 or 3 positive outcomes from your LIP project that you would like to share with other school districts:

1. High school students with disabilities have becomes more comfortable and successful in using assistive technology (primarily computers).  This has in turn (been) helpful to them in being more successful I their English classes, and other context classes.

2. SOL scores are improving, but the LIP project may only one of the many variables in the improvement of SOL scores.
3. Additional resources to teachers for use with students
4. Teachers have felt supported in the divisions goals and the LIP goal of increasing the number of students passing the 8th grade SOL
5. Increased number of students (in the 9th and 10th grade) with positive community based experiences (pre-vocational)
6. Teachers feel supported in the mandate to have students pass literacy/numeracy SOL
7. Increased numbers of students have positive community based instructional experiences grades 9 and 10.
8. Professional development: Evaluation process-survey sample for staff development sessions
9. Increase in number of students included in neighborhood school (inclusive practice focus)
10. Increase in parent’s involvement as a result of parent liaison component of PRC.
11. Outcomes of reading program
12. Fact that special education students are benefiting from alternative education program rather than being suspended.
13. We increased reading of library books using the accelerated reader, resulting in increases in pre and post test scores.
14. Library time was used in a more valuable way and students used free time to read more books.

2. List 2 or 3 barriers or problems from your LIP project that you would like to share with other school districts:

1. Time restraints- being able to monitor all aspects of the project.

2. Staff turnover makes it difficult in evaluating the LIP project, and continuing the project.

3. Lack of administrative support in the schools- it is not look at as a priority to some.

4. Time/staff/resources to implement project
5. Monitoring
6. Continuous monitoring, over time, of LIP goals/projects variables among site-based schools (administrative)
7. Data collection/shortage of resources (time and staff)
8. Continuous monitoring project implementation, goals over time.
9. Data collection- shortage of staff time
10. Variables within site based management leading to inconsistencies between schools
11. Volume of data/process for collection/development of databased for reporting results.
i. Tracking evaluation data in a large system (time and labor intensive- 220 schools) in terms of impact and effectiveness
12. There is not enough time to consistently monitor projects
13. Teacher and administration buy in
14. Staff turnover resulted in problems related to data collection.
15. There needs to be an established process for routine monitoring and to maintain the momentum of the project.
3. What information from other schools in the state would have been valuable to you to develop and implement your LIP project?

1. Information from other smaller school divisions about how they implemented their LIP project ad how successful they were.
2. Examples of other LIP’s that have been well developed
3. I’d like to hear of other LIP projects and data to support SIP goals/objectives to assist in our own decision matching on best practices/projects
4. Knowledge of success programs, projects goals in order to plan activities matching our LIP goals and objectives.
5. Models other systems are using for evaluation
6. Knowledge of other systems working/implementing same area of plans and how they cover implementing strategies
7. Knowledge of best practices results other districts have achieved in same areas.
8. It would be good to see what projects have been beneficial and worked well in other school divisions.
9. It would have been helpful to know if anyone else was doing a similar project and what challenges and outcomes they experienced.

4. Have you used any T/TAC services to assist you in meeting your LIP grant goals?
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