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NEOPA Entry Year Program

Evaluation Report
Northeast Ohio Principals Academy
Pilot Entry Year Program

INTRODUCTION

Purpose of the Evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation is to determine the workability of the program as a whole and the

differential effectiveness of its major components in developing portfolios and as a contributing factor to
-school improvement.

Audience for the Evaluation

The primary, direct audiences for this evaluation are the members of the Northeast Ohio
Principals Academy and the Ohio Department of Education. Inasmuch as an entry year program is a
mandated element of the incoming licensure requirements, a secondary audience for this evaluation report
is the leadership of the state’s school districts. They will be faced with the necessity of enabling new
administrators to participate in an entry year program that meets state requirements. Finally, those who
have undertaken roles in this pilot program are an audience both for feedback about how they are
perceived to have done and as potential leadership for the next stage in the development of entry year
programs for administrators.

Limitations of the Evaluation

One limiting factor is that this evaluation was developed after the inception of the program.
Consequently, data related to the early stages and initial meetings will be limited to that which was
collected by the facilitators at that time and the recollections of the participants when they were asked to
reflect back to those early activities.

A second limitation is that the portfolios will not be completed within the timeframe of this first
year. Work on the portfolios was begun but it was limited in scope to only one or two segments. That
work was shared only within the small groups for feedback. The portfolio as a culminating work product
will not be completed until sometime in the second year of the project. Consequently, evaluations based
on or related to the quality of the portfolio cannot be made. This does not exclude consideration of the
activities related to beginning the portfolio construction process.

Report Overview

The next main section of this evaluation report, Focus of the Evaluation, contains a description of
the pilot entry year developed by the Northeast Ohio Principals Academy—the group of representatives
of K-12 schools and higher education institutions requested to join in developing the pilot program. It
also contains the key questions used to focus the evaluation and the information identified as necessary to
respond to those questions. '

Following the Focus section is a brief description of the evaluation plan and procedures used in
gathering and analyzing information related to the focus questions. A fuller description is in Appendices
B through K. The Evaluation Plan and Procedures section will also descnbe how the conclusions and
recommendations were reached.

The section titled Evaluation Results contains a summary of the information and data collected,
the criteria and standards used by the evaluators to make judgments about the program and its
components, and the mtelpreta’uon of those findings.
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Conclusions and Recommendations contains a general summary statement and a listing of the
strengths and weaknesses identified by the evaluators and, finally, the evaluators’ recommendations.

The Appendices contain copies of the data gathering instruments, statements of standards used by
.the evaluators, and either full or summarized texts of the collected data.

FOCUS OF EVALUATION
Program Description

Goals and objectives.

There are at least three sets of goals related to the Entry Year Principals’ Program. The first set is
articulated in the Ohio Department of Education’s Request for Proposals, Entry Year Principals’ Program,
Fiscal Year 2000. The second set is in the Memorandum of Understanding and Cooperation drafted by
the Northeast Ohio Principals’ Academy Entry Year Program Coordinating Committee. The final set
arose from the oral communications received by the coordinators for the Coordinating Committee and
passed on to the Coordinating Committee members.

The first set of goals—from the Ohio Department of Education:
1. Provide leadership and learning support systems for first and second year principals.

2. Assist in further development of Ohio’s administrative portfolio, with articulation to the
Ohio Administrative Competencxes passed by the Ohio State Board of Education in
January 1998.

3. Provide a collaborative leaming community to share best practices and best ideas
between higher education institutions and principal preparation programs.

4. Create a statewide community of leamers to best assist in reshaping the role of the
principal to meet the challenges of the 21 century.

The second set of goals—by the Coordinating Committee:

To support and nourish entry-yéar principals and their mentors with rich academic and
professional resources and valued professional relationships.

To field test a specific entry-year model to determine the appropriateness for utilization in
2002 when all first-year school administrators will be required to complete an entry-year
program as part of their licensure program.

The third set of goals—from oral communications—includes an implicit goal to develop, try out,
and evaluate an entry year program for principals as a whole and in its component parts.

‘These three sets of goals ought to be considered in feference to the requirements of Ohio
Administrative Code 3301-24-04 and 3301-24-02 (see Appendix A) as the Entry Year Program for

Principals is being developed to fulfill the requirements of the both the Ohio Revised Code and the Ohio
Administrative Code.

~ Participants.

The Coordinating Committee includes active and retired public school administrators, the
superintendent of the Cuyahoga County Educational Service Center (CCESC), and one or two
representatives from each of the colleges and universities in Northeast Ohio that have programs to prepare
educational administrators. The Committee is co-chaired by Patrick Cosiano of Baldwm-Wallace Robert
Beebe of Youngstown State University, and Harry Eastridge of the CCESC.
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The four facilitators of the small or cluster groups are members of the Coordinating Committee.
Two are male and two are female; two are African-American and two are Caucasian; two currently work
as K-12 administrators—one as a principal and one in central office; three are or were school principals;
two are or were central office administrators; and one is a college professor; and two participated in an
earlier entry pilot program and two did not.

. At this writing there are 25 mentors and 25 entry year administrators (EY'A), mentees, (entry year
principals or assistant principals) in the program. One of the facilitators served during the first year as a
mentor in addition to facilitating the small group. At this writing, it appears that 50 out of an initial 55
mentors and EY As have stayed with the program. They represent administrators from all levels of
schools—elementary, intermediate, middle, and high schools. Over half of the mentors and the mentees
are elementary school administrators. Most of the remaining mentees are middle school administrators
while most of the remaining mentors are high school administrators. Only three of the mentees are
assistant principals, the rest are principals as are all of the mentors. While all of the principal mentees are

in their first or second year in their current administrative role, several have had prior administrative
experience as assistant principals.

Program structure.

This pilot was structured with a Coordinating Committee chaired by three co-chairpersons, a
group of four facilitators, four small or cluster groups of mentors and mentees, and fourteen pairs of
mentors and mentees (entry year administrators). The facilitators were members of the Coordinating
Committee and served as intermediaries between the Coordinating Committee and the small/cluster

groups. The CCESC served as the fiscal agent for the program.

Strategies and procedures used for implementation. .
The Coordinating Committee generated the structure of the program and provided the planning

and implementation for the large group (all the facilitators, mentors, and mentees in the pilot program)

meetings. The facilitators reported to the Coordinating Committee the activities, results, and problems
experienced in the small groups and obtain advice. The facilitators also met together to discuss their
various activities, expectations, and alternatives. In facilitating the small groups the facilitators organized
the groups” meetings, provided motivation to carry out the program activities, and gave suggestions and
advice to both mentors and mentees as needed on an individual basis.

The Coordinating Committee solicited all superintendents in its assigned area (Northeast Ohio)
for recommendations of entry year administrators who might be willing to participate and of experienced
administrators to serve as mentors. Mentors were accepted based on the superintendents’
recommendations. Mentees/entry year administrators were selected from those recommendations based
on being principals who were in their first year in that role. Others were brought in as those initially
selected decided to opt out. The later candidates were selected based on recommendations by
participating mentors and mentees as well as by referral to the original superintendents recommendations.

The Coordinating Committee decided to offer laptop computers without charge to those who
would complete a two-year commitment to the program in an effort to provide a benefit other than cash
for the participants. The computers were provided up front so that they could be used to enhance
communications. For those who did not want a computer, an altemative of $1,500 toward expenses for
workshops and conferences was offered. Most took the laptop computer.

One other inducement offered to the mentors and mentees was the possibility of graduate credit
hours for participating in the program and producing an acceptable portfolio. These hours are offered at
the expense of the participant; they are not funded—only arranged—by the program.

In creating the mentor-mentee pairings two strategies were used. .First, those mentors and
mentees who had been recommended together by their superintendents were accepted as “given” or
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“natural” pairs. Second, others selected for the program were assigned to small groups in balanced
numbers and in rough geographic proximity. At the initial large group meeting and after some group
development activities, these unpaired mentors and mentees were invited to make their own matches from
those in their small groups.

The initial large group meeting provided an overview of the program, its goals, and its structure.
There was some presentation and discussion of the mentor-mentee relationship in the large group, but
once the smaller groups were defined and mentors and mentees paired up, the continuing development of
role expectations and group ground rules was left up to the facilitators and the small group members.
Within the small groups the personal relationships were fostered and the work begun on the portfolios.

