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Quality Implementation Tool

» Six components
1. Develop an implementation team

. Foster supportive climate and
conditions

. Monitor an implementation plan

Provide and receive technical
assistance’

Collaborate with program developers

Evaluate the effectiveness of
implementation
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» Each component has associated action
steps
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Altrast According to the hernaive Sysems Frame
waork for Disssmination and Implemenaton, implemant
tion i amajor mechanism and concemn in bridging research
and poctice. The gowing nomber of implamemation
frameworks need to he synthesized and transhted so tha
the scienoe and pradiice of quality implamenigion can he
fonhered. Im ihis article, we: (1) s the symhesis of
frameworks developed by Meyars et 2l (Am J Commun
Paychal, 2012} and translate the resnls imo 2 practical
implementation science inal ioose for Improving quality of
implemeniation fie., the Jmality Implementation Tool;
QTT ), and (Z) presemt some of the henefitn and Emintions
of the tnal by descrihing how the QIT was implamentad in
twa differnt pilet projecs. We discoss how ghe (1T can bhe
nsed o goide collborative planing, monitoring, and
evamsion of how an mmovation is implemented.

nnderscores, its impontance (Dodak and DoPee
implementation has received heighiened atiention as a
mechanism to lessen the persisient gap hetwesn nesearch
and pactice (=g, Fxmen et al. 2005 Wandemman et al.
2008 Empirical support for ghe important role of imple
meniaion sogpests that if evidence-hased programs are not
implemenied with guality, they 2= not likely i n=uoh in
the same omcomes that were chsarved in efficacy and
effectivencss stodies (e.g., Dnbois et al 20

DoPe Gogfedson and Gogfedson

etal : imply pot, if we want i0 achieve

we have to he ahle to implemem with goality.

Namowing the gap hetween implementagion W research
seffings and implemenation of progems @ everyday
praciice is an endeavor fhat can impact diverss fields of
sindy. The popee of s aticle & to discow a tool called
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1TWO1: Process Evaluation




1TWO1: Process Evaluation

 Already using QIT Components 1-5 as a
formative tool in working with the district

* Decided to use QIT Component 6: as a
framework for process evaluation.
» Dosage, Quality, Fidelity, Reach,

Differentiation, Responsiveness, and
Adaptations

* This provided the comprehensiveness
needed for such a large scale project.




QIT Component 6




Domain 1: Dosage
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Domain 1: Measuring Dosage

How often are you ina 1TWO1
classroom where there is a
computer for every student in the
classroom? (frequency)

How much time do you spend on a
computer of any type during school
hours? (duration)

How often do your assignments
require you to collaborate with others
face-to-face? How often does your
teacher connect what you are learning
to life outside the classroom?

How much time do your students
spend on a computer of any type
during a typical school day?

How often do you personalize learning
to fit a student’s learning style?

In the past school semester, what
percentage of all your classroom
tasks and lessons required students
to collaborate with peers online?

Documentation of time spent on
computers during observation period

Data on data usage from server

Approximately how much time was
the teacher observed
facilitating/coaching student work
related to research, a project, product,
or performance?
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Domains 2 & 3: Measuring Quality and
Fidelity

The things I learn in school are
relevant for my life outside of school

| have choices in the way | learn.

Students in my classes work on
different assignments

[Teacher] Please describe an
exemplar lesson that you taught this
school year that used 1TWO1
devices, engaged students, and
effectively met instructional objectives.

[Teacher] What percentage of your
lessons involved technology?

[Principal survey]: What percentage of
teachers in your school are
enthusiastic and excited about
1TWO1?

Describe any problems with
downtown (quality of technology)

Data on downtime from server

If collaboration is observed, who did
students collaborate with?




Domain 4: Participant Responsiveness
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Domain 4: Measuring Participant
Responsiveness

Validated scales for student
engagement.

How satisfied are you with using a
computer for learning in your classes?

The amount of time we spend on
computers in school is: too much, just
right, not enough.

Validated scales on student
engagement (e.g. Martin scales)

Satisfaction using computers in the
classroom

Ratings of student interest in learning
since the introduction of technology

Observations of “off task” behavior

Ratings of enthusiasm during
observations

[Focus Groups] Discussions of
satisfaction using computers during
student and teacher focus groups.




Domain 5: Reach



Domain 6: Adaptations

» This process evaluation data (along with other data) was also used
formatively. When potential pitfalls were identified through
process evaluation data, certain adaptations were made and
documented.

» E.g. Changes to the middle school roll-out plan were made after
data on quality of 1TTWO1 was reported (e.g. teachers did not feel
prepared and enthusiastic so rollout was postponed).




Domain 7: Differentiation

aspects of education
n this way, there is no

- process and outcome evaluation
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