Impact Evaluation Guidance

Note One

This document was written during the development of the postgraduate professional development programme (PPD) in England. What became the Training and Development Agency for schools (TDA) was still the Teacher Training Agency (TTA). It did not at that time have a remit for continuing professional development (CPD) but it did administer the Award-Bearing INSET programme and was keen to develop PPD, which encompasses both masters and doctoral provision for schoolteachers in England. 

I was the UCET representative on the group developing PPD and was very concerned to avoid the possibility that UCET members would be required to bid for funding without any idea of what that might draw down upon them in the form of inspection. As soon as I discovered that the body that would have done any inspection (Ofsted) had not been asked to think about an inspection regime, and indeed had no funds to do it, I wrote this paper which, having been discussed by colleagues in UCET, was circulated to the group working to develop PPD. Essentially, it was an attempt to prevent discourse around the evaluation of impact becoming dominated by government agenda: to prevent, as I used to say a lot at the time, impact becoming a ‘killer concept’. I continue to believe that approached with an open mind the concept of impact offers considerable opportunity for critical sense making.

Before the completion of the work of the PPD group I came to the end of my time as Chair of the UCET CPD Committee and stepped down from the group. It was heartening to discover later that it was the local government and school representatives on that group that proposed that the framework of the paper form the basis for the proforma of self evaluation reports to compiled annually by providers. The proforma was designed collaboratively by my successor as chair, Kit Field, James Noble-Rogers, Chief Executive of UCET and me; all of us working with the TTA. It remained in use with few changes until recently; and you can see examples of the reports at http://www.ipda.org.uk/ppdReports.html
Note Two

You may detect the continued application of the UCET Principles and originally this paper also included as an annex the Needs and Impact document. I have removed it because, although I like it, you may find it irksome to keep seeing the same thing; and, in any case, the framework of the following document is very similar. 

You may also see references to criteria alignment. This is because the document was written at the time when the criteria for bidding for PPD funding were emerging and I was trying to explore what they meant and signified. 
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POSTGRADUATE PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT ANNUAL IMPACT EVALUATION

UCET Guidance

Note: This document has been designed before practice has given meaning to PPD and the guidance contained within it is likely to change.

Rationale

· HEIs in England that bid to the TTA for PPD funding are required to provide an annual evaluation of the impact of their programmes. 

· There may be benefits to the research profiles of all participating HEIs if there is some commonality to how such information is gathered and exchanged.

· There may be benefits to HEIs if this process encourages research networks.

· Ofsted reports on accredited CPD have shown that while there is considerable impact arising from the work of HEIs insufficient is done to gather, collate, discuss and report on it.

· The concept of “impact” may be interpreted simplistically unless HEIs systematically demonstrate its richness.

· All the countries of the UK can benefit from taking part in this exercise.

· HEIs should not shrink from a process that may bring a considerable political benefit.

· It is a good idea to establish at the outset how we come to understand the contexts and baselines from which we operate.

Framework and Guidance for the Impact Evaluation Report

Note: I have tried to map the TTA bidding criteria onto the different sections of the Framework. At this stage of our knowledge of how things will work it would be wise to regard such alignments as tentative. I am aware that at times it looks as though everything maps onto everything but, rather than be too mechanical at this stage, I have done this in the manner of a draft from which I hope we can learn.

1. Needs Analysis

It seems sensible that any kind of evaluation report should begin with a description of how we set about establishing our knowledge and understanding of CPD need before making any statement about context. 

I guess that understanding of Need should be established on two levels. The first is institutional: schools, LEAs, Networked Learning Communities etc. The second is the individual teacher or small groups of teachers.

Institutional need is likely to be driven by target setting and the fulfilment of policy. Fortunately, at present, part of the policy environment in which institutions work includes building CPD capacity. This should enable HEIs to connect with such institutions on the basis of helping them to achieve policy targets. I guess, therefore, that each HEI should be able to provide evidence of having consulted on need at an institutional level.

Understanding the needs of teachers or small groups of teachers is not disconnected from institutional need but is often more dynamic and a part of how we teach. Conversation with the TTA and the DfES tells me that they are aware of how teachers’ understanding of their own needs is likely to (indeed, should) change during an accredited CPD programme. Nevertheless, there may be political pressure to measure what is easy to measure and, therefore, to simplify the process of understanding need and to link it very tightly to national targets and expectations. I believe this pressure should be resisted. But we should resist intelligently and make frequent use of the phrase often used by David Miliband: ‘The thinking professional’. Good quality thinking is less likely when confined to an orthodoxy.

The activity (Relating Professional Needs to Professional Impact) included in the Annex below (see DOCUMENT ONE for this) was designed to help resolve the dilemma of satisfying, simultaneously, HMI who were looking for evidence that HEIs were aligning teachers’ needs with government priorities and external examiners who were looking for evidence that we were encouraging teachers to think critically. The activity is included in the Guidance for the Compilation of a Critical Journal of Professional Development for both the Key Stage Three Strategy and the Primary Strategy.

Another way in which HEIs respond to and assist in the articulation of the needs of teachers is to set well designed, and often negotiated, assignments.

There must be very many ways in which we can demonstrate that we not only respond to need but help professionals to develop and communicate their understanding of their needs.

Possible criteria alignment: 2, 3 and 4.

