
SDCF Developmental Evaluation Methodology 2017/18 - 1 
 

Data Collection and Analysis Methods for the 
SDCF Developmental Evaluation 2017/18 

 
Memo 

May 29, 2018 
 

Informed Decisions Research 
 

DATA COLLECTION 

Interviews with Coaches 
SDCF coaches working with districts in Years 2 or 3 of implementation were interviewed once 
by phone, in the fall of 2017. Coaches provided an overview of the work and challenges in each 
of the districts they worked with and a more detailed description of how districts used 
improvement science. 

Interviews with Grant Managers 
We conducted a total of 33 interviews, by phone or in person with grant managers. This 
involved speaking with all grant managers at least twice and with most of them, three times. 
Each of the three sets of interviews (conducted in January, March, and May or June) had a 
different primary area of focus, although in most cases they also included general updates 
about the four blueprint areas. 

Table 1. Number of grant manager interviews conducted, by district 

District 

Interview 1 
Focus: Improvement Science 

(Year 2 Districts) or 
Sustainability 

(Year 3 Districts) 

Interview 2 
Focus: Professional Learning 

(All Districts) 
 

Interview 3 
Focus: Systems & Culture 

Changes 
(All Districts) 

 
Colton x x x 
Dayton x x x 
Eagle Point x x x 
Gresham-Barlow x x x 
Jewell  x x 
Mt. Angel x x x 
Newberg x x x 
North Clackamas x x x* 
Rogue River x x x 
Sheridan x  x 
St. Paul x x x 
Three Rivers x  x 
*conducted a separate and slightly different interview with North Clackamas grant managers 

Interviews with Administrators 
We conducted interviews, by phone or in person, with superintendents, assistant or deputy 
superintendents, or other district administrators as well as two principals—a total of twelve 
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administrators from nine districts.1 The interviews, which were about half an hour long, covered 
topics such as perceived overall impact, changes to professional learning, the use of 
improvement science, and teacher voice in the district. Administrators were also asked what 
advice they would provide if the Collaboration Grant were to be provided to other districts.  

Teacher and Administrator Surveys 
 
In previous years, educators in grantee districts responded to an online survey, administered by 
Portland State University (PSU). This year the survey was substantially shortened and revised. 
It retained many of the same questions but some items were changed or dropped.  
 
The survey was made available online on December 6, 2017, and closed January 10, 2018. In 
that time, almost two thousand educators (1,998) from grantee districts completed the survey, 
most of them teachers (1,891, see Table 2).  
 
Table 2. Numbers of responses, SCDF survey, December 2017 – January 2018 

 Teachers School 
Admins 

District 
Admin 

TOTAL number completing survey 1891 86 22 

  Design Year 253 15 6 

  Year 1 1501 56 13 

  Year 2 244 15 3 
 
Comparisons to results from previous years are difficult to make because different districts are 
involved (i.e. this year’s Design Year districts are new, and last year’s Year 3 districts are no 
longer receiving the grant), and individual district data from previous years are not available. 
However, in future years, it should be possible to compare data to findings from 2017/18 at the 
individual district level. 

Focus Groups with Teachers 
Beginning in early May, we requested that grant managers in all Year 2 districts assist in setting 
up interview with teachers. Not all the grant managers responded to this request, despite 
repeated reminders.  

In the end, we conducted focus groups with a total of 46 teachers across four districts (Colton, 
North Clackamas, Gresham, Newberg). At three of these districts, this included separate focus 
groups for teachers who were on grant committees and others who were not.  

Interviews with Former Grantees 
We conducted five phone interviews with grant managers and/or involved administrators from 
former grantee districts: Dallas, Klamath County, Klamath Falls City, North Santiam, and 
Phoenix-Talent. Interviews took place in May and June 2018. They lasted about 30 minutes and 
collected information about what changes made under the grant had been sustain and what had 
fallen away since the grant had ended.  

                                                
1 This includes two district administrators who also served as grant managers for their districts. 
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DATA ANALYSIS 

Survey Data Analyses 
Online survey responses were downloaded from Google Forms into Excel, where additional 
variables for the district and year of implementation were added. Depending on the variable, 
means or frequencies were calculated for each individual variable, overall, by year of 
implementation, and for individual districts. 

Individual district reports were created for each district. These were produced in Excel so that 
the formal would look somewhat similar to that of the year before and so that districts could 
easily manipulate numbers and percentages. We grouped items by topic and let districts know 
which items could best be compared to items from the previous year (even if the wording had 
changed, in some cases). 

Overall trends were summarized into a short report with figures and tables provided to 
Chalkboard at the end of January 2018. 

Interview Data Analyses 
Qualitative data from interviews and focus groups were coded for themes. This involved multiple 
repeated readings of each interview and the creation of analysis documents by topic. Within 
topic, comments were sorted by type and emphasis (for example, whether respondents noted 
that changes had been major or represented only minor changes to existing systems). This 
approach naturally meant that topics that had been the focus of interviews received substantial 
attention, but it also allowed topic or focus areas to “emerge” from the data (as happened, for 
example, with the topic of communication about the grant within districts). 

In addition, comments from different respondents within the same district were compared to one 
another to identify support for patterns and/or conflicting opinions.  

LIMITATIONS 
All evaluation studies have their limitations in terms of completeness and accuracy. Some that 
deserve attention for this work include: 

x Response rates for the teacher survey varied across district, and it is difficult to know 
exactly what they were, since districts could not always report how many individuals 
(rather than how many FTE) worked in the district. 

x We were not able to conduct teacher interviews in all Year 2 districts as planned, and 
teacher interviews were valuable supports and sometimes counterpoints to grant 
manager and administrative perspectives. In the future, it would be helpful to prioritize 
obtaining teacher interviews from all districts.  

x Interviews with administrators varied the most in quality and level of detail. Some 
administrator scheduled less time than the 30 minutes requested for the interview, 
meaning we were not able to ask all of our questions. Other administrators had points of 
emphasis they wished to make and did not always address all of our questions. 
Nevertheless, they were valuable supplements to the information provided by grant 
managers. 