Operating context.

There are five levels of relationships setting the context in this pilot. First there is the mentor-
mentee relationship—a one-on-one relationship. Second is the small, geographic group relationship,
often referred by participants as the “cluster” or “small” group, involving from 3 to 9 sets of mentors and
mentees with a facilitator. Third is the relationship of the facilitators with each other as they support and
educate each other. Fourth is the intermediary relationship that the facilitators have between the small
groups and the Coordinating Committee. Finally there is the Coordinating Committee as program
creator, as oversight and resource to facilitators and small groups, and as provider of experiences through
the large group meetings. :

Human and other resources required.

This program utilized a steering committee composed of representatives of the administrator
training programs in Northeast Ohio, field administrators, and the cooperation of the CCESC
superintendent. As organized it requires a facilitator who is able to participate in the Coordinating
Committee’s meetings as well or facilitate the meetings and activities of a group of six to twenty
administrators—half mentors and half mentees. The mentors and mentees must be able to secure
authorization to be occasionally away from their buildings to participate in the small and large group
meetings. This requires the understanding and cooperation of district superintendents.

In terms of other resources, some money was required to pay for the various meetings, stipends
for the facilitators, and the computers or training option for the mentors and mentees.

Another resource is the experience and networks of a variety of experienced administrators and
professors of educational administration.
Evaluation Questions Used to Focus Evaluation

The purpose of this evaluation is to determine the workability of the program as a whole and the
differential effectiveness of its major components in developing portfolios and as a contributing factor to
school improvement. With that purpose in mind, the key questions that guide this evaluation are

e What are the views of the Coordinating Committee and facilitators (those delivering the
program) about the program—what works and what could be improved?

e  What are the views of the mentors and mentees (those receiving the program) about the
program—what works and what could be improved?

e How do the major components of the program compare with independent standards for
those types of components?

e What is the worth of this Entry Year Program as a means for the entry year principal to
fulfill the requirements for the 5-year license, that is, to develop his/her portfolio as an
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assessment device and to develop a support program for professional growth and
successful entry into educational administration?

Information Needed to Do the Study

Three basic types of information were used for this evaluation: (a) judgments and opinions of
those participating whether as program deliverers or as program recipients, (b) data collected from
interviews and program documents, and (c) standards or benchmark descriptions about program
components (for example, meetings and mentoring programs).

OVERVIEW OF EVALUATION PLAN AND PROCEDURES

Two evaluators conducted this evaluation—one internal, a member of the Coordinating
Committee, and the other external. They reviewed the minutes of the Coordinating Committee meetings
and other documents presented to the Coordinating Committee that related to the operation of this Pilot
Entry Year Program. Coordinating Committee members were asked to respond to a set of 9 open-ended
questions about the program. The evaluators reviewed the responses they received and then interviewed
the four small group or cluster facilitators. They analyzed the data and drew-up preliminary conclusions
in order to provide early information for the state-wide Entry Year Pilots meeting in mid June 2000.
Later, they gathered data from the mentors and mentees and united these finding with their June
preliminary findings. This report was provided to the Coordinating Committee in September 2000. After
critical review of the draft report, the evaluators prepared the final report on the first year for presentation
at the October meeting of the Coordinating Committee. For a fuller explanation of the evaluation plan
and procedures see Appendices B through K.

EVALUATION RESULTS

Summary of Evaluation Findings

The Entry Year Program as outlined in the administrative regulations of the State (see OAC
3301-24-04 and 3301-24-02 in Appendix A) is to include a formal program of support, mentoring to
foster the administrator’s professional growth, and assessment of the beginning administrator’s
performance. The Northeast Ohio Principals Academy Pilot Entry Year Program seeks to provide for
these components by using meetings—regional and local/cluster—to foster supportive relationships
among mentors and mentees and to bring about the development of portfolios that can be used for the
assessment of the beginning administrator. The information from the specified sources is presented here

organized according to the component elements of this Program with a final section containing data about
the program overall.

Developing supportive relationships

Minutes general meeting—January 28-29, 2000,

PLUS/DELTA (+/A) comments were collected at the January 28-29, 2000 meeting. The minutes
of that meeting show:

e Six comments are indicative of feelings of acceptance.
e Seven comments relate to aspects of the Program/Process.
e Three comments were about the meetings environment.
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The DELTA (or areas for change) comments from a review of the PLUS/DELTA results are as
follows:

Ten comments dealt with environmental issues.
Three comments dealt with preparatory work for the meeting.

Four comments dealt with the Program’s processes with three of those about the video
and debriefing after seeing it.

* No DELTA comments dealt with personal, supportive ideas or requests.

Evaluation of general meeting—April 6. 2000.

The evaluation of this meeting was based on the questionnaire in Appendix D. Questions 1-5,
and 10-11 have a relationship to the concept of supporting entry administrators. Of these, Question 1,
“To better understand aspects of my own personality,” at an average rating of 4.5 has the second highest
rating of all 14 questions. It is followed closely by question 11, “Most participants expressed themselves
openly and honestly,” at 4.4. On the other hand Question 5, “To receive ideas from the experience of
other area clusters,” has the second lowest rating at 3.5 with Question 4, “To receive stimulation from the
activities of other area clusters,” tied for next lowest at 3.8. These seven questions have a range of 3.5 to
4.5 for their ratings with an average of 4.057 on a scale of 1 to 5 with 5 being high.

Of the 23 respondents to the question, “Overall, what was the best part of the session?” 17
designated the personality profiling exercise, 7 designated topics that related to sharing/networking.

Of the 14 respondents to the question, “What part of the session should be improved?” the only
comment that might be considered related to this point was “No talking when someone else is talking!”
All other comments related to technology or the facilitation of the meeting.

Of the 13 respondents to the question, “What will you apply from this session when you retum to
work?” 11 noted the personality profile or something derived from it, 2 wrote of getting to the entry year

program’s web site, and 2 about improving communications—which could be related to the personality
profile.

Of'the 15 respondents to the request for “Final comments,” 2 made comments related to
relationships and support, “More time for informal exchange of principal talk,” and “I like this group.”
Seven made comments that were generically supportive of the program while three simply indicated they
had no final comments. Two asked for more direction and/specifics about the program.

Evaluation of the May 16, 2000 meeting.

This section is based on findings from the questionnaire in Appendix E. In this section responses
that are in italic typeface are responses made by members of the Coordinating Committee who are also
facilitators. Those in the regular typeface are by persons who are only members of the Coordinating
Committee. The questionnaire and full results are available in Appendix E.

In response to the prompt, “Forces Affecting Success of the Entry Year Program—Success
Factors,” there were three relevant comments: '

(1) The mentors are visionary practitioners in the field of school administration,
(2) the mentors are people with some vision of what is possible with group effort, and

(3) 1. Forming & facilitating a structured mentor/mentee process. Many new administrators
do not recognize the importance of receiving help & guidance when they begin their
administrative career or they take over a new administrative position. 2. Collaboration of
people--bringing people together to work & learn together. Building a network of people
who you can call & learn from as you grow & develop. The demands & busy nature of

10
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these positions promote isolation. This program reinforces the importance of working &
leaming from others.

In response to the prompt, “Forces Affecting Success of the Entry Year Program—Blocking
Factors,” there were four relevant comments:

Q) 1. Time 2. Distance,
(2) 1. Proximity/travel difficulties related to 14 county region. 2. Time....

(3) 1. Distance & geographic separation. People are spread out over a large area. Makes it
difficult to come together. Limits the informal interaction the busy schedules of everyone
involved. Sometimes the day to day demands take priority over an activity like this one.

(4) 1believe some self study or self assessment piece would have been helpful to designing a
self improvement plan for the mentee. This step would have made it easier to target
activities.

In response to the prdmpt, “In order to ramp up the program,” there were three relevant comments:
(1) Keep or Expand: Communication between mentor and mentee

(2) Keep or Expand: Strong focus on mentor-mentee relationship and group meetings to
create a network

(3) Keep or Expand: ré'guiar contact with mentees by both mentors & facilitators

~ In response to the prompt, “Initial Coordinating Work Leading to first Meeting of Mentors and
Mentees,” there were four comments:

(1) Keep or Expand: Mentors/mentees should select each other. An orientation session for all
mentors.

(2) Keep or Expand: Clarification of mentor role

(3) Eliminate or Diminish: D1sallow mentors and mentees to come from the same school
district.

