2016 Kansas Reading Roadmap Evaluation Plan Overview

Implementation Research Questions
1. Are schools implementing the model with high program fidelity? Specifically,

a. To what extent are KRR schools implementing KRR as planned?

b. What implementation challenges are being encountered and how are these challenges
being addressed?

¢. What is the structure of alternative programming models? How do they differ from the
traditional KRR model?

d. How do in-school and out-of-school staff work together toward the same shared goals
and outcomes? To what extent do they collaborate to better meet the needs of students?

2. What are the characteristics of the students and families being served by KRR?

Outcome Research Questions

3. What is the impact of KRR on participants and school literacy outcomes? Specifically,

a. Have students attending KRR schools improved their literacy skills over time?

b. Has the percentage of children in KRR schools reading at grade level by third grade
increased over time?

¢. Compared to schools not implementing the KRR model, has the percentage of children in
KRR schools improving their literacy skills increased more over time?

4. What is the impact of extended learning opportunities available via KRR? Specifically,

a. Have students involved in KRR after-school programming improved their literacy skills
over time?

b. Compared to their peers not participating in KRR after-school programming, have after-
school students improved their literacy skills over time?

¢. Have families involved in KRR improved their level of understanding and support of their
child(ren)’s literacy development over time?

d. Have families involved in KRR improved their level of school involvement over time?

Data Tracking System

Data Collection/Management System: For student school records, data will be delivered annually-
typically at the end of the school year via REDCap. This data will include personally identifiable data such
as KIDS (Kansas Identification Number) and first and last names, along with student status data such as
Individualized Education Program (IEP), Free/Reduced Priced Lunch, migrant status, and the results of
the students’ Curriculum Based Measurement (CBM) assessments at three points in the school year:
Fall, Winter, and Spring. Student names and KIDS numbers will be used to match students with any
programmatic data they may have.



Data on students participating in the after-school program will be sent to the evaluators via REDCap. The
data will include personally identifiable data such as KIDS number and student name. Additional
program data such as attendance (from FAST and After-school) and progress monitoring test results will
also be available. Additional FAST data will be sent to the evaluators via REDCap in aggregated form. At
this point, a random study ID will be given to each student. This will enable evaluators to store student
level data on FERPA compliant servers without the use of personally identifiable data. No identifying
information will be kept in this system and all participants will be tracked via the assigned unique case
ID. A master matching file will be kept on REDCap that matches the assigned unique case ID with the
student. Only evaluation staff will have the access to the sheet which matches case ID to individual
participants.

Analysis and Reporting

As outlined in the Evaluation Design section, evaluators will use longitudinal, pre-post, and quasi-
experimental design approaches to address the evaluation questions. Evaluators will chose analytic
methods appropriate to the data and research design.

Qualitative Analysis: Evaluators will collect qualitative data through interviews and document analysis
of program records and materials on an annual basis. Analysis will emphasize identifying important
themes related to program model implementation as well as alternative model implementation and
approaches.

Quantitative Analysis: Quantitative methods of analysis will be chosen according to the structure of the
data and research design. Basic t-tests will detect individual change while more sophisticated cohort
analyses will examine change in literacy skill development.

Evaluators will employ a quasi-experimental design to examine the overall impact of KRR on schools

and their students’ literacy skill development. Specifically, the evaluation team will use propensity
scores matching to identify a sample of schools across the state of Kansas that is comparable to the
population of KRR sites. For each KRR site, one comparison school will be selected and aggregated grade
level CBM assessment results will be requested. Cohort and trend analyses will be conducted on scores
to determine changes over time in both samples. If appropriate to the data, additional hierarchical linear
regression analyses will be conducted to determine the relative impact of KRR services on students’
reading skill development while taking into account school- and district-level contextual factors.

To assess the impact of FAST on families attending the family engagement portion of KRR, quantitative
pre-intervention scores will be compared to post-intervention scores to assess changes in knowledge,
behavior, and/or opinions that have occurred as a consequence of the programming.

Reporting: Evaluators will provide annual Outcome and Implementation evaluation results as well as
produce KRR model fidelity briefs to funders. Based on previously delivered reports, the annual
evaluation report will include the following sections: Executive Report, Evaluation Report, Individual
School Profiles, and Technical Report. Additionally, synthesis of results for the purposes of presentation
will be made available as requested. Quarterly progress reports will be provided to funders.
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EVALUATION DESIGN BY QUESTION

Summary: This evaluation will use three main design approaches to examine the research
questions: longitudinal; pre-post; and quasi-experimental.

Implementation Evaluation

Research Question Design Approach
1la. To what extent are KRR schools Longitudinal - Performance monitoring approach
implementing KRR as planned? Over the course of | using site visits, program records, staff
multiple school interview data, and staff survey data to
years assess adherence to programming
model.
1b. What implementation challenges Longitudinal - Performance monitoring approach
are being encountered and how are Over the course of | using program records, staff interview
these challenges being addressed? multiple school data, and staff survey data to assess
years adherence to programming model.
1c. What is the structure of alternative Longitudinal - Multi-method approach using program
programming models? How do they Over the course of | records, staff interview data, and staff
differ from the traditional KRR model? multiple school survey data to identify alternative
years model characteristics and adjustments
made from the traditional model.
1d. How do in-school and after-school Longitudinal - Multi-method approach using staff
staff work together towards the same | Over the course of | interview and survey data to assess
shared goals and outcomes? To what multiple school collaborative and coordinated work.
extent do they collaborate to better years
meet the needs of students?
2. What are the characteristics of the Longitudinal - School records and participant
students and families being served by | Over the course of | enroliment and participation data for
KRR? multiple school each after-school program will be
years examined.
Outcome Evaluation
Research Question Design Approach
3a. Have students attending KRR Longitudinal - School records and participation data
schools improved their literacy skills Over the course of | will be examined.
over time? a school
year/multiple
school years
3b. Has the percentage of children in Longitudinal - School records will be examined.
KRR schools reading at grade level by | Over the course of
third grade increased over time? a school
year/multiple
school years
3c. Compared to schools not Quasi- Using propensity score matching, KRR
implementing the KRR model, has the experimental sites will be matched with one non-KRR
percentage of children in KRR schools peer school to assess changes in third-
grade reading achievement over time.




improving their literacy skills
increased move over time?

4a. Have students involved in KRR
after-school programming improved
their literacy skills over time?

Longitudinal -
Over the course of
a school
year/multiple
school years

School records and participation data
will be examined.

4b. Compared to their peers not
participating in KRR after-school
programming, have after-school
students improved their literacy skills
over time?

Longitudinal -
Over the course of
a school
year/multiple
school years

School records and participation data
will be examined.

4c. Have families involved in KRR Pre/Post FAST Literacy Night Survey will be
improved their level of understanding administered to assess knowledge gain
and support of their child(ren)’s and attitude changes over time.
literacy development over time?

4d. Have families involved in KRR Pre/Post FAST Surveys will be administered to

improved their level of school
involvement over time?

both parents and teachers of students
participating in programming to assess
school involvement over time.




