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1 Executive Summary 
 
The Department of Education Innovation Fund and Innovation Grant Program were created with the passage 
of Legislative Bill (LB) 519, effective August 30, 2015. On October 20, 2016, the Nebraska Department of 
Education (NDE) requested applications for grants through the Innovation Grant Program. 

 
This competitive grant program provides funding to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to support the 
development, expansion, and investment in innovative best practices to improve educational outcomes for 
students in K through 12 while helping them pave their paths towards successive education and subsequent 
assimilation into the workforce. 

 
The Nebraska State Board of Education approved five applications between June & August 2019. These five 
approved recipients and their respective projects have demonstrated substantial growth, from increased 
engagement to improved student achievement. The projects have grown leaps and bounds over the past two 
years, incorporating cutting-edge technology, innovative teaching methods and special emphasis on the 
overall socio-emotional development of the student lives the program touches. Thus, changing the way 
education is imparted in the state, and the possibility of scaling up, after the successful realization of the goals 
outlined in their plans. The program has helped set the stage for high expectations in the development of 
evidence-based practices intended for dissemination and possible replication throughout the state of 
Nebraska. 

 
This report simply summarizes the progress of all the grantees of the innovation grant, emphasis on important 
developments and amendments that occurred in the past year while shedding some light on the future 
endeavors of the Innovation Grant. 

2 Background 
 
The Department of Education Innovative Grant Fund and the Innovation Grant Program were created with 
the passage of Legislative Bill (LB) 519, effective August 30, 2015. This bill initially appropriated $2.7 
million to carry out the provisions established in LB519. Each subsequent year through the 2020-21 fiscal 
year, the bill appropriates 17 percent of the Nebraska Education Improvement Fund managed by the Nebraska 
Department of Education to be used for the Innovative Grant Fund. This competitive grant program provides 
funding opportunities to Local Education Agencies (LEAs) to support the development, expansion, and 
investment in innovative best practices that improve: 

● Education outcomes for early childhood, elementary, middle school or high school students. 
● Transitions between any successive stages of education; or Transitions between education and the 

workforce.  
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Timeline: Innovation Grant 

3 Year in Review 2021 
 

3.1 Education Innovation Network (EIN) for Asynchronous Professional learning 
Education (APL) 
3.1.1 About 

 

Online, asynchronous learning (often referred to as E-learning) has become prevalent in many 
corporate and nongovernmental organizations because it provides greater access and flexibility to 
meet the needs of professionals in work settings. An Education Innovation Network (EIN) for 
Asynchronous Professional Learning (APL) is being established to advance the effective use of 
online, asynchronous learning for education professionals – teachers, early childhood care 
providers, professional staff, administrators, and faculty – in Nebraska’s education agencies. 

The APL network was focused on providing the training and resources needed for participants to 
be able to create asynchronous professional learning courses to educators across the state using the 
NDE Learning Network site and their own district and ESU Canvas instances. The NDE contracted 
with Vivayic to assist in providing support to the project. Vivayic has been an expert in consulting 
and providing services to their clients on digital learning strategies since 2006. The project 
provided an annual opportunity for NDE, ESU and school district staff to participate in the project 
by joining a cohort of educators.  

It is important to note that although the project experienced some disruption from the COVID – 19 
outbreaks, the outcomes and current participation show strong support for need of APL to continue 
and grow throughout Nebraska. 

Estimated amendment:  $250,000 through December 31, 2022 

 

 

 

 

 

2015 2016 2017 2018 2020 2019 2021 2022 

MAY -LB 519 
passed OCT - 

Opened for 
Applications 

FEB - State 
Board 
Approved Five 
Recipients 
JUN - End of 
First Fiscal 
Year 
DEC - 
Submitted 
Report to 
Legislature 

MAR - 
Conversation 
on 
Innovation 
JUN - End of 
Second Fiscal 
Year 
DEC - Submitted 
Report to 
Legislature 

Next round of 
Innovation Grant plan 

FEB – Four out of the five 
grantees availed the No-cost 
extension. GAN amended 
MAR – Final evaluation and report 
due 
JUN – End of third fiscal year 
SEP – Scottsbluff public schools 
submitted final evaluation 
DEC – End of three-year grant 
period. Reported to the legislature  
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3.1.2 Progress 
 

Project Time period: May 2019 through December 2022 

Participants received: 

● Training and coaching on Instructional Design and Accessibility/Universal Design 
● Planning and development resources to ensure effective outcomes utilizing APL  
● Application of effective instructional methods for APL 
● Training on Articulate 360® including in depth training of Storyline and Rise eLearning 

authoring software tools 
● Assessment and measurement in APL 
● Training and management of APL through learning management systems (Canvas) 
● Weekly one-on-one coaching on APL projects including access to APL design 

professionals for suggestions and troubleshooting 
● Participants contributed to and reviewed a collection of best practices, tools, and templates 

for APL by education agencies to use for expanding the project to a wider audience  

Participants (with approval of their supervisor) provided: 

● Time – Needed to be available for in-person training (up to 9 days). Spend 8-12 hours per 
month to participate in virtual training and to engage in peer learning and coaching 
conversations, and complete individual projects 

● Purchase of software – Needed a seat license of Articulate 360 (statewide purchase made 
this cost lower) 

● Travel expenses – No travel expenses to in-person training events were reimbursed 
(Articulate training in Lincoln for 2 cohorts and virtual for 1 cohort).  

Timeline of the Project 

Dec. 2019 - Cohort 1 begins Aug. 2020 – Cohort 2 begins             Sept. 2021 – Cohort 3 
begins 

Jan 2022 – Phase 2 of project begins:  

Phase 2 moves to the creation of resources for use in scaling the project to a sustainable 
and statewide opportunity. Vivayic teamed with a small group of APL participants to 
determine what resources are needed and how to develop a system for sustaining APL 
work across the state and expansion of training to a statewide scale. Vivayic and the NDE 
will then build out the needed resources and help to deploy them. 

Dec. 2022 – Project concludes. 

Project Outcomes to Date 

● NDE Learning Network Deployed January 2021 
● More than 70 participants in the 3 APL cohorts 
● Continued weekly participation in coaching office hours for project assistance 
● All 3 cohorts created and deployed courses for year 1 of NDE Learning network site (link 

below) 
● 31 courses (1 in Spanish) under development for deployment within NDE Learning 

Network site 
● Additional interest in training of more staff on APL from NDE, ESU and school district 

staff 
● 5,667 educators have registered and/or completed an APL cohort developed course to date  
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NDE Learning Network Site: https://canvas.education.ne.gov/ 

 

3.2 Instructional materials – Professional learning fellowship & innovation 
network 
3.2.1 About 

 
The goal of the “Instructional Materials-Professional Learning (IM-PL) Fellowship & Innovation 
Network” is to provide a cohort of districts and ESUs with the role-specific knowledge, skills, and 
tools to plan for and effectively execute the three phases of adoption and implementation of high-
quality instructional materials—select great materials, prepare to launch, teach and learn. The 
network leverages a combination of in-person training, school visits, and virtual professional 
learning communities over the course of 19 months (October 2019 through May 2021). It is 
designed to equip districts and ESUs with the knowledge, skills, and mindsets that they each need 
to effectively execute their roles as it relates to the review, adoption, and implementation of high-
quality instructional materials. It is also designed to build a strong cohort experience among LEAs 
and ESUs that they can continue to leverage after the Fellowship ends. The network also includes a 
rigorous evaluation in order to determine if proposed outcomes are met.  

The Nebraska Department of Education (NDE) has a goal to “create the conditions for 
high- quality instruction in every classroom, every day” (NDE, n.d., p. 1), which promotes 
education equity across Nebraska schools. To accomplish this, NDE partnered with 
Teaching Lab to support school districts through a multistep process to select and 
implement high-quality instructional materials (HQIMs) in English language arts, math, 
and science. NDE and Teaching Lab solicited applications from Nebraska school districts 
and educational service units (ESUs) to participate in the 2-year Instructional Materials-
Professional Learning Fellowship & Innovation Network (IM-PL Network). Year 1 
spanned the 2019/20 academic year, and Year 2 spanned the 2020/21 academic year. 
Teaching Lab guided the cohort members through a three-phase structured process: (1) 
instructional materials selection, (2) planning for implementation, and (3) professional 
learning and progress monitoring. Each phase included multiple meetings, either in person 
or virtual and either in a group or one-on-one. 
 
For Year 1, 73 cohort members from 16 school districts and 27 cohort members from 6 ESUs 
participated in the IM-PL Network, for a total of 100 cohort members. For Year 2, 31 cohort 
members from 9 school districts and 16 cohort members from 5 ESUs participated, for a total of 47 
cohort members. Only 34 cohort members continued from Year 1 to Year 2. 
Estimated Cost: To accomplish this Education Innovation Network, $450,000 would be obligated 
for contracts and competitive grant support for the Network. 

3.2.2 Progress 

Overall Takeaways: 

● Cohort membership declined greatly from Year 1 to Year 2. There were 100 cohort 
members in Year 1 and 47 cohort members in Year 2. Only 34 cohort members continued 
from Year 1 to Year 2. 

● All school district and ESU cohort members gained experience in the Teaching Lab 
process to select HQIMs, plan for and monitor their implementation, and provide 
professional learning on the HQIMs. 

● Teaching Lab resources (meetings, templates, guidance documents, articles, and so on) 

https://canvas.education.ne.gov/


              

 Page 8 | 15 
 

 

were well received by cohort members and perceived as useful and beneficial to making 
progress toward completing milestones. 

● Time, money, opportunity for collaboration, and leadership support were the main factors 
needed for this work to succeed. Cohort members lacked time to complete the milestones 
in the Teaching Lab process. 

● Cohort members experienced more challenges in Year 2 than in Year 1, including a shift 
in focus related to the Teaching Lab process, and cohort membership and meeting 
attendance was lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. 

Year 1 Takeaways: 

● Cohort members noted that the instructional vision-setting milestone was critical to their 
success, as it solidified the approach by helping all stakeholders land on the same page. 
However, it was the IM-PL Network’s collaborative nature that provided the support 
required to pursue their instructional visions. 

● Cohort members reported they had gained confidence in the components needed to select 
HQIMs to participate in the IM-PL Network and demonstrated progression through the 
various milestones. 

● The IM-PL Network made cohort members feel less like they were undertaking a task in 
isolation and more like they were building a community of professionals seeking the 
same goal of selecting HQIMs for their students. The collaboration and feedback the 
network (Teaching Lab and cohort members) provided were key to the success of Phase 1 
and even prompted the ESUs to consider creating similar networks. 

● The IM-PL Network provided cohort members with focus and a structure for the process 
of selecting HQIMs. However, cohort members called for scaffolding for several points 
in the process, requested more content, and desired context-related opportunities for 
collaboration. 

● Cohort members were glad to see NDE’s consistency in pursuing these statewide 
initiatives, but they expressed concern about the alignment of Teaching Lab with 
previous NDE initiatives. They noted that some alignment was needed to portray a 
cohesive vision between the similar but slightly differing initiatives and show how they 
would best complement each other.  

Year 2 Takeaways: 

● Cohort members highlighted collaboration, communication strategies, designated space, 
time, and focus as key aspects to the success of their work. 

● Meeting attendance was lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. This was likely due to the format 
of the meetings (virtual rather than in person) and lack of time to devote to the IM-PL 
Network because of COVID-19 restrictions. 

● Cohort members reflected on the sense of community they felt as individuals working 
together to achieve similar goals in implementing HQIMs in their school districts. 

● Cohort members had both positive and negative feelings about virtual learning. The 
overall impression was that in-person meetings were more beneficial. 

● Cohort members said that participating in the IM-PL Network increased their confidence 
in implementing the Teaching Lab process. 

● Cohort members agreed they would implement what they learned from the meetings, but 
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the content of the meetings shifted to reflection on, rather than application of, the 
Teaching Lab process. As a result, the Year 2 content was less focused on the 
implementation of Phase 3. 

● Cohort members highlighted equity as a topic of interest with two subcategories: (1) 
ensuring HQIM teams included the appropriate members, and (2) striving toward 
ensuring HQIMs were equitable for all students.   

Differences Between Years 1 and 2: 

● The IM-PL Network was different from Year 1 to Year 2. This is attributed to the 
COVID-19 pandemic altering the meeting format from a mix of in-person and virtual 
meetings to only virtual meetings, as well as to Teaching Lab staff turnover between 
Years 1 and 2. Additional aspects influenced by these contexts include the following: o 
The introduction of a learning management system (Moodle). 

● A loss of coherence between asynchronous and synchronous work. 
● A shift from applying the Teaching Lab process in Year 1 to reflecting on the process in 

Year 2. 
● From Year 1 to Year 2, there was a decrease in cohort membership. Also, no cohort 

members in Phase 3 participated in the December 2020 or May 2021 focus groups.    
● In Year 2, data collection became a cooperative effort between Marzano Research and 

Teaching Lab. The Teaching Lab collected survey data and provided it to Marzano 
Research rather than Marzano Research designing surveys for each phase of the process.  
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3.2.3 Potential next steps for the education innovation networks 
 

● Using the evaluation findings to inform how future Education Innovation Networks 
function, including the differentiation of meeting content and activities based on where 
school districts are in each network’s area of focus. 

