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	Objective 1 of 3: 
	To improve the quality of National Writing Project sites.


	Measure 1.1 of 1: The percentage of sites that surpass all NWP quality review criteria in the areas of: 1) overall adherence to the NWP model; and 2) structural support and strategic effectiveness.   (Desired direction: increase)   1487

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2004 
	Set a Baseline 
	Not Collected 
	Not Collected 

	2005 
	Set a Baseline 
	Undefined 
	Pending 

	2006 
	BL+1% 
	Undefined 
	Pending 

	2007 
	BL+2% 
	Undefined 
	Pending 

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	(April 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	BL+1% 
	(April 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	BL+2% 
	(April 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. 
National Writing Project annual peer review.  The annual peer review uses a grantee-developed structured protocol to rate sites based on grantee-established criteria.
Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Explanation. 
Every NWP site undergoes a peer review annually. The peer review process is designed, developed, and implemented by NWP. Reviewers use a structured protocol to rate sites based on criteria defined by NWP. Sites achieve one of three quality ratings as a result of this review: 2 = meets or exceeds all criteria; 1 = requires technical assistance; and 0 = not recommended for funding. The peer review process considers three types of NWP professional development programs offered at each site (summer institute, in-service programs, and continuity programs), as well as each site's overall adherence to the NWP professional development model. Specifically, this process is intended to rate structural support and strategic effectiveness for each site using the following criteria: a) adequacy of institutional partnerships (i.e., between universities serving as host institutions and schools in the service area); b) development and deployment of teacher leadership; and c) knowledge of educational context and challenges in the site geographic area.
	



	Objective 2 of 3: 
	To improve the classroom practices of NWP teacher participants.


	Measure 2.1 of 2: The percentage of NWP summer institute training syllabi deemed to be of high quality by an independent review panel of qualified experts or individuals.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0bl

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	(September 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	BL+1% 
	(September 2010) 
	Pending 


Source. Department of Education sponsored annual peer review.  Peer review panel members will provide quality ratings on various aspects of NWP summer training sessions. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Explanation. The Department of Education plans to review NWP summer training sessions through an annual peer review process.  Expert panel members will be asked to provide quality ratings on various aspects of the NWP summer institute training sessions.   Experts panel members will be asked to review summer institute training syllabi, pre- and post-session teacher lesson plans, and relevant accompanying materials, using rubrics and scoring sheets developed by the Department of Education.  Review materials will be collected using a 2-stage sample that will include approximately 40 of the 196 NWP sites, and approximately 200 teachers (5 per site).  As of fall 2007, the rubrics and scoring sheets are still being developed. 

	Measure 2.2 of 2: The percentage of NWP summer institute training session participants who improve the quality of the writing assignments given, as demonstrated through an independent review of lesson plans by a panel of qualified experts or individuals.   (Desired direction: increase)   89a0bm

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	(September 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	BL+1% 
	(September 2010) 
	Pending 


Source. Department of Education sponsored annual peer review.  Peer review panel members will provide quality ratings on various aspects of NWP summer training sessions. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Explanation. The Department of Education plans to review NWP summer training sessions through an annual peer review process. Expert panel members will be asked to provide quality ratings on various aspects of the NWP summer institute training sessions. Experts panel memebers will be asked to review summer institute training syllabi, pre- and post-session teacher lesson plans, and relevant accompanying materials, using rubrics and scoring sheets developed by the Department of Education. Review materials will be collected using a 2-stage sample that will include approximately 40 of the 196 NWP sites, and approximately 200 teachers (5 per site). As of fall 2007, the rubrics and scoring sheets are still being developed. 

	



	Objective 3 of 3: 
	Improve the efficiency of the NWP, as reflected by the average annual cost per contact hour for educators participating in NWP training and professional development.


	Measure 3.1 of 2: The average annual total cost per contact hour for educators participating in NWP training and professional development.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a0mz

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	(June 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	BL-1% 
	(June 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	BL-2% 
	(June 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. Data are provided by the NWP. All data collections and calculations are conducted by the NWP, and reported to the Department of Education annually. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Explanation. This measure provides the average annual total cost to support a single contact hour of NWP programming to an individual participant.  Contact hours are calculated at the site level, on a "per program" basis, by identifying the total number of participants in each NWP program multiplied by the average number of hours per participant for that program.  Contact hour calculations are averaged across all 196 NWP sites to obtain a national average for a single year period.  The average national total cost per contact hour is calculated by using NWP sites' total income from all sources, including NWP Federal appriations, as the base. 

	Measure 3.2 of 2: The average annual Federal cost per contact hour for educators participating in NWP training and professional development.   (Desired direction: decrease)   89a0n0

	Year
	Target
	Actual
(or date expected)
	Status

	2008 
	Set a Baseline 
	(June 2009) 
	Pending 

	2009 
	BL-1% 
	(June 2010) 
	Pending 

	2010 
	BL-2% 
	(June 2011) 
	Pending 


Source. Data are provided by the NWP.  All data collections and calculations are conducted by the NWP, and reported to the Department of Education annually. 

Frequency of Data Collection. Annual 

Explanation. This measure provides the average annual Federal cost to support a single contact hour of NWP programming to an individual participant.  Contact hours are calculated at the site level, on a "per program" basis, by identifying the total number of participants in each NWP program multipled by the average number of hours per participant for that program.  Contact hour calculations are averaged across all 196 current NWP sites to obtain a national average for a single year period.  The average national Federal cost per contact hour is calculated for each site using just the Federal award to each site as the base. 
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