(4) Eliminate or Diminish: [Diminish] focus on large group needs. This is a time to expand
our cluster work.

In response to the prompt, “Concerning the Regional Meetings,” there were two comments:

(1) Keep or Expand: Format for cross cluster sharing & activities.

(2) Eliminate or Diminish: Group too large--not enough time to process and discuss issues.
In response to the prompt, “Concerning the Small Group Meetings,” there were five comments:

(1) Keep or Expand: Keep up with the open line of communication and continue with
building relationships.

(2) Keep or Expand: Structured, yet informal sharing of R/R, procedures, policies, facility
tours

(3) Keep or Expand: Continue to provide a format where practitioners get support & ideas
Jor problem solving.

(4) Eliminate or Diminish: Allow some flexibility in the agenda for items that surface and
have an interest for the entire group.

(5) Eliminate or Diminish: Some of the personal sharings can get long winded both in cluster
meetings & coordinating committee. An agenda with time limits might help.

Q V 7
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In response to the prompt, “Concerning Portfolio Development Activities,” there were no relevant

comments.

In response to the prompt, “Concerning the Communications Processes Used,” there were seven

comments:

(1) Keep or Expand There should be a greater effort to get everybody on the same page —
share communication

(2) Keep or Expand: More email and website. -
(3) Keep or Expand: I need to expand my use of technology & personal calls.
(4) Keep or Expand: E-mail (and I'm not a good user)

(5) Keep or Expand: Email--we need more universally compatible systems & easy to use
software.

(6) Eliminate or Diminish: With a better communication process there would be less need for
meetings.

(7) Eliminate or Diminish: none--good balance, thus far.

In response to the prompt, “Indicators: Success/Need,” there were five comments:

(1) Success Indicator: Our meeting planning sessions; cluster meetings,
openness/communication, teamwork

(2) Success Indicator: Continued, active participation of all involved.

(3) Success Indicator: Mentor/mentee component--one on on¢ and group sessions ... Self
assessment-—-where are my gap areas that need more development Small regional
meetings--building a network of people who can support /help you

(4) Success Indicator: Positive feedback with opportunity to interact with peers. —-Sharing of
ideas & information-->cluster meetings.

(5) Need Indicator--Sporadic attendance because of time commitments.

Information from the May 29, 2000 interviews of facilitators.

The comments of the four facilitators, in summary form, are in Appendix F. In this section their
comments have been grouped by a shortened version of the prompt to which they were responding. After
each prompt, commas separate multiple comments of a single facilitator and semi-colons separate
comments of multiple facilitators.

Program Purpose: create a foundation for 1/2™ year principals’ development; create an
exchange structure for administrators.

Major activities: meet/discuss problematic situations and help mentors who are not
following up; idea sharing and networking; and mentor-mentee model structure
development and develop relationships.

Evidence of Success: contacts made with mentors, good dynamics in matching, good
relationships and commonalities, and we listen to each other; members responses; sharing
and testimonials of people; happy people, positive environment, and a family of participants
has developed.

Results to Expect: stronger bond between mentor-mentees.

12
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e Resources Brought: knowledge and skills of participants and supportive group who wants
to see this work.

e Problems: disagreement about time needed by mentee from mentor; mentee/mentors not
doing work between meetings

e Resources: need orientation to get people together who have the knowledge.

- o Needed Changes for Next Year: superintendents need to be more involved at original

meeting and people need support; more meetings to improve mentor skills; and need regular
and more communication.

e Information Source about Entry Principals: just give me the group, that is all I need and I
will listen and build relationships; through mentors; and personal communication and
family/friend network suggests all is positive but each one is at a different level or
experience and need.

¢ Need to Know about Entry Principals: just to build relationships and that will create roles
and communication and more communication and structured time.

* Information Source about Mentors: they talk to each other and seek this interaction.

e Recommendations for New Facilitators: need to train them to know themselves; training
in facilitation and need human relationship skills and to listen to others; and visit people on
the site and administrators not always trusting so develop trust.

e Thoughts on Meetings: facilitators need more meetings themselves.

* Thoughts on Relationship Building: key to successful program; cluster groups needs
cohesiveness to work; it is central to success, look forward to Columbus meeting to develop
* relations; and need more ways to communicate between members and foster relationships.

Questionnaire for Participants—August 2000

The questionnaire for mentors and entry year administrators (EYA) prov1ded a significant amount of data
on the development of supportive relationships. Survey responses were compared by gender and role
(mentor or EYA). There was no statistically significant difference in responses by role at either the .01 or
the .05 level of confidence. There was no statistically significant difference at the .01 level of confidence
by gender. However there was a statistically significant difference at the .05 level of confidence on three
questions: results of building relationships, objectives for website use training and objectives for email
use training. A table with the ¢ test results is included in Appendlx 1.

The first 12 statements in the questionnaire were written to evaluate the effectiveness or desirability of the
major components of the Entry Year Program. Half of the questions were converted to negative
statements to prevent respondents from “blindly” giving responses that matched their responses on the
earlier questions. Appendix I contains the original questions and Appendix J their converted forms,
where applicable, as well as the responses.

The following chart shows the means of these 12 statements with appropriate conversions. The means are
from 4.96 to 6.94. Responses indicate agreement between the complimentary statements.
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All twelve statements reflect one or more facets of building a supportive relationship. Statements 7, 11,
8, and 6 have the highest mean responses but the distribution of responses to those statements are skewed
toward the strongest agreement response (8) with only statement number 8 showing a tendency toward a
bipolar pattern and even that is bipolar within the agree range.

Responses to Items 1-12
Negatives Revised to Positive & Rank Ordered—Highest Mean to Lowest

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Frequency of Responses in Percents
(Responses 1-4 signify disagreement; 5-8 signify agreement with the statement.)

Mean SDh (Revised) Statement Response Frequency in Percentages

7. (There is no a need for

6.94 1.19 Mentors and EYA to have a
choice in determining their
pairings.)
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Mean

SD

(Revised) Statement

6.81

1.65

11. (I have not had trouble
working with my mentor (for
EYAs) or my EYA (for
mentors).)

Response Frequency in Percentages

6.76

1.37

8. (The small group facilitator
has not hindered my Mentor-
EYA team from obtaining the
desired results of the Entry
Year Program.)

6.61

1.48

6. The practice of meeting in
small groups of mentors and
EYA is a benefit of the

Program.

Responses to questions 5, 12, and 3 had the lowest mean scores and large or non-uniform distributions.
Here the response distributions are varied. Statement 3 had the lowest mean and a bipolar distribution
with one pole (response 5) very strong and the other (response 7) relatively mild. Statement 12, with the
second lowest mean, was also bipolar with the same poles (5 and 7) although with a wider distribution
and a less pronounced dominant pole. The third lowest mean response was to statement 5. It had a
mildly tripolar distribution with the strongest pole at 8, slightly ahead of the other two poles at 6 and 1.

Mean

SD

(Revised) Statement

5.06

252

5. (I have net called on
anyone someone in the
Entry Year Program for
information or other
assistance with a
professional problem.)

Response Frequency in Percentages

11
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Mean SD (Revised) Statement Response Frequency in Percentages

12. Working with my small
group’s facilitator has had
a direct positive impact on
my efforts to improve my
school’s performance.

5.02 1.85

3. The mentor has been

496 | 137 helpful in obtaining the
desired results of the Entry
Year Program.

Data that might be applicable to evaluating the “Development of supportive relationships” is in the
January 2000 meeting and the small group meetings data. The January meeting was planned both to
introduce the Entry Year Program and to begin development of the supportive relationships.

The responses to both the meetings and the training were limited to four posstbilities (1=major change
needed, 2= significant change needed, 3= minor change needed, and 4=no change needed) in three areas
for each meeting (objectives, procedures, and results). Responses to meetings were unipolar centering on
response 3. All the mean responses were higher than 2.5 with a range from 2.58 to 3.21. Small GToup
Meetings’ objectives and procedures had the second and third highest means with results coming in at
sixth—which was the highest mean for results of any of the meeting types. January meeting procedures
was fourth with its objectives and results being seventh and eighth, respectively. Clearly lowest in all
respects were the mean responses to the State meeting held in June.
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Mean Ratings of Mesetings

Objectives, Procedures, & Results
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Responses to the Building Relationships Training questions are applicable to the issue of the
Development of Supportive Relationships. The Building Relationships Training questions were defined
with the same three areas as Meeting questions—objectives, procedures, and results. The responses to
these questions were unipolar, centering around 3, “minor changes needed.” The mean responses ranged
from 2.81 for Results, through 2.89 for Procedures, to 3.13 for Objectives.