● Ensuring alignment of future networks with statewide education initiatives to portray a 
cohesive vision to school districts and ESUs. 

● Applying an in-person or hybrid format for the Education Innovation Networks. This 
aligns with the emphasis on the collaborative strength of the network and gives members 
a designated time and place to work away from distraction. 

● Integrating content into resources and meetings that is directly applicable to Education 
Innovation Network implementation. The networks should prioritize application over 
reflection. 

● Infusing equity discussions into future Education Innovation Network cohorts.  

 

3.3 Expanded learning opportunities (ELO) 
3.3.1 About 

 

The vision for the ELO Innovation Network is to create a new public-private partnership that 
leverages public funds to 1) provide more opportunities for key state level partners to work closely 
with new and established ELO programs to grow high quality, locally sustainable initiatives that 
can serve thousands of Nebraska youth, including youth from Nebraska’s most challenging urban 
and rural educational environments, and 2) to identify and cultivate characteristics of high quality 
programming that can be shared with other communities across the state through a variety of in-
person and online platforms. This nationally unique ELO Innovation Network will create new 
opportunities for Beyond School Bells to cultivate new local, state and national partnerships that 
can sustain the Network beyond the two-year Innovation Grant start-up phase. 

2021-2024:  Budget $250,000/year x 3 years = $750,000 over three years. 

 

3.3.2 Progress 
 
Despite the challenges of COVID in supporting school-based, community-powered afterschool and 
summer programs, we were able to make substantial progress in developing new and enhancing 
existing Expanded Learning Opportunity (ELO) programs across the state.  Given the challenges 
communities faced, especially in starting up new initiatives during the pandemic, we expanded our 
work to include support for existing ELO programs in areas of the state that were being impacted 
by COVID-19 – communities with large populations of low income and minority youth.  During 
the grant period, we were also able to support the development of a new afterschool and summer 
curriculum and launched a new resource, the ELO Design Center, that has provided direct support 
to communities across the state.  Because of these challenges of implementing this work during the 
pandemic, we were given a contract extension until December 31, 2022. The State Board has also 
provided an additional $250,000 in Lottery fund proceeds in 2022 to leverage these new federal 
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ESSER III funds and to stimulate local public / private funding opportunities to support the 
expansion of the ELO Innovation Network and serve more NE communities.   
 
In addition to the interim evaluation, we developed and are continually refined Toolkit 
https://bsbtoolkit.com/, a free on-line tool to help NE communities that are involved in starting, 
growing and seeking to sustain high quality afterschool and summer programs.  It is currently 
being redesigned to support the roll out of the ESSER III grant program.   
 

3.3.3 Potential for replication and scalability 
 

Despite these challenges, the launch of the ELO Innovation Network in 2020 provided us with an 
important opportunity to test new concepts in programming, staffing and expanding ELO programs 
across the state.  Importantly, the launch of the Network created a platform that we are currently 
using to facilitate the launch of NDE’s $11,000,000, three-year, ESSER III funded grant program 
to support both afterschool and summer programming.  The ELO Innovation Network, when 
combined with this new ESSER III funding, has provided us with an opportunity to reach out to 
philanthropic sector partners to facilitate additional public-private partnerships leading to more 
investments in ELO programs across the state. The new public-private partnership will create 
additional momentum around this work, leading to potential replication across the state.   

The timing of this project was fortuitous – by launching the ELO Innovation Network we were in a 
position to respond to the challenge of the COVID-19 pandemic in a way that otherwise would not 
have been possible.  We have currently raised $1,650,000 dollars to leverage the Federal and state 
investments in this work and anticipate being able to continue to raise additional funds to support 
this work over the upcoming three-year period 

 

3.4 Data Visualization and Use 
3.4.1 About 

 

This Education Innovation Network builds upon the work of the Digital Ecosystem and focuses 
specifically on Data Visualization and Use for continuous school improvement. 

This Education Innovation Networks will provide an opportunity for interested districts to apply 
for future competitive grants pursuant to §79-1054 for participation in the established Networks 
and become involved in building, supporting, and scaling innovations, as well as statewide 
implementation strategies, and enabling policy recommendations to support systemic 
improvement. 

2021-2024: Budget:  $750,000/year x 3 years = $ 2.25 million over three years 

3.4.2 Progress 
 

The first Cohort of School District and ESU staff have gone through the Data Visualization and 
Use Network training. This training consisted of sessions where the staff learned how to use 
powerful data tools to set strategic goals and improve educational outcomes. Once these sessions 
concluded, this group continued meeting in monthly open discussion sessions to continue sharing 
lessons learned amongst themselves. This group is also providing feedback to the NDE on 

https://bsbtoolkit.com/
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suggested updates and enhancements to NDE-supplied visualizations, and the prioritization of 
these items. Cohort 2 of the network will soon be identified, and their training will occur from 
March through May of 2022.  

 

3.5 Equitable software access and digital resources innovation network 
3.5.1 About 

 
This Education Innovation Network includes school districts and educational service units working 
together and with the Educational Service Unit Coordinating Council (ESUCC) as the primary 
contractor to develop and maintain a portfolio of innovative digital tools and resources. Identifying 
a core set of prioritized applications will be selected for focus. For each selected need, a steering 
committee of actively interested members will be assembled. These steering members will 
represent diverse perspectives on the project, such as large vs. small districts or an instruction vs. 
technical vs. administrative role. The steering committee will research the area of need and 
explore, evaluate possible solutions, and may engage others to provide additional insight and 
information. 
 
The Software Innovation Network focuses on refining the process of determining needs, evaluating 
software solutions, implementing, training, sustaining, evaluating and recognizing the end-of-life 
of software projects. Through cooperative software development, evaluation and licensing we help 
to address currently unmet needs. The Software Innovation Network will review, revise and 
improve current practices to provide high-quality software and features to students, educators and 
administrators: 

● by being highly attentive to meeting Nebraska-specific needs and use cases 
● at a low, sustainable cost 
● with equitable statewide access 
● while raising the level of data privacy and security protections 

Estimated amount unspent for use through December 31, 2022: $650,000 

3.5.2 Progress 

We have convened a high-powered group of minds to validate the principles of the network and 
needs. While setback by the COVID-19 pandemic, documenting and refining the process of the 
Software Innovation Network continues.  

Working with the team for the Future Ready Digital Learning Collaborative (FRDLC), the 
software implementation process will be put into practice and tested through several 
implementations during 2022, including a cyber security awareness, training and anti-phishing 
tool, multi-factor authentication solution, and software inventory and management system. All of 
these products were identified as needs by and for school districts through survey and interview 
processes. 

 

3.5.3 Potential for replication and scalability 

The Software Innovation process is needed now more than ever with the accelerated investments 
in software tools expected over the next few years due to additional one-time relief resources 
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provided due to the pandemic. The principles apply to software across three emerging areas of 
investment: Digital Equity and Broadband; Data Access, Analytics and Visualization; and 
Digital Teaching and Learning. 

The network plans to continue documenting, refining and testing the Software Innovation 
process in coordination with leaders of software projects. 
 
A 3-year, high-level budget includes: 
Staffing (1 FTE, 3 years):  $375,000 
Meeting and office expenses: $30,000 
3-year TOTAL:   $405,000 

4 Looking ahead 
 

As each of the grantees moves towards success through realizing their respective project goals, the past three 
years of innovation has led way to new ideas and spurred important learnings that are now time to be 
implemented at a much larger and wider scale. With inspiration from these successful projects and important 
takeaways, it is time to take innovation to the next level. For the true scalability of these success methods, 
the approach was to invert the system through collaboration and partnership with agency-wide offices, 
specialists, community engagement and past grantees leading the way to the Education Innovation Networks 
(EIN). 

 
The following are Education Innovation Networks proposed for the 2019-2021 years and the remaining 
available lottery resources allotted to the Innovation Grant Fund from the Education Improvement Fund. The 
primary goal of the Education Innovation Networks is to take the innovation work and subsequent efforts and 
scale or engage a broader set of districts and ESU’s. The theory of action is essential to move the local 
innovation to more districts, locations, and experiences. Providing a competitive application process to 
participate in the variety of Networks ensures an opportunity for school districts and ESU’s and also provides 
an opportunity for the Network to provide stability and explore sustainability approaches for carrying forth 
the innovation work in Nebraska Education. 

 
Based on data and scalable innovation grant findings, five areas became the Education Innovation Networks 
that align with priorities of the legislature and State Board of Education. The innovation networks include (1) 
Data Visualization and Use Network to support the effective use of data and providing appropriate and 
useful visualization tools essential to inform educators; (2) Instructional Materials Network focuses 
support through collaboration and process of selecting and implementing high-quality instructional materials 
in Nebraska schools; (3) Equitable Access and Digital Resources Innovation Network Specializing in the 
sustainable delivery, implementation, and development of high impact software while also monitoring and 
evaluating the use of these tools and systems across school districts and ESU’s while evaluating statewide 
licensing options in the process instilling the industry-standard best practice of data handling; (4) 
Asynchronous Professional Learning Network will build the quality standards, skills, knowledge, and 
processes for quality digital professional learning in Nebraska. The Network brings together educators from 
districts, ESUs, and NDE to establish processes, develop skills to deploy online asynchronous courses and 
training, resulting in a support network for successful innovation and personalized learning; and finally (5) 
The Nebraska Expanded Learning Opportunity Innovation Network (ELO) is the culmination of a 
successful collaboration in the NDE Innovation Grant funded Expanded Learning Opportunity (ELO) Design 
Challenge, partnering with Beyond School Bells, together with a group of key partners, will create the 
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Nebraska’s ELO Innovation Network for the two-year period starting in January 2020. The two-year total 
public investment request ($400,000 annually in Innovation grant funds) generate a nearly 2:1 private-sector 
match, creating a total, two-year pool of over $2.0 million to launch and grow a Network supporting through 
an ELO Design Studio, developing and disseminating low cost, high quality, ELO programming, staffing and 
evaluation innovations, a new ELO incubator program supporting underserved rural and NDE priority school 
districts and ELO Centers of Excellence promoting and sharing ELO Innovations. 

 
Education Innovation Networks (EIN) will carry forward ideas and priorities of the original Nebraska 
Innovation Grant Program into the future and continue to foster value at the classroom, school, district, and 
community levels through different capacity-building efforts. The systemic nature ensures access to the small 
and large, rural, urban or suburban districts and ultimately creates an opportunity to support the legislature’s 
vision to improve education in Nebraska through the use of lottery resources. 
 
 

5 Attachments 
● Innovation network - Preliminary evaluation report 
● Instruction materials - Evaluation report  
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Innovation Network Preliminary Evaluation Report 


May 1, 2020-October 31, 2021 
The Innovation Network/ Design Challenge funding was centered around four areas designed to impact 


afterschool and out of school time learning. The areas were the Design Studio/Sprints, Incubator Sites, 


Pilot Sites, and the Centers of Excellence. The evaluation plan was designed around the designated four 


components and sought to expand the evaluation methodology and measures currently used in the 


Nebraska 21st Century Community Learning Centers annual evaluation. Most of the pilot sites and some 


of the Centers of Excellence were current 21st CCLC grantees.  


Evaluation Goals 
1. Examine innovative programming to increase student engagement. 


2. Pilot innovative ways to collect data. 


3. Evaluate programming to determine impact on student engagement, attendance, and other 


outcomes. 


4. Examine quality of programming, curricula, and materials. 


5. Evaluate leadership development and skills of students designing programming. 


6. Address equity by enhancing student voice and family engagement. 


Challenges 


The Design Thinking project was impacted significantly by the COVID19 pandemic. Most of the contracts 


were awarded by the end of 2020 but programs were impacted significantly by the pandemic. Programs 


were not able to offer in-person programming and/or allow outside partners to deliver programming 


onsite until the second semester of 2020-2021 school year. Staff turnover at Beyond School Bells and at 


the site level impacted implementation of both programming and evaluation efforts. 


Design Sprint 
During the summer of 2020, university students met to design curricula for afterschool programs. Each 


week was around a specific theme and some students participated in more than one design studio 


challenge. Students selected to participate brought different experiences and expertise to the work and 


were provided a stipend for their time.  Design sprints that occurred were: 1) ACTivate; 2) College Career 


Readiness; 3) Civic Health; 4) Food Waste; 5) CS without C; and 6) Scavenger Hunt. 


Methods. Video-taped reflections with the college students involved in the design were collected. 


Students reflected on the several questions/prompts on the first day, the last day and during their 


design spring challenge. The questions and prompts were: 


Day 1: Why did you decide to take on the Design Challenge? What are you hoping to accomplish? What 


skills do you bring to the table? 


During the Challenge: How have you demonstrated leadership? What about others on the team? Reflect 


on progress made so far. What part(s) of the prototype are you most of proud of/excited about? What 


have been the challenges? How have you and the team handled them? 
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Last Day: Share your thoughts about the Design Challenge. What are you most excited about with the 


prototype? What skills did you gain through the experience? How did it go with the students?  


 Students recorded videos and uploaded them to BOX where the videos were transcribed by members 


of the UNMC evaluation team.  


