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Presenter
Presentation Notes
I’m going to describe how we evaluated another INCLUDES Design & Development Launch Pilot, which was a brand-new, ambitious initiative aimed at broadening participation in STEM across a major swath of the United States. Both the project and (consequently the) evaluation had a small budget. 



https://napequity.org/stem/stem-equity-project/imstem/

Intermountain STEM is a network of STEM educators 
and leaders across six states working to support 
STEM equity at key transition points (middle school 
to high school and high school to college)
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The NSF INCLUDES project is called IM STEM. IM STEM included STEM education, career & technical education, and workforce development stakeholders from government, community and education agencies across six states in the intermountain west. The goal of the network was to identify and scale effective policies and practices that positively impact two critical junctures in the STEM education pathway—the transition from middle school to high school, and from high school to college—where there are barriers to the participation of girls/women, members of certain racial and ethnic groups, persons with disabilities, and persons with low socioeconomic status.

Unlike the project Cindy described, which was built on an existing effort, the IM STEM network was brand new. Although some of the partners knew each other, most had not previously worked together. So they were effectively starting from scratch to create and build a network. 

The total project budget was $300K for two years.


https://napequity.org/stem/stem-equity-project/imstem/


We framed our 
evaluation design 
around the
5 core conditions 
of collective 
impact.
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Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2011). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation 
Review, 1(9), 36-41. https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact
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IM STEM used collective impact as its organizing framework, which has five core elements or conditions for success. I won’t go into detail about each of the elements. Given the project was using collective impact as their framework, we decided to organize our evaluation design around collective impact as well. But what does that actually mean? How do you do that?

https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact


Preskill, H., Parkhurst, M. & Juster, J. (2014). Guide to Evaluating Collective Impact: Learning and Evaluation in the 
Collective Impact Context. https://www.fsg.org/publications/guide-evaluating-collective-impact

FSG and the Collective Impact Forum’s
Framework for Performance Measurement and Evaluation of Collective Impact Efforts

IM STEM 
was here
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FSG and the Collective Impact Forum published a very helpful series of guides about how to evaluate collective impact efforts. This diagram is from one of those guides and conceptualizes collective impact approaches as having a series of developmental stages. In the early years, collective impact efforts need to be aware of the context in which they are operating, and be focused on designing and implementing their effort. Measuring the impact of the effort comes AFTER they have developed their collective impact capacity.

The IM STEM network was brand new and most of the partners had not previously worked together. During the two-year grant-funded period, their focus was on establishing a backbone infrastructure to manage the effort, setting up communication systems, developing a common agenda and mutually reinforcing activities, and thinking about how they would measure the impact of their work. It made sense to focus the evaluation on the development of the network itself. But how do you do that, especially on a shoestring?

https://www.fsg.org/publications/guide-evaluating-collective-impact


1 Designed survey and interview protocols 
around 5 core conditions of collective impact

Marek, L.I., Brock, D.P., & Savla, J. (2015). Evaluating 
collaboration for effectiveness: Conceptualization 
and measurement. American Journal of Evaluation, 
36(1), 67-85.

Wilder Collaborative Factors 
Inventory (WCFI)

Collaboration 
Assessment Tool (CAT)

http://wilderresearch.org/tools/cfi/form.php

• Mapped WCFI & CAT 
onto CI framework 
and decided which 
items to include on 
our survey

• Reported evaluation 
findings by each CI 
element
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I’m going to highlight two things we did. First, we designed our data collection instruments to ask about each of the 5 core conditions of collective impact. Our primary tools were an interview protocol that we used about 9 months after the network began and a survey that we administered to the IM STEM Steering Committee and early network members near the end of the project’s first two years. 

Partly given our shoestring budget, we were interested in looking for existing instruments that would meet our needs. For the survey, we conducted a literature review to look for extant instruments and found two tools that measure collaboration that aligned with the IM STEM network’s approach—the Wilder Collaborative Factors Inventory (WCFI) and the Collaboration Assessment Tool (CAT). Although neither the WCFI or the CAT was specifically designed to measure collective impact, some of the scales within each instrument aligned with one of the 5 core elements of collective impact. We mapped each scale onto the collective impact framework and then decided what items to include in our survey. We also added other questions that were not addressed by either the WCFI or CAT. 

When we reported the evaluation findings, we did so around each of the elements of collective impact. So, for example, to what degree did various stakeholders agree upon a common vision for the network? What role did the backbone play in coordinating the effort and what additional resources or supports were needed?  

http://wilderresearch.org/tools/cfi/form.php


2 Developed set of early performance indicators with 
project team 
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Presentation Notes
The second thing we did was to work with project team to develop a series of performance indicators. The FSG/Collective Impact Forum guides suggest that CI partners should agree on a set of early performance indicators to track their progress. This slide shows a screen shot of the document we created, which I know you can’t read! The main point I wanted to convey is that the evaluator and project team co-created this document and shared responsibility for collecting and tracking, depending on which data sources were most appropriate for me as the external evaluator to collect vs. which were better monitored by the project team. Together we were a pair of shoes! So for example, the project team monitored the participation and affiliations of the Steering Committee and network membership as the network grew, and developed pilot dashboards with multiple state education agencies to track STEM participation and outcomes disaggregated by various demographics. As the evaluator, I focused on collecting data from the members about the development and functioning of the network itself. 





Reflections of a shoestring evaluator

• Challenge to balance desire to conduct 
developmental evaluation, collect and analyze 
qualitative data, and provide rich contextual 
description with realities of budget

• Tough decisions about what to include and 
exclude

• Use or adapt existing tools measuring 
collaborations 

• Share role of collecting data with project team 
(“Shared Measurement”)
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As you know, it’s hard to balance the budget with our desire to do many of the things that we think are needed to shine a light on an extremely complex effort that aims to effect systems change, including things like developmental evaluation (with its frequent, rapid cycles of data collection and reporting), qualitative data collection (which takes time and thought), and understanding the context (which also requires time). We had to make tough decisions about where we were drawing the boundaries around both the project and the evaluation and what we could and couldn’t focus on. We didn’t pay as much attention to the project context as probably would have been ideal.  

On the other hand, it helped to adapt existing tools and to share the role in collecting data. 



Ginger Fitzhugh
gfitzhugh@edc.org

https://napequity.org/stem/
stem-equity-project/imstem/

*Look for an upcoming article on 
NAPE’s website later this year about 
what we learned using a collective 
impact approach for a multi-state 
effort (https://napequity.org/)
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The IM STEM PI, a member of the Steering Committee, and I have written an article about what we learned about using a collective impact approach in a multi-state effort to broaden participation in STEM. It will be published on the National Alliance for Partnerships in Equity’s website later this year (NAPE, which served as the backbone for IM STEM). Feel free to email me if you’d like me to let you know when it’s out. 

mailto:gfitzhugh@edc.org
https://napequity.org/stem/stem-equity-project/imstem/
https://napequity.org/
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