From another perspective, one concept upon which the Entry Year Program was built was that of
enhancing communication through use of electronic media. Data regarding that aspect is found in the
ratings of the training elements. Use of email and the Program’s website are communication activities
that one may presume would have some impact in creating supportive relationships. Computer use could
arguably also be included although the two most direct computer usages for communication are email and
the Program’s Internet website.

Several comments from the respondents might be instructive in evaluating this aspect of the Entry Year
Program. Comments on meetings useful here are .

e  More cluster groups and networks around common interests and problems.

e Small group meetings have been a domplete waste of time; and if they do not change
significantly soon, I will stop attending.

e  Our group has had a tough time meeting regularly.
In the comments section after the training ratings, there were four comments that relate:

e Basically relationship was built not from training but as a result of the two individuals
meeting with each other.

e More assigned time between mentor, mentee. It is difficult to make time with so much
happening in both persons’ schools. .

13 17
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e Ifthe EYA and I did not have a prior relationship, I am not sure that the “training” would
have had any effect. '

e Focus should be on mentor-EY A relationships and doing tasks that are relevant to
. situation.

In response to a request for suggestions about what should not be changed in the first year of the program,
seven comments supported keeping the small group meetings. There were several responses that
suggested possible changes to the first year program. First, more time with groups on dayto day
problems and more commitment to meet as scheduled were mentioned. Also, more weekend meetings

were requested—which might be a call for more time or a request to move existing meetings to a different
time period.

More collaboration with the mentor and more opportunities for small group meetings were suggestions
for the second year of the program. :

Means of Ratings of Trainings

Objectives, Procedures, & Results
4.0

35«
3.0 »
25
20«

1.5 o

Mean

1.0

The four lowest rated aspects of training are—from the bottom up—results of training for website use,

results of training for email use, procedures of training for website use and procedures of training for
email use. Their mean ratings range from 1.69 to 2.13
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Responses to Training Items
Rank Ordered—Highest Mean to Lowest

Mean, Standard Deviation, and Frequency of Responses in Percents
Response Meaning:
1= major change needed; 2=significant change needed;
3=minor change needed; 4=no change needed

Training:

Mean SD Objectives, Procedures, Results Response Frequency in Percentages
2.13 99 Email use:

Procedures
2.00 98 Website Use:

Procedures
1.96 86 Email use: : e e

Results
1.69 74 Website Use:

Results

1 2 3 4

Comments relating to the use of electronic communications in the comments’ section on training include
o Force people to use the website.

e Give more actual hands-on computer training.

Q 15
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e [still need to utilize the website more and maybe we should have a training workshop at
a computer lab.

e [Computer] could be extremely valuable communication tools. Hopefully the use of the
computer, website, and email will be explored and improved for future training.

e Re.: use of program website: need to be in a 1ab setting for training.
These suggestions were made in response to the prompt seeking changes to the first year:
e Better computer training with website.

e Use of website and email has great potential but was not effective due to technical
problems. '

These suggestions were made for the second year:
e More people using the technology available. I quit checking because it’s a waste of time.
e Computers that actually work.

Development of portfolios

Minutes general meeting—January 28-29. 2000.

There were no comments relevant to this topic.

Evaluation of general meeting—April 6, 2000.

While there were no evaluative questions related to the portfolio in the meeting evaluation, there
were three comments related to them. The first was in a comment on question 5, “Need more input on
portfolios.” The other two were in response to the request for “Final Comments.” One was direct, “I too
would like more direction....Regarding portfolios—still a bit foggy.” The other was more generic,
“Please keep defining what the process is—give us specifics about timelines, etc.” The Questionnaire
and full results are in Appendix D.

Questionnaire for coordinating committee—May 16, 2000.

In this section responses that are in ifalic typeface are responses made by members of the
Coordinating Committee who are also facilitators. Those in the regular typeface are by persons who are

only members of the Coordinating Committee. The questionnaire and full results are available in
Appendix E. ' '

In response to the prompt, “Forces Affecting Success of the Entry Year Program—Blocking
Factors,” there were three relevant comments:

(1) The limited directions from ETS regarding portfolio development.

(2) Ibelieve some self study or self assessment piece would have been helpfu1 to designing a

self improvement plan for the mentee. This step would have made it easier to target
activities.

(3) The conflicts with our “real” job is a problem with facilitators & principals. Making the
time to meet &/or to work on the portfolio will continue to be problematic

In response to the prompt, “In order to ramp up the program, there were three relevant comments:
(1) Keep or Expand: Focus on portfolio.

520
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(2) Eliminate or Diminish: The “production” of the portfolio must be streamlined &
functional--not a “mountain” or a “work of art.

(3) Eliminate or Diminish: Specific activities or outcomes--a process should be established
not specific tasks--I would tend not to require the portfolio but create a process that
encourages use.

In response to the prompt, “Initial Coordinating Work Leading to first Meeting of Mentors and
Mentees,” there was one comment: Keep or Expand—Clarification of portfolio design, format, & -
function.

In response to the prompt, “Concerning the Regional Meetings,” there was one comment: Keep or
Expand: Portfolio focus especially on state (NTE) requirements.

In response to the prompt; “Concerning the Small Group Meetings,” there were no comments.

In response to the prompt, “Conceming Portfolio Development Activities,” there were eight
comments: )

(1) Keep or Expand: More direction
(2) Keep or Expand: The portfolio should contain sections that relate to the ISLLC criteria.
(3) Keep or Expand: Keep it simple, personal, & focused

(4) Keep or Expand: This work will definitely have to be pushed next year. We will have to
provide opportunities for one on one work & sharing for group feedback

(5) Eliminate or Diminish: Less emphasis on items that are not directly connected with the
ISLLC standards.

(6) Eliminate or Diminish: Ambiguity of structure & format

(7) Eliminate or Diminish: I would not make it a requirement—good reflective process--other
ways to accomplish.

(8) Eliminate or Diminish: Haven’t done enough to really eliminate anything.

In response to the prompt, “Concerning the Communications Processes Used,” there were no .
relevant comments.

In response to the prompt, “Indicators: Success/Need,” there were five comments:
(1) Success Indicator: Portfolio—-“passing” the ETS end-of-program
(2) Success Indicator: Artifacts in the completed portfolio. Case studies and scenarios
(3) Success Indicator: self reflection--portfolio type document-activity
(4) Success Indicator: A scoring rubric for self-assessment in the development of a portfolio.

(5) Need Indicator: Frustration with rigid format of portfolio & uncertainty of its use/value.

Interviews of facilitators—May 29, 2000.

The comments of the four facilitators, in summary form, are in Appendix F. In this section their
comments have been grouped by a shortened version of the prompt to which they were responding. After

each prompt, commas separate multiple comments of a single facxlrtator and semi-colons separate
comments of multiple facilitators.

e Program Purpose: testing if portfolio is viable for licensure

e Major Activities: portfolio development, help all focus on documentation; and portfolio

17
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o Evidence of Success: logs to show work; journaling of group

e Results to Expect: better understanding of portfolios; portfolios will be key to showing

success; and will get some good portfolio work (but not sure if that will meet ETS or
“others” standards).

e Problems: need more clarity on portfolio and how it will be evaluated no clear
direction from ETS or Columbus.

* Resources: need specific examples of a good portfolio and standards to evaluate it.

¢ Needed Changes for Next Year: tiec agenda to portfolio and synchronize with
professional demands; sharing documentation procedures among all participants; and
grand meeting with ETS, ODE, and us to clarify better models.

e Thoughts on Portfolio: have to continue to encourage mentors and mentees to develop
these and meet with clusters to make sure these are getting done; believe portfolio
guides reflectivity, want clarity about what this looks like, and fit to job searching and
grant writing; want more guidelines and look forward to reading more; and apprehensive

about the quality of portfolio and fears that we will place too much significance on
portfolio.