Results. A total of 103 videos across the challenges were collected.  While each Design Challenge had 


unique successes and challenges, common experiences and perspectives on the process were noted.  


Respondents took on the challenge because they saw a need, had expertise/experience to share, and 


were passionate about the issue.  Participants reported teamwork and the ability to support others as 


key skills they each brought to their groups.  Other personal skills they noted included creativity, 


organization, communication, and commitment.   


Participants noted opportunities to collaborate, problem-solve and network with others as valuable 


parts of the process. Groups had the opportunity to meet with other groups and appreciated seeing 


others’ ideas, with some recommending the Design Challenge incorporate more of this large group work 


because they “would like to talk with [other groups] more and collaborate” to share ideas and to ensure 


they were “on the right track. 


Teamwork and leadership skills were both paramount to completing the tasks and challenges. Most 


students identified as being team players but far fewer indicated they were leaders in their respectiv e 


groups.  Many respondents indicated they appreciated working with their team members, saying, 


“working together has become really fun.”  Specifically, they appreciated the ideas and unique strengths 


their teammates brought to the project and felt they could bounce ideas off one another and build on 


each other’s thoughts.  Many lesson ideas were generated and finalized cooperatively.  The teams were 


also able to give and take constructive feedback from one another as well as help each other synthesize 


feedback they received from other groups and from their mentors; “I think that our team has been 


working really well discussing that feedback and what we’re going to do with that, so that has been 


awesome.”  Groups reported seeing the “team starting to work really well together” and that they 


“enjoyed working with my team the whole day.”  


For veteran design sprint participants, they reflected the ease of working in smaller groups versus larger 
ones. The groups were reportedly small and “naturally fitting,” and both features were thought to 
contribute to the group’s success.  “There were only four of us and it was a lot easier for us to think 
about how our pieces could be put together instead of when it is a larger group, and it is overwhelming 
to think about how to make it all fit together.”  Another veteran also reported, “The smaller group 
helped with the feedback sessions and working together because there wasn’t so much repetition from 
hearing individuals’ projects and lesson plan ideas over and over and over.”  Participants reported they 
could “bounce ideas off of each other, get feedback, and make it into something that will eventually 
become lesson plans.”  Collaboration was high, with one team member helping a peer “where our ideas 
overlapped,” leveraging their skills and previous experiences effectively.  One person identified room for 
improvement in their whole-group work, indicating, “So there was person to person collaboration and 
teamwork, but I think that moving forward I would like to try and focus on creating a group platform 
where we get [the whole group] together a little bit more consistently or have the opportunity at least 
more consistently.”   
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Most participants though, reported demonstrating some leadership skills, even if that is not the title, 


they gave their role.  For example, they reported showing initiative (e.g., starting a group text chain or 


scheduling meetings) or making key decisions on behalf of their team.  A few participants felt taking part 


in the discussions was a demonstration of leadership, because doing so was a difficult task for them or 


because their ideas were not well received by their group.  Others defined leadership as taking 


ownership of tasks, saying, “We know which section we’re going to lead and have just taken charge of 


that.”     


Leadership roles tended to be dispersed amongst the team and were often determined by the 
skills/expertise of the participants.  None of the participants indicated they held the role of a group 
leader, but the each felt they and their teammates contributed skills and expertise to different areas of 
the work and lead those pieces of the project.  Each reported taking a design aspect (e.g., a specific topic 
area, a learning goal they felt was important to incorporate, or a structural/presentation issue like 
formatting) and worked with that piece until it was fully integrated into the group’s plan.  And again, 
they reported feeling they were able to provide feedback and support to the pieces their teammates 
were leading.  As a couple of participants noted, “This design studio has a structure to it to begin with” 
and the group was so small, so they felt leadership was less important than cooperation and 
collaborative support. 
 
Participants reported creating quality activities which they hoped would benefit students. They 


enjoyed seeing their work being tested with the test groups and receiving feedback on how the 


materials and activities could be improved.  


Those who did discuss their prototypes indicated they were excited by the details they expected the 


students to be most engaged by or interested in.  For example, one participant was excited about the 


idea to play music as they welcome the kids on to Zoom and another felt the “very hands -on” lessons 


would be “super engaging.” Another participant was excited by their topic of emojis, which were 


reported “’in’ right now, so I think junior high [students] are going to eat that up.”  Lastly, one 


respondent noted his/her excitement about advice the group had received to email the students with 


immediate feedback on their work, which he/she expected would be particularly engaging for the 


students. 


As one participant summarized, “I am hoping to create some fun activities that will be both instructional 


and educational, but also interesting enough to keep students coming.”  One participant also noted 


his/her desire to learn from the experience, because outreach work was something “I still want to 


incorporate that into my everyday life.”   


Unexpected Benefit 


“The whole COVID pandemic, I felt lost and very demotivated and lost interest in computer science sort 


of and that fact that I was able to go back to my old roots and come up with my own activities to explain 


complex looking things in an easier way to students helped me to gain back by confidence and helped me 


fall back in love with the subject that I love the most, which is computer science.”  


Next Steps and Recommendations. Videos were a data-rich source of information providing insight into 


the students’ thoughts and the overall design challenge process.  
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Follow-up with sites on their use and implementation of the curricula and materials developed by the 


teams. Pilot sites were to implement the new programs but due to COVID19 implementation and 


piloting of the of the new materials/programming was restricted.  A goal for the new evaluation would 


be to test the curricula and use the feedback to make revisions on changes.  


While the demographics of students enrolled in 21st CCLC sites are collected and reported, the same was 


not done for the college students. Given the leadership opportunities provided and the positive 


feedback from participating college students, collecting demographic data and following up with 


students after their work would be of interest. For example, given the focus on a prepared education 


workforce, the Beyond School Bells team may benefit following up with students to see if any chose to 


pursue a career in education or in a field that influences and/or benefits afterschool programming.  


 


Pilot Sites 
The pilot communities were Santee, Walthill, Macy/Umoho Nation, Lexington, Grand Island, Crete, 


Schuyler, Madison, Winnebago, and South Sioux City. 


Methods. Pilot sites were asked to complete the Nebraska Afterschool Quality and Continuous 


Improvement System (NAQCIS) -Self-Assessment (Johnson, et al., 2019), participate in student focus 


groups, surveys, and implementation progress reports. A Qualtrics questionnaire on their goals and 


progress was sent and completed by 5/10 communities. Surveys and rubrics were sent to sites to 


evaluate their use of the curricula piloted. These were limited as sites were not able to implement as 


much due to the pandemic affecting programming.  
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Results. 


Three focus groups with students were conducted in April 2021. Students from the following sites 


participated: Crete, Lexington, Schuyler, Madison, Walthill and Macy/Umoho Nation. Grade levels of 


students ranged from kindergarten-middle school with approximately 35-40 students across the sites 


participating. Due to COVID19 focus groups were conducted via Zoom. Focus group quest ions were the 


following: 


1. Tell me about your afterschool program. 


2. What do you like most about the program? What do they do well? 


3. What activities and clubs do you enjoy? Why? 


4. What do you wish would happen in afterschool? Something to add or change? Something 


different or something new? 


5. Do you feel like all the students are welcome? And do you feel like you fit in somewhere?  


6. What is something you wish the teachers and staff knew about you or anyone your age? 


7. Is there anything else you want us to know about your program? Anything you would change if 


you were the boss? 


The following emerged from the focus groups: 


Students enjoyed a variety of clubs and activities in their afterschool programs and had ideas for new 


ones. Clubs that had a movement component were popular (agility, swimming and soccer club were all 


mentioned) as were art clubs and activities. Students mentioned that they enjoyed STEM activities that 


had experiments as part of them (Legos and computer club were identified).  Ideas suggested for new 


clubs included pet club, Yugi-Oh club, and gymnastics, card club and chess club. 


The middle school students appreciated the choice of clubs and the freedom to choose how long they 


stayed at the afterschool program. Additionally, they suggested changes to the schedule to allow for 


more clubs and to perhaps change up the snack schedule. 


Field trips and new experiences were a huge incentive for students.  Field trips were mentioned by 


multiple students as experiences they enjoy and would like more of. Ideas included the zoo, an 


aquarium, bowling, pumpkin patch, and others. A few students mentioned being able to go to the high 


school and play as a fun idea. 


Friendships and getting to socialize with other students from their schools was a positive.  Most 


students felt that all other students were welcome and that it was easy make friends. However, there 


were a few students who noted that not all students were as welcome as others at both the school site 


and in the afterschool program. 


Qualtrics Questionnaire 


A Qualtrics questionnaire was distributed in the fall of 2020 to assess program goals, changes due to 


COVID, attendance goals and stakeholder engagement strategies. Below are the direct responses from 


the pilot sites on their goals for using funding. 


What is your innovation goal for this year as supported by this funding?  


1. To continue to provide enriched programming through COVID19 







Innovation Network 2020-2021 Preliminary Report                                                                   


 


6 


2. Increase student involvement to decrease after school delinquency, substance use and 
isolation. 


3. The upgrade and restoration of outdoor learning spaces that are located throughout the 
school complex (greenhouse, prairie garden, and arboretum) will provide students with 
future-focused learning opportunities to grow a self-reliant community by fostering a ‘sense 
of place’ for Crete Public School students, and by supporting the overall health of the Crete 
community and Rural America. 


4. Create a Food Sustainability Gardening Program. 


5. Being able to hire enough staff to run our program during covid.  To plan families’ activities.  
Have enough supplies to run during COVID19. 


 


What is your COVID 19 related goal for this year as supported by this funding? 


1. To continue to provide enriched programming through the pandemic regardless of virtual or 
in person program restrictions 


2. Serve the students that are attending face-to-face instruction. 


3. Due to COVID 19, students were sent home from school in March and were offered a summer 
program in a virtual-only setting. Even when students physically returned to school in mid-
August, they were required to adhere to a set of guidelines that included wearing masks while 
inside. Thus, our goal is five-fold as it relates to COVID 19:  1. Offer expanded outdoor learning 
for all by providing high-quality nature-based education (formal, nonformal and informal 
learning that spans from the instructional day to enrichment programming afterschool, to 
informal learning by student and public visitors). 2. Encourage environmental stewardship, 
sustainable living, and community wellness 3. Promote inclusion through teamwork in diverse 
experiential learning 4. Provide 17 paid internships for CPS students, which results in 
students' total earnings of $16,600+. 5. Provide supplementary financial relief to the district 
as it continually stocks supply inventories to battle COVID 19 and is intermittently limited in 
staff availability due to individual exposure to the virus. 


4. Keep all students safe by following all school and CDC health recommendations.  


5. Students will have their own supplies as much as possible.  We will have small groups to limit 
possible transfer of covid. 


 


How does this funding and participation in the ELO Innovation Network support other goals you have 


for this year? 


1. Our ability to maintain programming financially while not having the ability to serve as many 
children in one space as we have previously 


2. This funding has allowed us to purchase much needed supplies and provide stipends for after 
school teachers/mentors/coordinator. 


3. This funding and our participation in the ELO Innovation Network has provided financial relief, 
security, and enhanced learning opportunities to our afterschool program, school district and 
small rural community. In addition, it directly supports the school district's mission. 


4. This funding helps provide our program with materials needed to start a sustainable food 
program. Along with providing more staff and safety equipment to help keep all students and 
staff safe. 
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5. We do not have the finances to supply the students with their own supplies.  This has made 
that possible.  Also having smaller groups than we have provided in the past. 


 


Stakeholder Engagement (Students and the Community) 


Student Engagement. Three of the sites responding had specific goals to increase student involvement 


and voice including paid internship positions and seeking to serve 65% of the student population in the 


afterschool program. 


Community Engagement. Pilot Sites planned to connect with additional community partners via 


informal feedback, advisory committees and use of the community partner survey. Pilot sites listed 


additional partners to connect with for input via focus groups and/or interviews. 


Incubator Sites 
Incubator sites were those communities designated as wanting to develop a strong afterschool program. 


The designated incubator sites were Columbus, Red Cloud, Stuart and Raymond Central. Of the sites, 4/5 


planned on serving students and families in person during the 2020-2021 school year with one site 


anticipating a hybrid approach. Programs anticipated serving from 20-500 students during the school 


year. It should be noted that one of the incubator sites has six elementary programs with the capacity to 


serve several hundred students while other sites are working to build one afterschool site.  


Methods. A Qualtrics link was sent to each incubator site to gauge implementation progress, determine 


goals for 2020-2021 school year and to assess impact of COVID19 on the site.  


Results. Each of the incubator sites completed the online questionnaire and provided information about 


their site.  


What is your innovation goal for this year as supported by the funds from this grant? 


1. To improve the quality of ELO programming by developing the skills of current staff, 
increasing the level of student engagement, and expanding STEM related offerings.  


2. Our goal is to provide a high-quality enrichment opportunity for school- age students in our 
community. 


3. Every part of developing this program is innovation.  There are a lot of changing and moving 
parts as we enter the school year, as detailed in a separate email.  


4. The goal of the program is to help students enhance academic and civic engagement within a 
safe and fun environment. We will achieve this by providing academic support collaborating 
with teachers, administrators, and school staff to understand the needs of each student.  We 
will also create and develop opportunities within the community for students to grow as civic 
leaders. 