2. Context

For years we have said that this is important: that teachers should set their intentions in context; that knowledge of learning is diminished if we are ignorant of its context. Well, the same applies to us. 

Now that we can describe how we came to understand need we can say something useful about the context within which we operate.

We may be concentrating on particular fields, we may be working collaboratively, we may be doing something for the first time such as helping to build a networked learning community or using a variety of modes of delivery and assessment. Some of us may be working in areas of the country that do not have a good history of accredited CPD: where recruitment is problematic for various reasons. Perhaps the reorganisation of schools or local government has made things particularly difficult. Perhaps the age profile of teachers in the area does not include many NQTs or relatively new teachers who might have been expected to take more easily to accredited CPD. Some HEIs have few central staff but many associates. Some have particular research interests.

Whatever, we should describe the situation in which we operate when reporting our evaluation of the impact of what we do. A description of context establishes a baseline.

Possible criteria alignment: 2, 3 and 4.

3. Intended Professional Impact - What did we want to do from the start of the year under review?

I am not suggesting that we list all the outcome statements of all the modules of all the programmes for which we have won funds. What I mean is that we should have had an overall set of intentions relating to impact on behalf of participants, our partners and ourselves at the outset of a year. 

As the notion of teacher researcher gains currency it could be useful if our list/description of intentions drew attention to any plans we might have had to encourage it.
I have used the word ‘intended’ deliberately because good evaluation allows for a natural learning process and I think that life gets interesting when, eventually, we start to examine unexpected evidence for unintended outcomes. Simply measuring the distance between target and achievement can easily become unintellectual, sterile, not what we signed up for and boring. I think it is important for all sorts of reasons to establish that we and partners and participants may discover things of interest that were not “targets” at the outset. The word “intended” may also allow us some freedom to show that, even if some targets were tied closely to improved pupil performance, the way to achieve that can be quite tortuous and indirect.

4. Expected Evidence for Impact - What did we think would happen when we began the year?

I guess that this should merely be an indication of how we imagined that we would address a combination of what we are bidding for and what participants from earlier years or partners have said about their needs. Doing this would provide a basis for reflection upon the significance of actual evidence when it is generated. 

We should avoid being too prescriptive here. The word ‘expected’ has been chosen as a match for the word ‘intended’. Both are somewhat tentative and allow for other things to happen and to be considered. I guess, however, that evidence for impact might be classified in different ways. It could be seen in terms of: different timescales (in other words some impact can be seen quite quickly but some takes a long time to develop); individual, collective or institutional impact; pastoral or academic; research output; increased recruitment; formation of partnerships; and many others. 

5. Activities:  what did we plan in order to achieve our targets?

This would be an outline of the range of things we planned to do including the modes of assessment we set out to use. 

We could make reference here to, say, school based work, distance learning and a range of teaching, learning and assessment strategies. We could also indicate what we proposed to do in terms of practitioner research.

6. Monitoring Arrangements: how did we observe what happened?

This should give some indication of how evidence was collected.

We actually collect all sorts of evidence for impact including evaluation sheets, external examiners’ reports and internal programme monitoring reports. We sometimes involve participants in evaluation of CPD impact as part of assignments and research projects. I guess that an often-overlooked means of discovering impact is the reference to it in assignments. This section could refer to where evidence can be found and interrogated. There could be appendices containing selected illustrative evidence. The danger would be that we fall into the trap of only compiling for consideration evidence that is tangible and considered to be unproblematic. If we wish to move forward the discussion of the concept of impact then we should not shy from consideration of the problematic.

7. Review of Evidence for Impact

If we look back at what actually happened during the year we might examine the actual evidence by asking the following questions.

· Did we do exactly as we intended?

· Do we now understand our intended professional impact outcomes differently?

· Were our intentions practical?

· Were our intentions as appropriate as we thought at the outset?

· If we have not achieved any intended professional outcomes are they, nevertheless, worth pursuing in the future?

· Have we done more than we intended?

· Have we any unexpected evidence for unintended professional outcomes?

We often tell participants to be careful about evidence: that it is crucial to make sense of its nature, strength and significance; that it may be unassailable but not significant; and weak or problematic but highly significant.

Reporting on CPD impact should not become a pass/fail exercise. People in the education business are always making discoveries that they did not expect to make and examining them for significance and value before deciding to adopt or discard them. We should do this for ourselves.

I do think it is also important to bring to the surface apparent inconsistencies between what participants and partners are interested in and what government wishes them to do. It would be one way of legitimising the collective professional voice, especially when it is a dissenting voice. So, if we are meeting needs that are, as yet, unarticulated by government we should find the voice to say so.

8. Impact Claim

This is where we tell the world what we have achieved. Of course we will be making claims about what we and our participants and partners believe to be important. This means that, especially when we depart from any imposed script, we will need to be both sure of ourselves and articulate. 

I imagine that we might make a verifiable list here that could include items such as the numbers we had recruited; completion rates; achievements by participants and partners irrespective of completion rates; changes to teaching, learning and assessment; changes in terms of leadership and management; changes to school culture. There are lots of possible items.

9. Follow-up Plans
This is simply what we wish to do next although quite a lot of it will, I guess, arise from the above.

I am suggesting here simply an outline of what might reasonably happen next. 
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