Questionnaire for Participants—August 2000

In the Questionnaire only one item was directly about Portfolio Development; that was the request to rate
from 1 to 4 the Objectives, Procedures, and Results of training for portfolio development. Out of eighteen
ratings, the aspects of portfolio development rank 8™ (objectives) and tie for 11® (procedures and results).
Their scores were above training for website and email use but below the other training areas. As the
distribution charts below show, the objectives for portfolio development are seen to require only minimal
change; but the procedures and results, while over 2.0 for the mean, tend more toward needing significant

change.
Training: ~
Mean | SD Objectives, Procedures, Results Response Frequency in Percentages
@& milEEe s e
m w{e%' ;
2.63 74 Portfolio Development: =
Objectives
2.35 63 Portfolio Development:
' Procedures S

e B
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Training: _
Mean | SD Objectives, Procedures, Results Response Frequency in Percentages
2135 63 Portfolio Development: — — "%g:"
Results ' SRR B e
1 2 3 4

The comments contain a number of references to the portfolio and portfolio development. In comments
about meetings are found:

e  More structured deadlines for completion of portfolio questions.
e Portfolio is unclear.

e Some members of our group have never reviewed the correct packet needed to develop our
portfolio.

In comments about training is found, “There needs to be more structure in the portfolio development.”

In suggestions about the first year, there are no comments about portfolio development in response to the
“Do not change™ prompt, but there are these in response to the “Change about first year” prompt:

e Do not limit assessment to portfolio.

e More specific pattern to when things are due. A map for completing the portfolio.
Checkpoints and dates.

e The groups must have a clear expectation for the portfolio—which components need to be
completed and when.

e Less emphasis on portfolio—instead of creating a mechanism for reflection, it became a
chore.

e Portfolio writing procedures, contents, deadlines.

o The possibility of using a timeline in order to ensure the mentees’ progression and
completion of assigned tasks.

e Change criteria for portfolio—develop tasks to be completed by EYAs and evaluated by
mentor. '

In suggestions for the second year, there are these notes:

e [There were several questions about judging portfolios and an appeal process from one
respondent.]

e More guidance on the portfolio development.

e A different design of contents for the portfolio (as I understand it now).

e Someone to really work with me, one-on-one, with the development of my written work.
e Continue direction with completion of portfolio.

e Ineed portfolio development packet ASAP!

Q 19
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The meeting component.

Effective Meetings—Contributing Elements.

There are fourteen elements that may be considered in determining the effectiveness of meetings.
These elements along with components and comments can be found in Appendix G. For the purpose of
this evaluation the elements listed here were used to help order the various comments and information
gleaned about meetings from the data sources. The components and comments related to the various
elements were used as a standard against which to judge the effectiveness of the Program’s meetings.
The fourteen elements are

(1) Pre-work (5) Agenda (10) During leaming

(2) Location (6) Purpose meetings

() Physical (T) Convening meeting (11) Attendance
surroundings (8) Ground rules (12) Evaluation

(4) Atmosphere/ . . (13) Ending meeting
Climate (9) During meeting

(14) Minutes

Minutes of general meetmg—Januagg 28-29. 2000,

The PLUS comments from a review of the PLUS/DELTA (+/A) results are categonzed according
to the elements of effective meetings. Semi-colons are used to separate multiple comments in the same
element.

e Atmosphere/Climate: P__ C_ s jokes; Mr. C. as MC was a great idea. He kept us
laughing; thanks for a nice e dinner;

¢ Physical surroundings: The hotel was very nice and comfortable facility and food was
good ‘

¢ During meeting: great facilitators — thanks; good exercises. Relaxed and nurturing; good
facilitators; I appreciate our sticking to the agenda timeline; activities/exercises were '
helpful — able to focus on task; great facilitator — cluster 3; Pat R. — you are a great
facilitator.

e Agenda: [there was an] ...agenda timeline

¢ Evaluation: [evaluators’ note: there was a PLUS/DELTA evaluation done at the end of
the meeting.]

The DELTA comments from a review of the PLUS/DELTA (+/A) results are categorized according to
the elements of effective meetmgs Semi-colons are used to separate multiple comments in the same
element.

e Pre-work: I would have appreciated a more substantial breakfast, or if you had let us
know it would only be a muffins so we could have gotten breakfast on our own; name
tags and the name of the administrator’s school and system; agenda should have been
sent out ahead of time. I came unprepared; make handouts to go along with the
overheads, then if you can’t see, you can at least follow along; would be good to have a
complete roster of all participants present;

¢ Physical surroundings: the breakfast was a little disappointing; tum down the heat; I
would have appreciated a more substantial breakfast, or if you had let us know it would
only be a muffins so we could have gotten breakfast on our own, flicking the lights was

20
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uncomfortable; ditto - lights flickering on and off, we need a larger area for the large
group meetings; name tags and the name of the administrator’s school and system; could
not see overheads at back of room; facility was not conducive to group discussion;

¢ Atmosphere/Climate: have dinner together; view video in room via closed circuit; come
back in AM and review findings; discussions would be better and people would feel a lot
better;

e Agenda: agenda should have been sent out ahead of time; meet after on Friday night —
4:30ish; have dinner together; view video in room via closed circuit; come back in AM
and review findings; do the housekeeping Friday night (review goals, give homework for
the remainder of the evening, get computers, ice breaker, etc.)

¢ Convening meeting: do the housekeeping Friday night (review goals, give homework
for the remainder of the evening, get computers, ice breaker, etc.)

Evaluation of general meeting—April 6, 2000. (Questionnaire and full results are in Appendix
D)
¢ Evaluation: there was an evaluation instrument used to evaluate the meeting.

Of the 14 questions requesting a rating, questions 9 through 12 and question 14 can be related to
the elements of effective meetings. The element, the question topic, and the average rating out of a
possible 5 are

¢ Purpose: question 9—understood purpose from start; rating 4.3.
¢ During the meeting: question 10—participants listened to each other; rating 4.0.

* During the meeting: question 11—participants expressed openly and honestly; rating
4.4.

* During the meeting: question 12—agenda followed ending on time; rating 4.7 (highest
rating given by participants)

e Evaluation: question 14—session met expectations; rating 4.2.

From the comments given to the fourteen questions noted immediately above and the responses to
the four open-ended questions, those that relate to the elements of effective meetings are catalogued by
those elements. Semi-colons separate responses from different respondents, while commas separate
multiple comments from an individual respondent. Several comments are repeated under different.
headings when they apply to more than one heading.

¢ Pre-work: didn’t know about DiSC [Personal Profile System: Dimensions of Behavior]
before today

¢ Location: let’s find a lab with computers & internet access at one of our meetings;

¢ Physical surroundings: let’s find a lab with computers & intemet access at one of our
meetings; [improve] facility, accommodations; [improve] technology, [improve] space;
[improve] technology; [improve] technology

¢ Atmosphere/Climate: glad we can get grad credit

¢ Agenda: more time for informal exchange of principal talk; sharing experiences with
others; talking with my peers; perhaps a live demo of the web site and intemet access at
one of our meetings

¢ Purpose: didn’t know about DiSC before today

o : 21 r
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During meeting: too much side talking, no talking when someone else is talking;
[improve] ability to keep people on task; [leader of activity] was too windy; [ended] early

During learning meeting: explanations initially to an activity too involved; I too would
like more direction, [a separate remark] regarding portfolios—still a bit foggy

Evaluation: [session met expectations] within cluster; these are excellent opportunities to
clarify questions in regards to this program; I enjoy coming; I like this group; this was
very interesting and informative.

- Questionnaire for coordinating committee-——May 16, 2000,

In this section on meetings responses that are in italic typeface are responses made by members of
the Coordinating Committee who are also facilitators. Those in the regular typeface are by persons who
are only members of the Coordinating Committee. Semi-colons separate responses from different
respondents, while commas separate multiple comments from an individual respondent. Comments are
repeated under different headings when they apply to more than one heading. The questionnaire and full
results are available in Appendix E.

About meetings in general: [Success factors] Area meetings with the facilitator is an
important component; --The cluster concept has enabled us to facilitate conversations &
build relationships vital to reflection & improved practice; [to expand program, keep or
expand] The cluster arrangement; [to expand program, keep or expand] strong focus on
mentor-mentee relationship and group meetings to create a network; Keep on doing what
we are doing--until we have a reason to change; [Concerning the Small Group Meetings,
eliminate or diminish] Meeting outside the work day--important activity that should be
given a high priority; [Indicators of Success] Our meeting planning sessions; cluster
meetings 4

Pre-work: [Concerning the Small Group Meetings, keep or expand] each local meeting
should have a pre-planned purpose. The facilitator should set the format before the day
of the meeting.