5. Enhance our middle school STEM activities. 


 


What is your COVID 19 related goal for this year as supported by the funds from this grant?  


1. We currently are unable to offer our play, musical, bowling, community gardening club and 
billiards at this point.  If our health department reduce health measure restriction, we will try 
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to reestablish these clubs.  We are currently serving students in person with some 
restrictions. 


2. Our COVID-19 related goal for this year would be to help support and enrich learning for our 
students and support any learning deficits brought on by Covid-19 and the restrictions it 
requires. 


3. Stuart has also been awarded a Gap Grant via the Nebraska Community Foundation and the 
Stuart Community Foundation Fund.  These funds are prioritizing social emotional needs for 
our students.  These funds may be able to be used in collaboration with the after school 
program to help bridge the gap created by COVID. 


4. Whenever possible, dependent upon the Raymond Central Administration decisions, the 
before and after school program will be held in person.  The School Community Coordinator 
and program staff have begun to prepare both virtual programming and learning 
opportunities that may be delivered to student homes should the need arise.  Programming 
will include STEM, service projects, arts, literacy, etc. 


5. We will run our ASP clubs as designed unless students are no longer able to attend school. If 
that happens, we will prepare take home activities for the kids. 


 


Stakeholder Engagement (Students and the Community) 


Student Engagement. Sites were asked how they would increase student voice or involvement in their 


program. Site indicated that they would seek input on choices for clubs and activities. Included was the 


belief that the programs were “for students” and therefore it was important to listen and incorporate 


their ideas. Hands-on activities were also mentioned as way to increase student involvement.  


Community Engagement. Community engagement was planned via informal feedback, advisory 


committees and use of the community partner survey. Incubator sites listed several potential partners 


who could be valuable in developing and sustaining afterschool programming. 


Next Steps and Recommendations. As part of the questionnaire, sites were asked to list potential 


stakeholders who could be invited to participate in a focus group or interview around community 


engagement and importance of afterschool programming. These partners could be included in the 


evaluation process for this next year. 


Centers of Excellence 
Centers of Excellence were tasked with being exemplars for other afterschool programs. Centers of 


excellence could be local communities (Cozad, North Platte, Collective for Youth – Omaha) or program 


providers (Henry Doorly Zoo, Wildlife Safari Park, Civic Nebraska, Morrill Hall, Game, Fish & Parks, UNO-


STEM4U, Whispering Roots, Future Kids/Future Soccer, The BAY/Rabble Mill.  


Methods. A Qualtrics form was sent to all the Centers of Excellence with 14/15 responding to the 


questionnaire. The form asked about goals, progress, and plans for stakeholder engagement.  


Results. Nearly all the centers, 12/15, planned to serve elementary students while 6/15 planned to serve 


both middle and high school students. Seventy-three percent planned to deliver their services in a 


hybrid format while 60% planned to deliver virtual programming for students and virtual professional 


development for staff. Fewer sites looked to provide in-person programming and professional 


development. 
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What is your innovation goal for this year as supported by the funds of this grant? 


1. To take what we know at The Bay — youth counterculture programming in skateboarding, 
music, and digital art — and package it into a pandemic proof virtual format to share across 
Nebraska through a system that fosters multi-directional engagement between students, 
staff, and experts on staff here in Lincoln. 


2. To provide science-based curriculum connecting students participating in after school 
programs to the natural world, focusing on Nebraska's birds and insects.  


3. To create an online training portal. 


4. Provide museum accessibility to rural afterschool sites through specimen kits (Shoebox Kits).  
Curricula guides will be developed for each kit with the unique needs of rural afterschool 
instructors in mind to create self-efficacy in leading science activities. 


5. Move our existing lesson plans to an online format 


6. Innovation goal is to convert curriculum and professional development opportunities into 
interactive hybrid experiences. 


7. Increase community partnerships as well as our intern school program partnerships 


8. Include high school students as program staff. 


9. I wish to innovate in ways to reach kids across Nebraska and provide them with sports 
programs they have never been able to regularly receive week in and week out. I wish to be 
able to provide coaching from my staff to as many kids as possible across Nebraska either in 
person or virtually. I do not want location or economic standing to prevent kids from receiving 
good quality coaching. 


10. Gardening can happen with young students without lots of land or a greenhouse 


11. Full-Service Community Schools 


12. Entrepreneurship and learning trades will help understand the ways of making money on your 
own 


13. Create a cohort of Greater Nebraska schools and train them in Service Learning 


 
What is your COVID19 related goal for this year as supported by the funds of this grant?  


1. None at the moment. If we were to go to remote learning, I would like to utilize the high 
school students in offering a virtual program. 


2. To adapt the teacher workshop to an online training, and create additional digital resources 
to supplement the curriculum, including short educational videos.  


3. Goal is to convert five in-person curriculum and in-person programs into virtual experiences. 


4. Our Shoebox specimen kits with user-friendly ideas for use in an afterschool setting will need 
to incorporate cleaning safety measures (kit quarantine).  In addition, we will need to build 
into the user guides ideas for how to use the specimens in a socially distanced manner 
(instructor tips for presentation, etc.). 


5. To help the youth start their own businesses. To be able to help the Santee community with 
entrepreneurship. To help them understand how running a business can help them as a whole 
community. To help teach the youth about marketing online and being successful as an online 
business. 
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6. Our COVID-19 goal is to keep as many kids physically and mentally active as possible. I feel 
that improving cardiovascular fitness in our youth is a sure fire way to have a long-term 
impact against a respiratory disease. I look to achieve that through either in person programs, 
or virtual programs either live on Zoom or through our soccer app Topya!  


6. Provide Family/Neighborhood/Community support 


7. Our COVID19 related goal is to use this time of virtual learning as an opportunity to develop 
new systems and methodologies of support and facilitating ELOs. Doing so will allow for 
expertise, ideas, and experiences existing in metro areas to be packaged and shared with 
under-resourced communities statewide. 


8. To serve as many students as possible and support their SEL as well as traditional learning or 
remote learning time. 


9. COVID19 has created an opportunity for us to serve more programs and individuals  


10. Create virtual and live trainings that can be accessed across the state 


11. To provide more outdoor experiences for students respecting social distancing.  We will be 
expanding what we can learn from garden spaces including insects, birds, weather, etc.  


12. Provide sustainable, virtual programming of high-quality STEM lessons. 


 


How does this funding and participating in the ELO Innovation Network support the goals you have 
for this year? 


1. By utilizing high school students, we hope to increase our attendance goals.  We are 
experiencing record lows in our attendance.  We need to use students that can bring some 
enthusiasm to the program. 


2. Funding will help provide material and resource development for two natural resources after 
school curriculum. 


3. The funding is helping us develop virtual programming and converting all resources into a 
media that is available to all Nebraska educators. 


4. The funding is helping us convert all resources into a virtual platform, so it is available for all 
Nebraska educators. 


5. Our initial goal was to reach more out-of-school time audiences in rural Nebraska, where 
visiting the museum is not realistic due to distance and support those informal educators. 
While not the initial goal, this funding will also help us pivot in a COVID-19 world where 
student groups visiting the museum in unlikely. By revamping our Shoebox Kits, afterschool 
groups, classrooms, and clubs will still be able to engage in science with specimens from the 
museum, while also creating more supports for informal educators.  


6. We now can reach out to communities that don't have much education on entrepreneurship. 
Help them gain an entrepreneurship mindset to start businesses.  


7. This funding will be a tremendous help to allow us to create the relationships with different 
school districts that need our services. This funding allows everything to be brought together 
full circle and I believe that it will springboard towards long term programs between Future 
Kids and school districts across Nebraska. 


8. This funding allows us to hire a Graduate Assistant to assist with family & neighborhood 
engagement as well as provide training statewide in the development of full-service 
community schools 


9. The funding provides our team the time and resources needed to concept, create, package, 
distribute, and facilitate programming through three initial tracks. Operating as part of the 
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ELO Innovation Network –– we can apply and assess this programming structure in a wide and 
diverse manner representing both sides of our state. 


10. Without the funding I would only be able to serve three 21st CCLC sites. The ELO funding 
allows me to serve all seven of my sites. 


11. Our goal of providing opportunities statewide is possible. 


12. We are creating a professionally filmed series of videos. 


13. We are installing new raised beds, birding stations, trees to encourage birds to come to our 
feeders, a weather station, butterfly houses, and other new opportunities for students.  We 
are able to install a new fence to keep our materials secure.  


14. They align very well with our goal to develop a whole new suite of resources to engage youth 
in STEM concepts. 


 
Summary of Goals 
Responses from Centers of Excellence indicated their willingness to address both access and equity 
across Nebraska particularly for students in rural communities. Funding from Beyond School Bells 
allowed communities to serve more students than those funded solely through 21st CCLC funds. 
Providing STEM, entrepreneurship and other engaging programs was an important goal for the Centers 
even if they needed to change the delivery method.  Centers sought to provide innovative programming 
using either virtual platforms or a hybrid approach. The next step is to evaluate the level of attendance 
and engagement afterschool sites and students had with those types of programs.  
 


Community Engagement. Centers of Excellence looked to connect with additional community partners 


via informal feedback, advisory committees and use of the community partner survey. Other ideas to 


engage community partners included inviting community partners with expertise in conservation or 


other areas to create new curricula and materials.  
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Parent Engagement Across Beyond School Bells Funded Sites and Centers 


 


Parent and family engagement was impacted by 


COVID19 as sites were not able to host parent 


activities in person. Yet, all of the participating sites 


and centers had goals for family and parent 


engagement. Nearly all reported that they would use 


informal feedback/input from parents as they 


designed and improved programming. The two other 


most frequently planned opportunities for family 


engagement were a parent survey and parent/child 


activities. Perhaps of interest is that on the NAQCIS 


Self-Assessment ((Johnson, et al., 2019).  completed 


by pilot sites Family Engagement was an area 


identified by many as needing more attention and 


improvement. 


IMPLEMENTATION and QUALITY 
Implementation Reflection – A Qualtrics questionnaire was sent out in January 2021 to programs to get 


a sense of implementation of programming during the first semester of the 2020-2021 school year. This 


was sent out to Centers of Excellence and Pilot Sites. 
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Programs planned to engage parents in multiple ways.
Informal feedback was the most frequent strategy while the Centers of Excellence 
planned to conduct parent focus groups.
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What pieces of implementation and/or programming have gone well? Why? What would you repeat 


in the future and recommend to others? 


1. We generated professional development that went very well. We had 4 videos with a near 
peer actor and local videographer. Those videos are on our website, and we have been able 
to direct potential partners to them as an introduction to service learning. We also composed 
new and repurposed existing documents to aid groups through the service-learning process. 


2. Design, creative planning, and generation of lessons. We've tried to be proactive about 
development of our activities. 


3. 1st quarter we enhanced our Gadgets and Gizmos club by purchasing more supplies which 
increased student engagement and expanded their learning opportunities. We also added 
two clubs. Our STEM coordinator created an Outrageous Acts of Science club and STEM 
Creative Challenges club. 2nd quarter we added two new clubs. A middle school teacher 
designed a CAD club, and another middle school teacher designed a Cricket club. 3rd quarter 
our new clubs consist of a Robotics club and Entrepreneurship club. Both clubs are led by 
certified teachers.  Students liked having new club opportunities. These advanced clubs work 
much better when we can hire certified teachers that can teach a large group of kids and keep 
them actively engaged throughout the quarter. Certified teachers also have the depth of 
knowledge that is needed for more content-based programming.   We would offer STEM 
creative Challenges, Robotics and CAD again if we have the certified teachers leading them. 
Gadgets and Gizmos, cricket club and entrepreneurship could be repeated by our regular ASP 
staff with some training and ongoing support. 


4. Programming:  The curriculum options are excellent.  The options are extensive, well 
described and the lesson plans are very well laid out.  The Before and After school program 
utilized Mission to Mars curriculum and the students enjoyed it immensely.  It was easy to 
adapt to our time allowance, interests and abilities of the students involved.  We also 
implemented some environmental lessons which was also easy to adapt, and the students 
enjoyed.  We look forward to using the curriculum this spring.  What a great resource for 
similar programs!  Implementation:  Any catch in the system was due to me entering the 
process a little late.  That said, any question I had concerning obtaining the curriculum, 
evaluations, grant reports, etc. was answered immediately and thoroughly.  The process for 
spring implementation is already going more efficiently as I am better prepared.  


5. We have been adjusting each week, due to changing restrictions, so I really feel we are not in 
our groove yet.  This has nothing to do with curriculum, totally due to the pandemic.  Our 
enrollment changes or the students are out for quarantine for two weeks, then back, then out 
again.  It has been tough to get the students through a logical plan of study.  With all that said, 
we continue to try new things and lessons.  We got the go ahead to plan for summer so we 
will be using curriculum then also. 


 


What were obstacles this first semester? How did it change what you did? What would you 


recommend to others? 


1. Obviously, COVID changed everything. Our original plans included in person meetings and 
trainings. We moved those to virtual, which has been working. We also had fewer established 
after school programs to work with. We extended information to day care centers, groups 
such as Scouts, and others and those still may bear fruit. Our greatest success came because 
we were able to tap existing partners in the region and in the field and through their 
suggestions, we were able to create a network. 
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2. We learned that the gadgets and gizmos club worked best when we split the group of 15 
students into two and ran two mini sessions at the same time, so group sizes were 7- 8 
students. We also learned that the students completed their Outrageous Acts of Science 
activities faster than anticipated so we needed to have an additional mini lesson prepared 
each day. Our club leaders also asked for use to prepare materials and lesson plans differently 
to ensure they had all the supplies ready to go.   I feel that our Outrageous Acts of Science 
curriculum could be implement by other sites across the state and we have shared all this 
material with by Jeff Cole and Jennifer Jones. 


3. We started with an open schedule/getting people to sign up individually and consistently was 
a challenge.  We went to "groups" instead of individuals.  2 teachers/2 paras = 1 group ----
Group A has Monday, group B has Tuesday, etc. -seemed to work much better 


4. The only obstacle we really encountered was the year in itself.  The curriculum we used was 
easy to adapt to social distancing, smaller groups, etc.  I would recommend this programming 
to any leader in a similar program. 


5. I think the answer above answers this too.  Sadly, we haven't felt like "routines" are 
something that we have mastered yet.  When students are gone for two weeks at a time, it is 
difficult to have a good flow to our curriculum. 


Quality 
Pilot communities were asked to complete the Nebraska Afterschool Quality Continuous Improvement 


System – Self- Assessment (Johnson, et al., 2019). The Self-Assessment was developed as part of the 


annual 21st CCLC evaluation process and was designed to reflect the quality indicators adopted by the 


Nebraska Board of Education. Six out of 10 communities representing 19 sites completed the self-


assessment in the 2020-2021 school year. While provided the opportunity to complete the measure, 


none of the non-21st CCLC sites completed it. To complete the NAQCIS Self-Assessment, management 


team members were asked to observe the program, rate the items, and then meet as a team to come to 


consensus using the following rubric. Teams were to rate the items using the following: 


Emerging: There is little to no evidence of the process in the program. This practice rarely or never 
happens and/or happens with fewer than 50% of students and staff. 


Emerging Plus: There is some evidence, or the process happens sometimes or with some students. 
This practice occurs about 50-60% of the time and with at least 60% of students and or staff. 


Maturing: Evidence and/or observations support that this practice occurs frequently and/or with 
most students. This practice happens at least 70% of the time and with at least 70% of students 
and staff. 


Maturing Plus: Evidence and/or observations support that this practice occurs almost always 
and/or with almost all students. This practice happens at least 80% of the time and with at least 
80% of students and staff. 


Excelling: Evidence and/or observations support that this practice is a strength and exemplar for 
the program. This practice happens 90-100% of the time with students and/or staff. Your team 
feels like it has the expertise to train on this item/area. 
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When entering an Overall Rating for a category, teams were to consider the ratings and evidence across 
all items and come to a consensus. The Overall Rating may reflect the category as a whole and was not 
necessarily an average of the individual item ratings. The self-assessment has teams rate themselves 
across ten areas that comprise the Quality Framework adopted by the Nebraska Board of Education: 1) 
Administration with sound management and well-developed systems; 2) Diverse, prepared staff 
included certificated educators; 3) Relationships and Interactions; 4) Professional Development; 5) 
Intentional Programming aligned with School Day & Engaged Learning; 6) Behavior Management; 7) 
Family Engagement; 8) Community-School Partnerships & Resource Sharing; 9) Ongoing Assessment and 
Improvement and 10) Safety, Health and Wellness. 
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Overall, the pilot communities viewed their afterschool sites as providing high quality programs for 
students. Sites delivered both engaging programming to students in climates that developed and 
nurtured relationships with students.  As one pilot site noted, “Relationships and interactions is an 
absolute strength of this program. It is evident that students enjoy being with and interacting with the 
staff and that staff truly care about the students. The staff are diligent about communicating frequently 
with each other and with family.” Additionally, the sites provided their afterschool staff with 
professional development opportunities necessary to continually improve their offerings. Areas that 
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Parent engagement was an areas of focus and improvement for sites.
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sites identified for growth included additional leadership opportunities for students, allowing for 
increased student voice and input, and engaging families more frequently and with more depth. 
 
Community partnerships were mentioned across several of the self-assessments as contributing factors 
to successful programming. Some of the partners mentioned by the pilot sites were funded as Centers 
of Excellence by Beyond School Bells indicating that sites were utilizing the expertise and programming 
provided by the centers. Below are a few of the comments from programs.  
 


 
 
“We are so fortunate in the state of Nebraska to have all of the support and grant opportunities that are 


available to us. Not only through government entities but also private. We see many members of the 


community wanting to help spread the wealth and help kids stay safe, happy, and healthy through these 


difficult times. Our community partners have been very flexible and willing to help us come up with 


innovative ways to reach our students in meaningful and intentional ways.” 


“We worked with The Bay this semester to create a skate school that best fit our programming needs. 
Our students absolutely loved learning to skateboard and doing different tricks. It encouraged 
perseverance in trying until we succeed. We plan to continue to have students at different schools also 
take part in this program with The Bay next semester. Eventually we would like to expand on this 
program and bring in local skaters that are able to show us more skills in person. Obviously, this will not 
be able to take place until COVID restrictions are lifted.” 
 
“Extensive partnerships exist, and more are in the works. The support from Omaha Nation Schools and 
Beyond School Bells includes donations and supplies and is strong and enduring. There is also a Farm-to-
table partnership with UNL Extension. COVID has made the partnerships more challenging, but some 
have been able to continue with others planning for the future.”  


 


             


Summary  
In a year impacted significantly by COVID19, programs continued to look for ways to engage students in 


meaningful and engaging ways. The Design Studios produced materials and curricula for afterschool 


programs and provided college students with opportunities to demonstrate creativity, leadership skills 


and content expertise. The model piloted is one that should be considered for replication moving 


forward. 


The Centers of Excellence were able to pivot and develop additional virtual programming and 


professional development. Now would be an excellent opportunity to collect data on those offerings 


and use the feedback to refine and improve. Of particular interest would be to gather student 


engagement around the new programming as some of the afterschool sites are looking to increase both 


student attendance and student interest.  
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The questionnaires and the self-assessment results indicated a need to improve family/parent 


engagement with the afterschool programming while at the same time indicating that community 


partnerships were a strength of the programs. Both sites and Centers of Excellence were willing to share 


any ideas, curricula and lessons learned with others. The need for engaging programming and new ideas 


has been identified in the 21st CCLC Afterschool Staff Survey for the past few years and to share out 


these ideas and methods for programming is something that could positively impact new programs and 


new staff. 


A goal of the BSB programming could be to continue aligning components with the existing 


infrastructure of the 21st CCLC programming and evaluation while collecting additional data on new 


evaluation questions and areas of interest. The pilot sites demonstrated high quality practices, value 


partnerships, and were open to piloting new materials. 21st CCLC sites use data and are engaged with 


the evaluation process in an ongoing manner. Combining data and evaluation methods could lend itself 


to answering questions around the impact of afterschool programming on student outcomes, families , 


and communities. 
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Executive Summary 


The Nebraska Department of Education (NDE) has a goal to “create the conditions for high-
quality instruction in every classroom, every day” (NDE, n.d., p. 1), which promotes education 
equity across Nebraska schools. To accomplish this, NDE partnered with Teaching Lab to support 
school districts through a multistep process to select and implement high-quality instructional 
materials (HQIMs) in English language arts, math, and science. NDE and Teaching Lab solicited 
applications from Nebraska school districts and educational service units (ESUs) to participate in 
the 2-year Instructional Materials-Professional Learning Fellowship & Innovation Network (IM-PL 
Network). Year 1 spanned the 2019/20 academic year, and Year 2 spanned the 2020/21 academic 
year. Teaching Lab (2020) guided the cohort members through a three-phase structured process: 
(1) instructional materials selection, (2) planning for implementation, and (3) professional 
learning and progress monitoring. Each phase included multiple meetings, either in person or 
virtual and either in a group or one-on-one. 


NDE contracted Marzano Research to conduct a mixed-methods evaluation to provide insights 
into the implementation of the IM-PL Network and progress toward its outcomes. We cocreated a 
logic model capturing the activities of the network and mapping out the intended outcomes for 
the project. (See Appendix A for the logic model.) NDE intends to use the evaluation findings to 
inform systemic improvement for these efforts in the future. The findings will also help inform 
NDE staff as they determine if this network can be replicated as a model for future Education 
Innovation Networks (Epler, 2019).  


Marzano Research collected data to answer the following evaluation questions:  


• Who attended the Teaching Lab meetings? 
• What did cohort members implement based on what they learned from the Teaching Lab 


meetings?  
• What resources did Teaching Lab provide to help cohort members implement what they 


learned from the meetings, and what were their perceptions of those resources?  
• What factors impeded or supported the implementation of the Teaching Lab process? 
• To what extent did cohort members increase their knowledge of how to develop and 


execute a process to review and adopt HQIMs?  
• To what extent did cohort members increase their confidence to select HQIMs?  


Key Takeaways 


Based on the evaluation findings, Marzano Research noted key takeaways for the IM-PL Network 
across the 2 years of implementation. Overall takeaways for the network as well as takeaways for 
each year are listed below. 
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Overall Takeaways 


• Cohort membership declined greatly from Year 1 to Year 2. There were 100 cohort 
members in Year 1 and 47 cohort members in Year 2. Only 34 cohort members continued 
from Year 1 to Year 2. 


• All school district and ESU cohort members gained experience in the Teaching Lab process 
to select HQIMs, plan for and monitor their implementation, and provide professional 
learning on the HQIMs. 


• Teaching Lab resources (meetings, templates, guidance documents, articles, and so on) 
were well received by cohort members and perceived as useful and beneficial to making 
progress toward completing milestones. 


• Time, money, opportunity for collaboration, and leadership support were the main factors 
needed for this work to succeed. Cohort members lacked time to complete the milestones 
in the Teaching Lab process. 


• Cohort members experienced more challenges in Year 2 than in Year 1, including a shift in 
focus related to the Teaching Lab process, and cohort membership and meeting 
attendance was lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. 


Year 1 Takeaways 


• Cohort members noted that the instructional vision-setting milestone was critical to their 
success, as it solidified the approach by helping all stakeholders land on the same page. 
However, it was the IM-PL Network’s collaborative nature that provided the support 
required to pursue their instructional visions.  


• Cohort members reported they had gained confidence in the components needed to select 
HQIMs to participation in the IM-PL Network and demonstrated progression through the 
various milestones.  


• The IM-PL Network made cohort members feel less like they were undertaking a task in 
isolation and more like they were building a community of professionals seeking the same 
goal of selecting HQIMs for their students. The collaboration and feedback the network 
(Teaching Lab and cohort members) provided were key to the success of Phase 1 and even 
prompted the ESUs to consider creating similar networks.  


• The IM-PL Network provided cohort members with focus and a structure for the process of 
selecting HQIMs. However, cohort members called for scaffolding for several points in the 
process, requested more content, and desired context-related opportunities for 
collaboration.  


• Cohort members were glad to see NDE’s consistency in pursuing these statewide 
initiatives, but they expressed concern about the alignment of Teaching Lab with previous 
NDE initiatives. They noted that some alignment was needed to portray a cohesive vision 
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between the similar but slightly differing initiatives and show how they would best 
complement each other.1  


Year 2 Takeaways 


• Cohort members highlighted collaboration, communication strategies, designated space, 
time, and focus as key aspects to the success of their work. 


• Meeting attendance was lower in Year 2 than in Year 1. This was likely due to the format of 
the meetings (virtual rather than in person) and lack of time to devote to the IM-PL 
Network because of COVID-19 restrictions. 


• Cohort members reflected on the sense of community they felt as individuals working 
together to achieve similar goals in implementing HQIMs in their school districts. 


• Cohort members had both positive and negative feelings about virtual learning. The 
overall impression was that in-person meetings were more beneficial.  


• Cohort members said that participating in the IM-PL Network increased their confidence in 
implementing the Teaching Lab process. 


• Cohort members agreed they would implement what they learned from the meetings, but 
the content of the meetings shifted to reflection on, rather than application of, the 
Teaching Lab process. As a result, the Year 2 content was less focused on the 
implementation of Phase 3.  


• Cohort members highlighted equity as a topic of interest with two subcategories: (1) 
ensuring HQIM teams included the appropriate members, and (2) striving toward ensuring 
HQIMs were equitable for all students. 2 


Differences Between Years 1 and 2 


• The IM-PL Network was different from Year 1 to Year 2. This is attributed to the COVID-19 
pandemic altering the meeting format from a mix of in-person and virtual meetings to 
only virtual meetings, as well as to Teaching Lab staff turnover between Years 1 and 2. 
Additional aspects influenced by these contexts include the following: 


o The introduction of a learning management system (Moodle). 
o A loss of coherence between asynchronous and synchronous work. 
o A shift from applying the Teaching Lab process in Year 1 to reflecting on the 


process in Year 2. 


• From Year 1 to Year 2, there was a decrease in cohort membership. Also, no cohort 
members in Phase 3 participated in the December 2020 or May 2021 focus groups. 