Agenda: [Conceming the Regional Meetings, Keep or Expand] The regional meetings
should allow for reflection on useful practices, Presenters should be allowed to share their
expertise; [Concemning the Small Group Meetings, keep or expand] Allow some
flexibility in the agenda for items that surface and have an interest for the entire group;
Structured, yet informal sharing of R/R, procedures, policies, facility tours; Helpful—
agenda should be driven by needs of the group; Continue to provide a format where
practitioners get support & ideas for problem solving; [Concerning the Small Group
Meetings, diminish or eliminate] Some of the personal sharings can get long winded both
in cluster meetings & coordinating committee. An agenda with time limits might help.

Purpose: [Concerning the Small Group Meetings, keep or expand] Need to decide on
what we want to accomplish; Each local meeting should have a pre-planned purpose.
The facilitator should set the format before the day of the meeting; [Conceming the
Communications Processes Used, diminish or eliminate] With a better communication
process there would be less need for meetings; [Indicators of Success] Small regional -
meetings--building a network of people who can support /help you; Positive feedback
with opportunity to interact with peers. --Sharing of ideas & information—->cluster
meetings;

Physical surroundings: [Conceming the Regional Meetings, eliminate or diminish]
Group too large--not enough time to process and discuss issues
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Ground rules: [Conceming the Regional Meetings, eliminate or diminish] Table talk
during presentation--educators are the worst audiences

During meeting: [Concerning the Regional Meetings, eliminate or diminish] Table talk
during presentation--educators are the worst audiences

Attendance: [Indicatoré of Success] Continued, active participation of all involved.

Evaluation: [to expand program, keep or expand] evaluation of cluster & regional
meetings.

Interviews of facilitators—May 29. 2000,

The comments of the four facilitators, in summary form, are in Appendix F. In this section their
comments have been grouped around the elements of effective meetings and shortened versions of the
prompts to which they were responding. After each element, commas separate multiple comments of a
single facilitator and semi-colons separate comments of multiple facilitators.

Meetings in general: [Changes needed for next year] series of structured meetings
leading up to a large group meeting;

Pre-work: [Problems] mentee/mentor not doing work between meetings; [Resources
present or needed] facilitators need more time; [Advice for new facilitators] need time to

prepare;

Agenda: [Program purpose] create exchange structure for administrators; [Major
activities] meet/discuss problematic situations; idea sharing, networking; [Problems]
challenge to make two hour meetings meaningful; [Resources present or needed] need
more training, topics for sessions; [Changes needed for next year] superintendents need
to be more involved at original meeting; need preset agenda and specific directions, tle
agenda to portfolio and synchronize with professional demands;

Purpose: [Program purpose] create exchange structure for administrators; [Major
activities] meet/discuss problematic situations; idea sharing, networking; develop
relationships; [Changes needed for next year] more meetings to improve mentor skills;
[Thoughts on meetings] facilitators need to continue to meet together;

During meeting: [Evidence of success] we listen to each other;
Attendance: [Evidence of success] good attendance; [Problems] sporadic attendance;

Evaluation: [Evidence of success] feedback from large meetings; cluster evaluation
sheet shows positive response; [What more to know about mentors] need more feedback
on structure/content of meetings; [Thoughts on meetings] they are enjoyable and helpful;
like facilitators meeting together, steering meetings are invaluable with good advice;
cluster meetings will vary by the facilitator style, steering meetings were helpful,
facilitators need more meetings themselves; very well run;

Minutes: [Thoughts on meetings] smaller groups may not need mifmtes and they are
often more paper weights than useful;

Questionnaire for Participants—August 2000

The mean ratings of the objectives, procedures, and results of the various meetings (January 2000
Introductory meeting, April 2000 Training meeting, the Small Group meetings as a group, and the June
2000 State meeting) are given in the table below. The June 2000 State meeting received the three lowest
mean ratings, lowest for Results, next lowest for Procedures, and third lowest for Objectives. The Small
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Group meetings overall received the highest ratings, although the objectives for the April 2000 Training
meetings were rated the highest and the Results of the Small Group meetings were tied with the January
and April meetings’ Procedures. ’

Mean Mean Rating Mean
Rating for for Rating for
Meeting(s) Objectives Procedures Results
January Introduction 2.97 3.0 2.9 .
April Training 3.21 3.0 2.86
Small Group Meetings 316 3.11 3.0
June State Meeting 2.8 2.64 2.58

Sorting the comments out according to the elements of effective meetings brings these groupings:
Pre Work: A calendar of events should be developed and distributed from the beginning.
More cluster groups and networks around common interests and problems.

Our group has had a tough time meeting regularly. Some members have never
reviewed the correct packet needed to develop our portfolio.

More communication between facilitators so training experiences are consistent.

More weekend meetings whereby the mentees can work and network with other
small groups and within larger groups.

Location:

More frequent small group meetings.

Visitation to mentor’s school or other schools to see actual administration in

practice on site.

A major problem has been the distance for us to travel to meet together.
Agenda: More cluster groups and nétworks around common interests and problems.

The June meeting explanations, speakers, would have béen very helpful in
January to make objectives and procedures clear.

Statewide needed to offer more. It seemed like a waste of time and having that
many administrators together could have tackled some major issues conceming
education.

Statewide meetings need time for groups to meet in their clusters.
State meeting should be one day.

Allowance for EYA to présent real problems and challenges for assessment and
input by mentors—not just one’s own mentor.

More time with groups on day to day problems.

More weekend meetings whereby the mentees can work and network with other
small groups and within larger groups.

More guidance/structure for mentor/mentee relationship/meetings.
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For each meeting there should be a book, articles, some suggested readings for

discussion. Topics such as leadership, school climate, leaming styles should be
explored.

Bring in speakers that talk about best practices.

Visitation to mentor’s school or other schools to see actual administration in
practice on site.

Specific leadership development with focus on being a change agent.

Practical tips, realistic situations discussed,..., a panel for discussion of how
legal, ethical, academic, teacher problems were dealt with by experienced
principals.

1. Trends in education based on best educational practice and research; 2.
Effective use of data; 3. Results of education initiatives that have come from
Venture Capital, waivers, etc.; 4. Don’t waste time with unproductive meetings...

Purpose: Meetings should focus on development of goals and becoming proficient as a
principal. '

Make sure objectives of sessions are in-service related to school law/continuous
improvement.

Ground rules: Some members have never reviewed the correct packet needed to develop our
portfolio.

During meetings: Keeping on task with regards our objectives conceming the project would be
helpful—less irrelevant.

Small group facilitators could provide more leadership, direction, and
information.

During learning meeﬁngs: Keeping on task with regards our objectives concering the project
would be helpful—less irrelevant.

Focus should be on mentor-EY A relationships and doing tasks that are relevant
to education.

Information given to both the mentor and the EYA should be the same.
Attendance:  Our group has had a tough time meeting regularly.

Interpretation of Evaluation Findings

Four general questions guided this evaluation. The following paragraphs summarize and interpret
the key information provided by the respondents and the program documentation.

What are the views of the Coordinating Committee and facilitators (those delivering the program) about
the program—what works and what could be improved?

What works, according to the Coordinating Committee including the facilitators, is the structure
of the program, that is, the Coordinating Committee with the facilitators as members, meetings of the
Coordinating Committee, regional meetings for specific purposes for all (Coordinating Committee
members, facilitators, mentors, and entry year administrators), meetings of facilitators, and the cluster or
small group meetings of mentors and entry year administrators facilitated by the facilitators.

Out of this mix there is satisfaction with the present level of development of the relationships
between entry year administrators, their mentors, and the facilitators. Bringing about a level of trust and
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openness was the first order of business for the facilitators. The element of the program about which
there is a level of concem is the preparation of the portfolio. There is uncertainty and uneasiness over
what the final product should look like and how it will be evaluated. Nonetheless, the completed
portfolio was put forth more than any other observable behavior as an indicator by which one could
determine the overall success of the entry year program.