 
1 These Year 1 takeaways are also summarized in the interim report provided to NDE by Marzano Research. 
2 Due to the small number of focus group participants and our commitment to confidentiality , Marzano Research did 
not differentiate between school district and ESU cohort members. 
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• In Year 2, data collection became a cooperative effort between Marzano Research and 
Teaching Lab. Teaching Lab collected survey data and provided it to Marzano Research 
rather than Marzano Research designing surveys for each phase of the process.  


Potential Next Steps for the Education Innovation Networks 


• Using the evaluation findings to inform how future Education Innovation Networks 
function, including the differentiation of meeting content and activities based on where 
school districts are in each network’s area of focus.  


• Ensuring alignment of future networks with statewide education initiatives to portray a 
cohesive vision to school districts and ESUs. 


• Applying an in-person or hybrid format for the Education Innovation Networks. This aligns 
with the emphasis on the collaborative strength of the network and gives members a 
designated time and place to work away from distraction.  


• Integrating content into resources and meetings that is directly applicable to Education 
Innovation Network implementation. The networks should prioritize application over 
reflection.   


• Infusing equity discussions into future Education Innovation Network cohorts.  


The appendices of this report include the IM-PL Network logic model (Appendix A), evaluation 
timeline (Appendix B), and data collection methods (Appendix C). The evaluation findings address 
both implementation and intended outcomes outlined in the logic model.  
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Project Context 


Several factors influenced the IM-PL Network and the cohort members’ progress:  


• The COVID-19 pandemic began in March 2020, which was the latter half of Year 1. Health 
safety procedures were put into effect at the national and state levels, resulting in a pause 
of the Teaching Lab meetings. The last in-person session before the pandemic was the 
February 2020 meeting, which was the transition from Phase 1 to Phase 2 in the Teaching 
Lab process.  


• Phase 2 commenced virtually in May 2020. This was a major change to how the IM-PL 
Network had been conducted, and the meetings had low attendance. This suggests that 
the events of the pandemic were still too recent for cohort members to shift focus back to 
the Teaching Lab process.  


• At the end of Phase 2 in June 2020, IM-PL Network activities halted until October 2020, 
which marked the shift to the Year 2. During this time, Teaching Lab also experienced staff 
turnover, resulting in a change of leadership for the network.  


• To be considerate of cohort members and the impact the pandemic was having on their 
lives, Marzano Research changed the data collection activities to limit interaction with the 
members and decrease the time burden placed on them. We cooperated with Teaching 
Lab staff to integrate the survey data they collect for the evaluation. We also shortened 
the length of focus groups to reduce the amount of time cohort members spent in data 
collection activities, and we provided incentives to compensate the members for their 
time. 


Timeline of Events 


Figure 1 displays a detailed project timeline of Years 1 and 2 of the IM-PL Network. The timeline 
also highlights the project context described above. 
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Figure 1. Detailed 2-Year Project Timeline 


 


Source. Marzano Research analysis of IM-PL Network documents. 
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Findings  


The findings are presented by evaluation question and include both survey and focus group data. 
Details related to data collection methods are in Appendix C. 


Who Attended the Teaching Lab Meetings? 


For Year 1, 73 cohort members from 16 school districts and 27 cohort members from 6 ESUs 
participated in the IM-PL Network, for a total of 100 cohort members. For Year 2, 31 cohort 
members from 9 school districts and 16 cohort members from 5 ESUs participated, for a total of 
47 cohort members. Only 34 cohort members continued from Year 1 to Year 2. Figure 2 presents 
IM-PL Network cohort membership. 


Figure 2. Cohort Membership in Years 1 and 2 


 


Source. Cohort member counts provided by Teaching Lab. 


Marzano Research obtained attendance data from Teaching Lab to determine how many cohort 
members attended the Teaching Lab meetings in Years 1 and 2. Figure 3 displays the attendance 
for each meeting in Years 1 and 2 except Meetings 2–4, for which no attendance data were 
provided. 
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Figure 3. Teaching Lab Meeting Attendance in Years 1 and 2 


 


Note. Teaching Lab did not provide attendance data for Meetings 2–4. Because attendance data for Year 2 meetings 
reflect cohort members accessing meetings through a Zoom link in Moodle, the numbers in the figure are an 
underestimation of actual attendance. Cohort members could share the link with other members, such as colleagues, 
who were not then counted as attending the meeting. 
Source. Attendance data for Year 1 meetings provided by Teaching Lab and attendance data for Year 2 meetings 
collected via Moodle.  


Regarding the shift to virtual meetings due the COVID-19 pandemic, cohort members responded 
to a question about their ability to attend the Teaching Lab meetings they wanted to attend. Of 
the 11 respondents, four (36%) reported they were not able to attend the meetings they wanted 
to attend, and seven (64%) indicated they were able to attend the meetings they wanted to 
attend.  


What Did Cohort Members Implement Based on What They Learned From 
the Teaching Lab Meetings?  


In Year 1, Marzano Research administered surveys related to Phases 1 and 2 of the Teaching Lab 
process. Cohort members reported on their progress in completing the Phase 1 and 2 milestones.  


Seventy-two percent of survey respondents indicated they had formed their HQIM selection team 
as well as their HQIM review committee, and 67% reported they had developed a plan to select 
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HQIMs as well as a rubric to review the HQIMs (Figure 4). Only 17% of respondents indicated they 
had made a final decision about their HQIM selections and communicated that decision. No survey 
respondents reported they had piloted the HQIMs.  


Figure 4. Percentages of Respondents Who Completed Phase 1 Milestones 


 


Note. n = 18. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 1 survey and analysis. 


Focus group participants noted the instructional vision-setting milestone in Phase 1 was critical to 
their success. They said this milestone created depth and clarity by aligning all parties involved 
with a singular vision. Additionally, setting the instructional vision for HQIMs was pivotal for their 
work and took priority for their HQIM selection. 


We had a vision coming into that day, but we fine-tuned our vision as part of that work, 
and I think we feel the same way. We had a better product after walking out of that—the 
guiding light, so to speak, that helped us with some of the decisions we made after that. 


Focus group participants considered piloting the HQIMs a rather contentious milestone and had 
different opinions. For example, one team had completed their pilot, but another stated they 
would not pilot the HQIMs but rather invest in a more in-depth review. Other participants had also 
piloted the HQIMs successfully, but some had chosen not to because they needed a “rationale, 
research, and a step-by-step model” first. Other reasons for not piloting the HQIMs included the 
costs involved as well as the time required to get permission from district leaders. Additionally, 
participants thought their school districts might hesitate to act on their decisions, especially 
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considering the limited amount of information in demonstrations provided by instructional 
material companies.  


This is a good process for teachers up until they have to make the final decision and stick 
with it and put their name on it and sign off on it—and then they get cold feet. 


By the end of Phase 2, 71% of survey respondents indicated they understood the design and 
logistical demands of their HQIMs (Figure 5). Just under 60% reported that they had determined a 
plan for professional learning on how to implement their HQIMs. Only 14% of survey respondents 
indicated that they had a plan for conducting observations and providing feedback related to the 
HQIMs. No survey respondents reported that they had designed an assessment strategy for their 
HQIMs. 


Figure 5. Percentages of Respondents Who Completed Phase 2 Milestones 


  


Note. n = 7. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 2 survey and analysis. 


In Year 2, the Teaching Lab meetings shifted away from the planned Phase 3 activities and 
focused on other issues such as equity. One measure of implementation in Year 2 was Teaching 
Lab’s monthly surveys for cohort members. (See Appendix C for more information on the data 
collection methods.) One survey item asked respondents how likely they were to implement what 
they had learned during the Teaching Lab meetings in the following 4–6 weeks. Over 70% 
indicated they were likely to apply their learnings (Figure 6). Respondents also reported the 
learnings they intend to apply, including using the Adoption Guide to complete the Teaching Lab 
process; incorporating “Heart, Head, and Habits” into the professional learning they provide; 
determining how to use the interview, focus group, and observation protocols provided by 
Teaching Lab; and working on their problem of practice. 
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Figure 6. Respondents’ Likelihood of Applying Learnings from Teaching Lab Meetings 


 


Note. n = 60. 
Source. Marzano Research analysis of Teaching Lab monthly surveys. 


Finally in Year 2, NDE stakeholders requested initial feedback on where school districts were in 
prioritizing Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief (ESSER) funds. In response, school 
district cohort members shared their initial plans for using the funds. One cohort member 
mentioned funds would be used to support HVAC systems and ventilation. Other cohort members 
mentioned a stronger literacy focus that included hiring literacy specialists, interventionists, and 
academic coaches to provide students with additional supports. Additionally, cohort members 
mentioned expanding on their summer school programs.  


What Resources Did Teaching Lab Provide to Help Cohort Members 
Implement What They Learned From the Meetings and What Were Their 
Perceptions of Those Resources?  


Teaching Lab resources include the meetings facilitated by Teaching Lab staff, pre-work or 
asynchronous work related to the Teaching Lab meetings, and the templates and protocols that 
cohort members can use to progress through the Teaching Lab process. Cohort members overall 
had positive perceptions of the resources Teaching Lab provided.  


Survey respondents also considered the individual resources Teaching Lab provided in Phases 1 
and 2. In Phase 1, more than 80% of respondents endorsed 14 of 18 Teaching Lab resources as 
being useful to them. Respondents considered the “Review Committee Job Description” resource 
as least useful, as only 65% endorsed it (Figure 7).  
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Figure 7. Percentages of Respondents Who Reported Phase 1 Resources as Being Useful to a 
Moderate or Great Extent 


 


Note. n = 17. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 1 survey and analysis. 


Open-ended survey items in Phase 1 surveys asked about the resources cohort members used. 
Fourteen respondents answered these items. Respondents reported they relied on strategies and 
templates to gather and organize feedback from their stakeholders, whether for conducting a 
survey to gather districtwide beliefs about the instructional vision or for narrowing down the 
HQIMs by establishing a selection committee to gather input on their work. Additionally, 
respondents indicated the timeline (designed to keep their implementation moving forward) was 
helpful because it “really broke down what needed to happen in chronological order.” The one-
on-one coaching and availability of Teaching Lab instructors to vet cohort members’ ideas also 
facilitated their implementation progress. 


Focus group participants also reported Phase 1 provided them with a means to better 
communicate at different levels in their school districts, specifically in their conversations with 
teachers. One participant mentioned they “used a lot of those talking points from that first day to 
help guide some of that communication.”  
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Focus group participants found that the Teaching Lab meetings provided them with the 
opportunity to “collectively come together to be more uniform in the process.” Stating they 
“grew a lot” and had created a collection of resources over the time spent in the IM-PL Network, 
participants felt overall quite positive about the resources they received. 


I really enjoyed a lot of the resources that were in our homework. There are some gems 
that I really took away. Sometimes, we didn’t get to delve into them that much in class, 
but I thought there were some really powerful, helpful resources available to us. 


Another focus group participant mentioned they relied on the Adoption Guide to develop the plan 
for implementation.  


Lastly, not all focus group participants reported they had gained new knowledge from 
participating in the IM-PL Network. Nevertheless, even for these participants, the network proved 
useful for their HQIM implementation as a validating experience.  


I think for us and where we were in our journey, and when the fellowship [network] came 
along, we had been through a great deal of the steps that those first meetings had 
addressed. So, it was a validating experience, I suppose, a little bit for us. Affirming, I think 
is what [cohort member name] said, I would agree with that.” 


In Phase 2, 80% or more of survey respondents endorsed five of the nine resources as being useful 
to a moderate or great extent (Figure 8). Respondents considered the “Pacing Guidance”, 
“Current PL Structures Template”, “Communication Plan for Professional Learning”, and 
“Artifacts/Examples of Work Products” resources as least useful, as only 71% endorsed it. 
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Figure 8. Percentages of Respondents Who Reported Phase 2 Resources as Being Useful to a 
Moderate or Great Extent 


 


Note. n = 7. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 2 survey and analysis. 


Refinement of Resources 


Although cohort members spoke well of the resources and support provided, they noted there was 
room to refine them. Regarding the Teaching Lab process, focus group participants noted the 
timeline and structured process benefited their teams and provided adequate pacing for the 
milestones they were working on. However, they felt more time was needed to complete Phase 1. 
Participants also indicated the resources, virtual check-ins, and pre-work were useful for their 
learning, but they felt some aspects needed refinement. Additionally, they noted the rubric felt 
rushed and the Adoption Guide was too long and repetitive in some places.  


I would say the first adoption guide was, similar to today, just very long and hard to 
navigate. And there were points in it where, speaking specifically of the first [meeting], 
there were some questions in it that I thought were unnecessary, that were really getting 
into the weeds of things when we’re trying to . . . lay out this whole process. There were 
just some unnecessary questions. 


Focus group participants also felt the Adoption Guide would benefit from time allocations for 
sections to keep cohort members progressing, components of the guide being assigned as 
homework, and further alignment of the guide with the eight steps of Nebraska Materials Matter.  


We did a lot of work on that website to streamline the steps and put some materials in 
there. So some of this stuff seemed redundant. And then it wasn’t connected, so that was 
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another question we had. Where do things fit together, how do they fit together, and 
where do you want districts to go later? 


Focus group participants additionally remarked that the audience was key to the process, noting 
the need to meet cohort members where they were in the Teaching Lab process and to scaffold 
the resources.  


In Phase 2, on behalf of Teaching Lab, cohort members were asked additional survey questions 
about the shift to virtual meetings during the COVID-19 pandemic. Of the seven respondents, five 
(71%) expressed they were able to progress though milestones with the virtual support provided 
by Teaching Lab. Between March and June 2020, Teaching Lab offered one-on-one support to 
cohort members. Three of five respondents (60%) indicated the support was “somewhat 
helpful/helpful”; the other two respondents did not use this service. Most respondents felt the 
changes to the schedule, weekly topics, and pre-work for weekly topics were communicated in an 
acceptable manner (Figure 9). 


Figure 9. Respondents’ Perceptions of How Well Changes to the IM-PL Network Were 
Communicated 


 


Note. n = 7. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 2 survey and analysis. 


Survey respondents were asked to suggest what could improve their learning in a virtual setting. 
One respondent suggested the content be narrowed to the most essential “must-do and can-do 
components,” and another suggested moving meetings to the afternoon or recording them so 
that cohort members who cannot attend can access them. Lastly, respondents desired “more 
clarity on outcomes, objectives, and research.”  
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Respondents also considered what Teaching Lab should keep doing, stop doing, and start doing. 
Respondents wanted Teaching Lab to keep “working with [us] to help implement HQIMs” and to 
continue providing “templates” and “interactive documents with digital resources.” They also 
requested that Teaching Lab start “recording online [meetings]” and provide a “more 
comprehensive information-calendar of meetings and topics along with clear pre-work and 
aligned objectives and outcomes.” An additional request was to have “groups get together 
around the same material adoptions.” 


Teaching Lab facilitated seven meetings in Year 2 of the IM-PL Network. Over the first six 
meetings, 60 cohort members completed the Teaching Lab surveys and provided feedback on the 
meetings they attended (Figure 10). Overall, respondents agreed that the Teaching Lab meetings 
were a positive experience. Respondents were less likely to agree that the meetings helped them 
navigate remote and/or hybrid learning during the COVID-19 pandemic.  


Figure 10. Respondents’ Satisfaction With Year 2 Teaching Lab Meetings 


 


Source. Marzano Research analysis of Teaching Lab surveys. 


Survey respondents also provided additional details about the Year 2 Teaching Lab meetings that 
went well. They noted that the discussions and collaboration among attendees were a good use of 
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time. They also appreciated the Teaching Lab resources, particularly the materials, pre-work and 
readings (including ease of access and completion), thinking prompts, “eliminating Moodle,” case 
study examples, and the instructional shifts activity.  


On the flip side, respondents also provided additional details about what could improve the Year 2 
Teaching Lab meetings. They reported additional discussion and collaboration time would be 
beneficial. They also pointed to confusion around using numerous platforms (Zoom, Google Docs, 
Moodle, and Nearpod), stating it was “sometimes tough to keep up.” Finally, respondents 
mentioned Teaching Lab covered a lot of material during meetings and needed to provide pre-
work earlier so that cohort members have adequate time to complete it. 


A follow-up, open-ended question about navigating remote and/or hybrid learning asked 
respondents about how the Teaching Lab meetings help them with this navigation. Respondents 
reported they gained ideas about how to engage students using online tools and strategies for 
breakout rooms. However, they also noted the timing of this meeting was late as they had already 
implemented virtual learning.  


What Factors Impeded or Supported the Implementation of the Teaching 
Lab Process?  


In Years 1 and 2, focus group participants and survey respondents highlighted collaboration, 
communication strategies, designated space, and time as key aspects to the success of their work. 
However, in Year 2, focus group participants and survey respondents mentioned the challenges 
associated with the COVID-19 pandemic, as well as the staff turnover at Teaching Lab, hindered 
implementation. They discussed both the positive aspects of the IM-PL Network and ways to 
improve the program. Finally, they described the negative and positive impacts of the IM-PL 
Network on their HQIM process.  


Factors That Impeded Implementation of the Teaching Lab Process 


On the Phase 1 survey, respondents shared barriers they faced in completing the milestones. Most 
notably, respondents shared several ways in which lack of time was a barrier. For example, they 
pointed out the difficulty in communicating and collaborating due to a lack of time to work with 
the pilot district participants. Others mentioned the extensive amount of time it took to select 
and purchase the materials. Respondents also stated they struggled to meet the deadline for new 
curriculum implementation for the 2020/21 school year due to a lack of time. Some respondents 
who reflected on struggling with insufficient time also noted they were less directly involved: “We 
are not change agents or decision-makers, so our ability to utilize materials is limited to what our 
districts are willing to accept.” Another reported barrier was insufficient funding, as some 
respondents struggled to select HQIMs within their budgets.  


Regarding additional support or resources needed to complete the milestones, respondents 
focused on next steps. They were interested in supporting teachers, training teachers on using the 
HQIMs, and informing school leaders on the value of HQIMs. Respondents also sought “continued 
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support from ESUs and NDE as well as [the] vendor of new material.” Some respondents desired 
more time to plan with their respective school district teams and also seemed to be “struggling 
with how to use this process, these tools with other schools.” 


As on the Phase 1 survey, respondents shared barriers they faced in completing the Phase 2 
milestones. One barrier was getting the buy-in from implementation team members to complete 
the actions and milestones of the three-phase process. Another barrier was lack of time, similar to 
findings from the Phase 1 survey. In particular, respondents said they lacked time to complete the 
work and bring implementation team members together for the Teaching Lab meetings.  


Regarding additional support or resources needed to complete the milestones, respondents 
stressed the need for more collaboration time with, and more buy-in from, their implementation 
team members. 


In Year 1 focus groups, participants expressed a need to recognize where each school district was 
in the HQIM selection process and then to scaffold meeting content and pre-work to where the 
cohort members were in the Teaching Lab process. Because cohort members were in different 
stages in the implementation process, they felt targeted content would have helped them 
progress more smoothly. The lack of scaffolding may have negatively impacted their progress. 
Participants suggested breakout meetings with cohort members in a similar stage in the process 
instead. Also, they recommended that cohorts be selected based on what stage in the process 
they were in.  


The Implementation of HQIMs. The implementation journey of cohort members did not come 
without challenges. The first major challenge was the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on the 
planning for the IM-PL Network and the shift to virtual meetings. The most apparent repercussion 
of the pandemic was a delay in the HQIM implementation for some cohort members: 


We took everything and bumped it a year. So, it gave us some breathing room, I suppose, 
and some time to think about it, but really it was just . . . this won’t work under the current 
circumstances and when we’re going to change curriculum, we’re going to do it right. 


Focus group participants expressed concern about the fidelity of the HQIM implementation, if 
they had been required to proceed with the implementation. They said that “the teachers were 
very stressed” and that, overall, teachers were not available for the professional learning they 
needed for successful implementation of their HQIMs. 


Our teachers have high-quality instructional resources, or they at least had piloted 
something. But our plan was to really get into classrooms and track data and really see if 
we were implementing with fidelity and really supporting teachers in areas that they 
needed support. And so now, we’re really limited to the kind of support we can give, just 
being in buildings and everything is over Zoom. And so, it’s just not as rich of a 
[professional development] or a support, that we would have given. 
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Lack of teacher availability and timing of implementation became apparent within the IM-PL 
Network. One focus group participant noted that “in a district we see fewer and fewer district 
people participate.” The pandemic provided an opportunity for cohort members to reflect on the 
timing of HQIM implementation. Participants indicated they considered this context and identified 
factors that would hinder the success of implementation as well as the feasibility of evaluating 
the implementation during the pandemic.  


Although focus group participants said teachers were excited about implementing their new 
HQIMs, the teachers struggled with the need to support students during the pandemic and the 
need to introduce the HQIMs. 


[Teachers are] eager for it. So, we’d very much like to get that going. But at the same time, 
they know that for us to pull them from classrooms to do any of that work right now would 
have been very, very hard. 


Focus group participants reported a distraction-free space is needed for successful collaboration 
on the HQIM implementation, which was hindered due to the pandemic. However, there was a 
silver lining. Participants indicated they were synthesizing the professional learning to convey the 
essential pieces, “just in a more condensed way.” 


The adoption part that we’ll get to later on in the year, I think, will be easy, because we’re 
taking the time to unpack what teachers need to know as the essentials. So, we are 
following the process, but we’ve had to adapt quite a bit for COVID-19. Because we don’t 
have the time. Because we would usually have a full day with a team working in the same 
room and using a lot of materials. And we can’t do that now. 


The Move From In-Person to Virtual Meetings. In relation to the challenges of the pandemic, 
many focus group participants distinguished between Year 1 (a combination of in person and 
virtual) and Year 2 (virtual) of the IM-PL Network. Participants felt Year 1 was more beneficial 
because they “didn’t have distractions and . . . [had] the opportunity to really talk together 
without distraction.” Thus, Year 1 provided cohort members with the collaborative space they 
needed to move the work forward.  


Our team has mentioned that it was more beneficial in person than over Zoom. I think 
there were some challenges with Zoom. I know the presenters ran into some difficulties 
with technology and navigating that technology, where I think sometimes it felt like we 
lost some traction. I think the timing was difficult on our end, too. The after-school 4:30 to 
6:30 time is prime time for us to have with teachers. And so, I know we ran into situations 
where we were frequently late because of district meetings and we didn’t want to miss the 
content, but we also needed to prioritize that work within our district first. And so, I think 
we felt like we were juggling sometimes. So, if the in-person opportunity were available, I 
think that might better serve future.” 
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However, focus group participants could see the benefit of using a hybrid model for future IM-PL 
Network meetings: “Zoom is convenient because you don’t have to travel somewhere and make 
those kinds of arrangements.” A hybrid model also means fewer concerns about finding 
substitutes for teachers or pulling teachers from classrooms.  


But I’m just wondering if going forward, if kind of a mix of some in-person a couple of 
times and just really emphasizing the need for everybody to be there and so forth, but 
then having a couple of times in between to sort of regroup with a couple of pieces of 
homework along the way would have been a nice balance, perhaps. 


Teaching Lab initially struggled to adapt to a virtual learning environment, which led to poor 
experiences for some cohort members. Teaching Lab adapted its programming to meet the needs 
of cohort members during the pandemic while also dealing with its own staff turnover. The first 
challenge was the virtual platform, as “presenters ran into some difficulties with technology and 
navigating that technology.” However, this improved over time.  


Additionally, cohort members did not approve of Moodle, which led them to feel unprepared for 
synchronous work at meetings. In response, Teaching Lab moved back to e-mail as its primary 
mode of communication. 


I’ll go ahead and just talk about the least beneficial thing for me so far has been the use of 
the Moodle and that learning management system [LMS] that is so cumbersome. We use 
Campus and . . . Google Classroom, and I’m very familiar with LMS. I do a lot of tech 
integration. But in my opinion, it’s a stumbling block. Some things are PDFs, some things 
go to Google Drive. I just never really know where to find certain things. There’s just a lot 
of assumptions when [using] Moodle. 


These experiences show the importance of a well-integrated learning management system for 
asynchronous learning. 


The Shift From Application in Year 1 to Reflection in Year 2. Another difficulty cohort members 
faced at the beginning of Year 2 was the shift in focus from application to reflection.  


I don’t think [the content presented in Year 2] was actionable content. I don’t feel like we 
did anything during those face-to-face meetings. And maybe I would have felt different if I 
would’ve had a team with me, but it didn’t feel like it was something that would be easy to 
take back to a district and implement. 


[Year 2] was more of an opportunity to reflect on our own personal experiences, rather 
than a workshop-to-workplace model, which is what I was hoping it would be. 


Focus group participants expressed that, although the resources presented in the homework 
seemed solid and had potential for further discussion, the meetings themselves seemed “like 
sometimes there’s a disconnect in what our homework is and what they want us to prepare for, 
but then we don’t spend a lot of time talking about . . . and applying that. And so, I feel like 
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sometimes there’s a disconnect between the actual material and the implementation of that 
material.” One participant went as far as to describe the meetings as “just too fluffy.” Focus 
group participants often referred to Year 1 as more beneficial.  


Year 1 was more beneficial than Year 2 has been. Year 1 was focused on getting a plan 
together and thinking through who the stakeholders should be, and . . . there were some 
great resources to think about when it came to rural schools and more urban schools. I 
think I have found this year . . . that these meetings have been more unclear on their 
purpose. 


The Changes in Teaching Lab Staff and Cohort Members. While the shift from application to 
reflection is one part of the story, another is the loss of historical knowledge about the IM-PL 
Network when the Year 1 Teaching Lab facilitator changed. Focus group participants felt it was 
difficult to rebuild the relationships between new Teaching Lab staff and cohort members in a 
virtual environment, making it difficult for the Year 2 Teaching Lab staff to “tailor the work to our 
unique experiences.” 