As the main venue for carrying out the activities of the entry year program, the various meetings
were viewed positively in just about every reference. The Coordinating Committee meetings were seen
as open to the expression of a wide variety of opinions and as an effective planning and support
mechanism. The facilitators drew a sense of support both in the reports they made in the Coordinating
Committee meetings and in the suggestions and affirmations they received about handling problems in
facilitating the cluster groups. The cluster/small group meetings were reported as effective in developing
the mentor-mentee relationships and somewhat less effective in getting work started on the portfolios. It
may be that the trusting relationships had to be developed before the more product oriented work of
portfolio development could move forward in significant ways. Alternatively or additionally, the
ambiguity about what an entry year administrator portfolio should look like created uneasiness in moving
on this topic. Some desired more direction from the State or Educational Testing Service (ETS) although
others saw the development of guidelines to be one of the functions of this program. All facilitators

spoke of the need for significant structure, that is, timelines and product deadlines, for the next year of the
program.

What are the views of the mentors and mentees (those receiving the program) about the program—what
works and what could be improved?

There were three principal sources of data available for responding to this question: (a) the
PLUS/DELTA (+/A) comments from the January 28-29, 2000 meeting, (b) the evaluation of the April 6,
2000 meeting, and (c) the questionnaire completed by 33 of the 50 mentors and EYAs. Looking at the
beginnings of relationship building, the PLUS/DELTA (+/A) comments from the January 28-29, 2000
meeting show positive feelings about that. There were no negative comments related to this aspect of the
program. Likewise in the evaluation of the April 6, 2000 meeting, all seven questions that related to
relationships came out with mean ratings of close to or above 4.0 on a scale of 1 to 5. In response to the
open-ended question about what could be improved, there were no comments related to relationships
although one final comment asked for more time for informal exchange of principal talk. This indicates a
generally positive attitude about the relationship-building component of the program. All means on the
first twelve items on the questionnaire were positive, suggesting that the program was successful in
building supportive relationships. The training items related to building supportive relationships also
were all in the positive range with objectives and procedures rating higher than results. The relevant
comments were mixed in that some comments could be interpreted to mean that the program had limited
impact on developing the supportive relationships. On the other hand comments related to the small
group meetings generally support keeping and expanding these meetings.

The use of electronic media, email and the website, as aspects of building supportive
relationships, received the least favorable response. Indeed, the mean response to training for email use
and for website use were in the negative range—the lowest of any responses related to training.
Comments reflected a desire for more and better training in the area of electronic communications.

Looking at the portfolio development component, prior to the questionnaire there were only two
pieces of information, two comments on the evaluation of the April 6, 2000 meeting, and both indicated
uncertainty over the portfolio requirements. Data from the questionnaire indicates that the training related
to portfolio development was better than that for electronic communication but not as good as all other
aspects of the program. From the comments, it is clear that a sizable portion of the participants would
prefer more clarity about the portfolio requirement; more structure in the process for developing the
portfolio; and, to a lesser extent, some additional options or alternatives as to portfolio contents.
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To look at the meetings component of the program, initially only the two meetings about which
there was feedback from mentors and mentees were the two regional meetings, the initial meeting of
January 28-29, 2000, and the training session of April 6, 2000. From those there were two common
themes in the evaluations. First the participants felt good about the atmosphere, facilitation, and agenda
of the meeting, and secondly, they think the physical facilities could have been better for both meetings.
Additionally, from the January meeting some would have preferred a different process for viewing and
discussing the video. From the April meeting, there were a few people expressing dissatisfaction with
participants talking while the facilitator or presenter was speaking. Overall, there was satisfaction with
the regional meetings. :

Expanding to include the data from the questionnaire, three key aspects of all the meetings—
objectives, procedures, and results—all were rated in the positive range. The lowest ratings were received
by the State’s June 2000 meeting. The Small Group Meetings received the highest ratings overall,
although the objectives for the April meeting were the highest rating of all. 'The mentor and EYA
partncnpants viewed the meetings related to the Program rather positively.

How do the major components of the program compare with independent standards for those types of
components?

One objective of this entry year program was the development of assessment processes and/or
standards related to portfolios. However, since this component of the program has not yet developed any
results, completed portfolio standards or benchmarks will not be examined in this year’s evaluation.
Nevertheless, it was possible to generate benchmarks for the mentoring program and effective meetings.
These standards are detailed in Appendices G and H and briefly reviewed below in comparison to
components of the Entry Year Program.

Mentoring.

This section outlines benchmarks on mentoring and compares those benchmarks to evaluation
data. Mentor program benchmarks can be divided into two general areas: (a) structural and programmatic

and (b) relationship building and role development. Subcategories of these two areas are listed below and
compared to evaluation findings.

Structural and programmatic issues.

Survey responses and facilitator interviews did not directly address all of the components of the structural
and programmatic issues related to running effective mentoring program. However, documentation of
planning meetings and discussions with the Coordination Committee suggest that some of the structural
and administrative needs of an effective mentor program were in place. For example, while there was no
direct training for the directors of the program in coordinating a mentor program, their work experiences
as top educational administrators and/or college/university professors of educational administration
prepared them for developing effective structures and administrative processes for the program. Survey
respondents and facilitators complemented the work of the Coordinating Committee in structuring the
program. Overall, it appears that this program had effective program coordination, and structural
arrangements, and set times and places for interaction. However, communications systems and more
direct and realistic goal setting, along with more training were needed for both mentors and mentees. The
following short paragraphs detail the subcategories of this area.

Program Coordination: The existence of a‘coordinating committee and a facilitator network
created a vital coordinating structure for this mentoring program. Responses from the survey and

interviews with facilitators suggest that coordination may have been one of the most effective aspects of
this pilot program.
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Initial Evaluation & Placement: The initial placement of the mentors was set in a meeting that
was considered effective for developing the mentor-mentee relationships. Several facilitators suggested,
and survey responses confirmed, that latitude in pairing mentors and mentees was desired. Initial
“Formal” evaluation was not evident in the program for either mentor or mentee placement. However,
mentor and mentee input for pairing in initial placement was evident and respondents to the survey rated
high their desire to see this continue. However, a suggestion was made that school characteristics,
mentor/EY A proximity and other factors be considered in initial pairing and placement.

Effective Mentor Training: The regional and local meetings were rated highly in the survey
and in facilitator interviews. It appears that these meetings played an important role in mentor training.
However, one mentor noted that the training on relationship building might not have been needed because
relationship building between mentors and EY As would have taken place automatically as they spent time
together. It could be that training needs to be more focused on goal setting and role development in the
mentor program than on relationship building. Other training issues are detailed elsewhere in this report.

Realistic Goal Setting: Some realistic goal setting was evident in the actions of the coordination
committee and as the facilitators when they set timelines and agendas for meetings. The small groups
also set times, places, and agendas for meetings such that they would fulfill their needs. All this suggests
that effective goal setting was present. Nevertheless, this subcategory appears to be one of the weakest
areas in the program. Many written survey comments noted the lack of clarity in goal setting and the
need for additional timelines and more deadlines. They also noted the lack of focus on portfolio
development. Over 12 separate handwritten comments negatively commented on goal setting. Words
and phrases like “Directionless,” “frustrating,” and requests for “more guidance,” “more leadership,
direction, and information,” and “stronger, clearer goals/objectives™ were evident in these comments.
General comments from facilitators and other sessions corroborate this specific area of concern.

Set Times and Places for Interaction: Many forms of interaction and “meeting” were evident
in the program. Both local and regional meetings provided opportunities to interact. Overall, they appear
to be well attended and rated as helpful. However, mentor and mentee interactions seem to be given less
favorable, although still “positive,” overall ratings. Time and travel constraints were mentioned
frequently as a barrier for effective and consistent meeting between mentors with mentees. One survey
respondent specifically requested that mentor-mentees be within the same district to facilitate such
meetings. Another respondent wished there were pre-set times for these meetings. On the positive side,
facilitators appear to be making frequent telephone checks on mentors and mentees and the program has

held regular cluster group and regional meetings. (See the section below on effective meetings for more
detail on this issue.)

Communication System: The communication system was the target of comments for
improvement particularly with regards to training participants in the use of the computers for
communication. The Program had a plan to use extensive electronic communication but that has yet to
come to fruition for many participants. As documented previously in the review of survey findings, and
below in the effective meeting section, communication processes were fairly effective at meetings but not
highly rated, although still on the favorable side of the Lickert scale, in reference to computers.
Technology difficulties and lack of training appear to be a factor here. It appears that participants wanted
more communication to occur with emailing and the program’s web page, but they generally felt more
training was needed for this was to occur.

On-goihg Evaluations: Some viewed the development of portfolios as a process that would
provide on-going evaluations. However, as noted earlier, portfolio development is still in its formative
stages in this program and needs more attertion if it will be a format for on-going evaluation.
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Relationship Building and Role Development

The EYP appears to be doing fairly well in accomplishing many of the subcategories of this
second major area of mentor program benchmarks. Overall, facilitator interviews, meeting comments,
and survey responses indicate relationship building was successful. The objectives and procedures related
to building relationships received high scores on the survey suggesting overall success in “this area.
However, respondents reported lower ratings, although still favorable, on mentor’s helpfulness in
reaching program goals. This suggests that the impact of relationships on goals has yet to be evident to
some participants. Furthermore, it appears that relationships and networks are not being fully utilized to
meet portfolio goals or to improve EY A responses to “real school problems.” Relationship building
processes may need to be more effectively built around goal attaining exercises, experiences, and
outcomes. Furthermore, some data suggests that role definitions were not as clearly set and role
development was not sufficiently provided for some participants. The following short paragraphs detail
the subcategories of this area.

Develop Respect & Trust: In the area of relationship building and role development, earlier
comments on relationship building suggest that the development of respect and trust is well underway.
Direct facilitator comments and a general reading of survey responses suggest that respect and trust were
present in the program and in the periodic program meetings. No distrustful and disrespectful comments
were directed at program participants by other program participants during the evaluators’ data collection
process. However, it is possible that widespread concern about lack of direction and goal specificity from
top leadership could degenerate into disrespect for leadership if more organization and direction are not
provided to participants.

Develop Consistent Communications: If meetings and relationship building exercises are taken
as a key indication of communication, this area was successful. However, as noted above, participants
did not always utilize communication networks to solve “real problems” (survey question 5) and improve
schools (survey questions 1 and 12). Communication may need to be more focused on goal attainment.
For further communication issues see the above comments about the Communication System.

Set Feedback Processes: Feedback processes between the mentor and the mentee were not full
researched. However, interviews with facilitators suggest that the facilitators played an important role in
the feedback loop between mentors and EY As, and between mentor-EY A pairs and the coordination
committee.

Role Description & Development: The establishment and clarification of mentor and mentee
roles was handled by the facilitators in the small group parts of the initiating January meeting and the
follow up cluster meetings. However, more training in this area was requested by facilitators and
indicated in survey responses.

In summary the mentor component of this program addressed many of the standards for good
mentoring programs but some improvements, as noted above, are needed.

Meetings

Fourteen elements were used as benchmarks for evaluating the presence of effective meetings.
Some components of the pre-work phase of effective meetings are being completed, developing the
agenda and notifying the attendees. Mentors and EYA gave generally high ratings for the objectives of
the meetings although evidently some of the meetings have not had their purpose(s) made clear in the
agenda. Other components were missing because some attendees are not preparing for the meetings. The
lack of clear purpose is also evident at the meetings themselves. Meeting purposes were not uniformly
clear. This may be because the purpose itself is not clear or because the convener/facilitator of the
meeting does not state it at the beginning of the meeting. A few comments suggested calendaring the
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meetings, particularly the longer ones, further in advance and building the agendas around common
interests and problems.

Location did not appear to be a problem so much as the actual physical surroundings of the
meetings. When training in the use of technology for communications was on the agenda, the facilities at
the meeting site were not viewed as supporting the activity. The physical surroundings of the two
regional meetings received comments suggesting improvement in that aspect. The comments of the
facilitators regarding the meeting locations and facilities for the cluster meetings were positive and
supportive. The Mentors and EY As had little to say about the locations of the meetings although there
was a comment about the distance some have to travel and a suggestion to visit operating schools as part
of the development activities. From the meetings observed by one of the evaluators and the descriptions
given by the facilitators, attention has been paid to obtaining an appropriate climate for the various
meetings. There are even comments of appreciation for the tone setting at the initial January meeting.
Agendas have been set for nearly all meetings although not usually distributed in advance. Putting time
frames for parts of the meetings on the agenda has been suggested and so probably has not been done.
The reason given for putting the time frames on the agenda does not relate to the complexity of the
meeting but rather to a desire to curtail long-winded speakers.

At the Coordinating Committee meetings a review and acceptance of the minutes from the

- previous meeting brings the recent progress and situations to mind at the beginning of the meetings.

From the perspective of the Mentors and EY As the procedures for conducting the meetings and
the training sessions have been acceptable, that is, all the means were rated in the favorable range. No
evidence was found that ground rules were explicitly stated or agreed to by the participants of meetings at
any level. The reference to long-winded speakers and the lack of preparation and listening on the part of
some participants suggests that the implicit ground rules were not strong enough to control that type of
behavior. Evidence suggests that the meetings were kept moving along well and ended at the expected
times, although one participant commented about the need to keep on task in the meetings and training.

In addition, no one expressed concern at not being involved in any of the meeting dialogues.

Responses about attendance were mixed. Evidently most people were coming to the meetings but
some concerns expressed by the facilitators and a few of the participants were about the lack of
attendance by a few program participants. Attendance or lack of attendance could be considered an
evaluative comment about the quality or value of the meetings to the individual. Beyond that the regional
meetings and at least one cluster group have been doing formal evaluations of their meetings. For the

others there was no evidence of overt evaluation but some informal reactions were noted by conveners or
one or two others in the group. '

There was little evidence about practices in the ending of the various meetings. The minutes for
the Coordinating Committee meetings were faxed to the participants shortly after each meeting and hence
serve as a summary and reminder of assignments accepted during the meeting.

In summary most of the elements of effective meetings appeared to have been present at the

various types of meetings held in the program although not all components of those elements were overtly
present. -

What is the worth of this Entry Year Program as a means for the entry year principal to fulfill the
requirements for the 5-year license, develop his/her portfolio as an assessment device and develop a
support program for professional growth and successful entry into educational administration?

In the very strictest sense of this question, the pilot entry year program would fulfill the
requirements of OAC 3301-24-04 and 3301-24-02 for the issuance of a five-year license once the process
and rubrics for assessment of the portfolio are worked out. It has all the essential parts.
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Determining how good it is or its relative value is a much more difficult proposition. And it is
made more so at this time by three factors: (a) the standards and means for determining the quality of the
portfolio—identified by most as the indicator through which to determine the success of the program—
are not in place, (b) the pilot program has not yet produced a portfolio, only select portions and those have
not been shared outside the cluster groups, and (c) because of (a) and (b) it is not possible to compare the
resultant portfolios with those produced in other programs.

This Entry Year Program has demonstrated that seven institutions with roles in preparing
administrators can work together and work with practicing and retired field administrators to develop an
entry program. What weakness there was appears to lie in the level of participation by practicing
administrators, particularly superintendents. The only practicing superintendent directly involved was
one of the co-directors. The inclusion of retired field administrators offsets that lack to some degree, but
more participation by superintendents seems needed.

The structure of the program in having facilitators who are full members of the Coordinating
Committee and coaches to both mentors and mentees in the development of the mentoring relationship
meets a benchmark of mentor programs. Beyond that, the facilitators had positive comments on the
support they felt. They were able to tap into that support by accessing the wide array of knowledge and
talent on the Coordinating Committee. This provided the entry year administrator with a support system
more powerful than just a mentor. In essence, entry year administrators were able to tap into the pre-
existing networks not only of their mentors but also of all the mentors and the facilitator of their cluster.

The facilitators were involved in more meetings than others who participated in the program.
They met as members of the Coordinating Committee, as facilitators of their clusters, and as participants
in the regional training meetings. Additionally, they chose to meet with each other in separate facilitator
meetings. Considering the concern over time expressed in the data collection, one would expect they
would be most critical of meetings. However, they made no comments toward eliminating meetings
rather they suggested the need for more meetings with fellow facilitators. They also suggested meetings
for mentors alone and mentees alone, although they were not clear if that meant without the participation
of the facilitator, Beyond the direct point of the comments, these comments tended to suggest that the
meetings of the program were not pro forma rituals to be endured but rather activities that contributed to
the achievement of their and the program’s goals.

Overwhelmingly the participants have positive things to say about the relationship development