[There are] different presenters, and I think that there was probably some turnover in the 
group that was hired to do the presenting . . . There was probably some turnover in who 
those people were, but you get to know somebody, they kind of get to know you in those 
in-person [meetings]. So, the people who Zoomed with us, I feel that they didn’t have a 
chance . . . to form connections with any of our districts or have a very strong sense of 
where we were, what made us all unique or different or the same or whatever. So [it] was 
maybe harder to connect with these people that we’d never met before really. Whereas I 
think the in-person meetings where the same people and you were kind of starting to feel 
some momentum there. 


Teaching Lab staff experienced a similar difficulty, as cohort members dropped off after Year 1 
and new cohort members joined in Year 2.  


In addition, although focus group participants reported they enjoyed the programming in Year 2, 
particularly the equity pieces, they were expecting material more aligned with the process 
established in Year 1.  


I think Year 1 helped us just get on the same page and clarify the process that we wanted 
to use in our organization . . . Year 2, there are definitely things I would love to expand 
upon, like Year 1; our districts often end at the selection of materials and then they think 
material selection is over once they pick the material. And there are so many things 
beyond that about pacing guides and unit overviews and ensuring fidelity to programming. 
But we haven’t gotten any of that [in Year 2]. And so, it feels like Year 1: We solidified our 
process but did not get additional strategies [in Year 2]. 


Statewide Consistency. Finally, although focus group participants appreciated NDE’s consistency 
in focusing on HQIMs, they expressed concern about alignment of the IM-PL Network with other 
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current NDE initiatives, such as the Nebraska Instructional Materials Collaborative (or Nebraska 
Materials Matter). 


I was looking at the Nebraska Materials Matter website because I forget it’s there, but 
there is a list of steps to choosing new materials. And so, I was looking at that, and I’m 
like, those are the same kinds of steps. And if there’s a tool to help schools do that, then 
why can’t we just put the tool there? 


Focus group participants expected a process that aligned with the eight steps of the Nebraska 
Materials Matter initiative. This disconnect concerned participants because they felt integration of 
the IM-PL Network into the existing work was needed to sustain the statewide efforts put forward 
by NDE. 


Factors That Supported Implementation of the Teaching Lab Process 


In Year 1 and Year 2 focus groups, participants highlighted collaboration—specifically, the 
availability of designated space and time to work on implementation—as a factor that supported 
their implementation of the Teaching Lab process. Specifically, they noted that the IM-PL 
Network had reduced the isolation they had felt in their work. The network enabled them to 
receive feedback and new ideas from their counterparts in the network as well as from NDE and 
ESU staff. Additionally, they received validation of the work they were doing by comparing it to 
the work of other cohort members or by receiving direct feedback from Teaching Lab staff.  


Well, I think it’s been helpful to have this be a collaborative because one of the things 
that I think is pretty evident is that we’re all doing this work, but we kind of were in silos 
and doing this in isolation. So, this has kind of provided an opportunity to get together 
with other districts and share the processes. 


The partnership has provided [cohort members] an opportunity to network with other 
districts that are in a similar place that they are, or to share what they’ve learned about 
background of different materials and curriculums and so forth as they try to navigate 
some new things in their areas. 


The emphasis on collaboration made cohort members feel safe in their selection of HQIMs, citing 
that they had created “connections in most departments,” with “isolated space” to collaborate 
with their teams “distraction free.” Cohort members recognized providing this collaborative space 
may have been most beneficial to support smaller school districts that do not have the resources 
or staff available to undertake the HQIM process.  


I think it was especially important for my science colleagues who have a very small team 
here and kind of one and a half people, so to speak, overseeing K–12 science. That’s a 
huge job for very few people to do in our district. So, to have people in other schools that 
they could trust in and reach out [to] and connect with, and sharing leadership ideas with 
those at NDE, I think was really valuable. 
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Collaboration, however, suffered with the shift to virtual meetings, in which discussion was less 
focused: “It's been more about our feelings and reflections on ourselves rather than any of the 
group work or processes.”  


Focus group participants also shared that they enjoyed hearing the application of the IM-PL 
Network work in other districts. 


In February [2020], when people were sharing how they’re actually applying, like how they 
got their focus groups together and how they’re doing that work, I think was very helpful, 
especially for school districts that didn’t have very strong processes. 


Although only mentioned in the December 2020 focus groups, a suggestion for a similar network 
was to make the best use of collaborative time for cohort members, especially because members 
had most consistently valued that aspect.  


At the forefront of focus group discussions were intermediaries for the future success of the IM-PL 
Network. Participants highlighted the need for a liaison or means of communication with district 
leaders to involve them in the work and to help them understand that work and the importance of 
buy-in from staff. 


I think . . . [it] would be helpful . . . if there was a little bit more administrator support with 
this to help them [know] how to build consensus with your staff members when it comes to 
making that material selection and how to have conversations with stakeholders regarding 
materials. 


When considering the training they received, focus group participants noted that a key factor in 
successful implementation was a good process as well as the know-how to have more thoughtful 
conversations with the publishers.  


I would say it’s been amazing . . . the materials that [Teaching Lab has] given us, the 
process, and being able to work through that process. I mean, we’ve tweaked it a lot for 
our districts; that part has been great. And I think the districts feel empowered now that 
they have a process that they can use for any subject area. It’s not just ELA, but they know 
that they start with their vision and their non-negotiables, and they . . . feel like they’re 
not at the mercy of textbook publishers right now, and the bells and whistles that 
textbook publishers are giving them, but they really search more into the content of the 
material instead of the bells and whistles. 


To What Extent Did Cohort Members Increase Their Knowledge of How to 
Develop and Execute a Process to Review and Adopt HQIMs?  


Focus group participants noted that, since their involvement in the IM-PL Network, their HQIM 
selection had gone more smoothly than previous HQIM adoptions. They attributed this to the 
Teaching Lab process and availability of Teaching Lab support. One participant noted they had 
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become more intentional about their work and had improved the transparency of their work, 
which fosters relationship-building in their school district.  


I would say this process has allowed us to be really intentional and straightforward and 
remove the emotion from the process. And I feel like our process was a success. No one’s 
mad, no one quit, and they’re all excited. 


Overall, survey respondents remarked that going through this process had been a positive 
experience. 


I have really been enlightened about the importance of HQIMs, and it has been very 
helpful in understanding the selection process. It has also helped to learn what we can do 
to improve the materials we are selecting in the future. 


To What Extent Did Cohort Members Increase Their Confidence to Select 
HQIMs?  


The survey focused on some of the short-term outcomes NDE strives to achieve by implementing 
the IM-PL Network. Figure 11 shows the percentages of respondents who reported an increase in 
their confidence related to the information provided during the Phase 1 (instructional materials 
selection) meetings and Teaching Lab support. In Phase 1, 80% or more of respondents indicated 
their confidence had increased to a moderate or great extent for 4 of the 10 milestones. 
Respondents reported their confidence to complete the “develop a shared vision of effective 
instruction” milestone was the highest while their confidence was the lowest to complete the 
“pilot the HQIMs” milestone.  
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Figure 11. Percentages of Respondents Whose Confidence to Complete the Phase 1 
Milestones Had Increased to a Moderate or Great Extent 


 


Note. n = 18. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 1 survey and analysis. 


In Phase 2, 80% or more of cohort members indicated that their confidence had increased to a 
moderate or great extent for 6 of the 20 milestones (Figure 12). Respondents reported their 
confidence to complete the “understand the design of the HQIMs,” “understand the logistical 
demands of the HQIMs,” “understand the current professional learning structure and systems” 
milestones were the highest while their confidence was the lowest to complete the “determine 
how to support those responsible for giving feedback,” “determine the plan for common 
assessment,” and “establish grading guidance for the new HQIMs” milestones. 
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Figure 12. Percentages of Respondents Whose Confidence to Complete the Phase 2 
Milestones Had Increased to a Moderate or Great Extent 


 


Note. n = 7. 
Source. Marzano Research Phase 2 survey and analysis. 


Focus group discussions centered on participants’ perceived ability and confidence to implement 
the Teaching Lab process. Participants expressed mixed feelings on the topic, although most felt 
their confidence had increased. 


I very much appreciate the systematic approach to the process. It makes me feel more 
confident in how we are selecting and where we end up when we’ve chosen something. I 
feel like I will be much more confident in our process and the decision that we make. 


As previously mentioned, some focus group participants said their experience in the IM-PL 
Network validated what they already did. However, new cohort members in Year 2 expressed that, 
“starting with Year 2, I wouldn’t be able to say that I’ve gotten [Year 1] resources.” This suggests 
a need to determine ways to catch up cohort members who join at a later time. Although 
participants did not directly agree that the IM-PL Network had increased their efficacy in selecting 
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HQIMs, they noted changes within their school district around “prioritizing the conversations” 
about HQIMs.  


I guess it was two meetings ago, we took back the conversation to . . . our Leading for 
Learning [LFL] team. And it has started this whole springboard of work around vision. So, 
we had a vision, and we are very confident. And now it’s like, well, everybody has a vision. 
ELA has a vision and science has a vision and math has vision and LFL has a vision, and 
each school has a vision. . . . So just a small conversation that we had in a breakout room, 
escalated into this whole district transition. 


The Equity Focus in Year 2  


The last major theme related to cohort members’ confidence in implementing HQIMs with equity. 
Concerns about equity were expressed in two subcategories: (1) inclusivity for the teams working 
on HQIMs, and (2) ensuring HQIMs were equitable for students. Focus group participants reported 
becoming more thoughtful about including a variety of people on their teams for a different 
perspective.  


We got a couple new ideas along the way for things that maybe we’d done, but maybe not 
have been as thoughtful about per se. One of the things I’m thinking of is, we brought a 
variety of different people into our study in terms of including parents . . . mathematicians 
. . . math educators . . . all the different departments, gifted, special education, all of those 
kinds of entities into that conversation. 


Focus group participants said there was “a lot of equity work [to] do across Nebraska” and noticed 
a recent shift to “a focus on equity in our state.” They mentioned that this work will need to go 
beyond the HQIM selection.  


I think there’s just so much to equity beyond materials, too, that we’ve got to spend time 
with teachers about that [equity] in the moment. When it comes to their instruction, when 
it comes to their relationships with kids, when it comes to their assumptions, how do we 
get to that level also? I think that’s why we’re having all of these conversations. There’s 
just so much to it, so we’ve got to make sure that we cover our bases through everything 
beyond materials. 


Focus group participants who were considering future steps based on the knowledge they had 
acquired in the IM-PL Network expressed their appreciation for the equity lens in Year 2.  


I believe that it has given us a framework for a process that’s replicable across all different 
content areas. I also believe that it has helped us up the rigor of what we’re looking for in 
materials. . . . Three years ago, probably in Nebraska, we weren’t talking a lot about equity. 
Because it just was what it was. And I think in Nebraska, we equate equity with race. And 
we’re just not a very racially diverse state. And I think that through this [network] and 
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through some other activities that we’ve been doing, I think that the equity lens has been 
very prevalent, and it’s appreciated. And I think it’s helped a lot. 


As the NDE plans for future Education Innovation Networks, lessons learned from the evaluation 
may be useful to integrate into that preparation. Based on findings from this evaluation, NDE 
could consider the following next steps:  


• Differentiate meeting content and activities based on where school districts are in each 
Education Innovation Network’s area of focus.  


• Align future Education Innovation Network with statewide education initiatives. 
• Apply an in-person or hybrid format for the Education Innovation Networks if health and 


safety concerns allow for in-person meetings. 
• Integrate content into resources and meetings that is directly applicable to Education 


Innovation Network implementation.  
• Infuse equity discussions into future Education Innovation Network cohorts.  
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Appendix A. Logic Model 


Resources Activities Outputs Short-Term Outcomes 
Mid-Term 
Outcomes 


Long-Term 
Outcomes 


• Nebraska 
innovation 
funds.  


• NDE staff 
expertise 
and 
experience. 


• Teaching 
Lab staff 
expertise 
and 
experience. 


• Expertise 
and 
experience 
of cohort 
members 
(e.g., 
district, 
school, and 
ESU staff) in 
the IM-PL 
Network.  


• Phase 1: Instructional materials 
selection (3 Teaching Lab meetings).  
o Plan the HQIM selection process.  
o Set the instructional vision. 
o Develop the rubric and prepare for 


HQIM reviews. 
o Review and pilot the HQIMs, and make 


and communicate a final HQIM 
decision. 


• Phase 2: Planning for implementation (2 
Teaching Lab meetings). 
o Set goals, roles, and HQIM monitoring 


plan. 
o Determine the plan for assessment 


and grading. 
o Determine the expectations for HQIM 


use and collaborative planning. 
o Determine the plan for professional 


learning. 
o Determine the plan for coaching. 


• Phase 3: Professional learning and 
progress monitoring (4 Teaching Lab 
meetings). 
o Implement Phase 2 plans and gather 


data. 
o Step back and adjust the plan. 
o Annually reset. 


• Supplemental support. 
o 1:1 technical assistance (TA) and 


coaching. 
o Dissemination of informational 


resources (e.g., newsletters). 


• Phase 1: Instructional materials 
selection. 
o HQIM selection process plan developed. 
o Shared vision for effective instruction 


developed. 
o HQIM review rubric finalized. 
o HQIMs selected. 
o Final decision communicated. 


• Phase 2: Planning for implementation.  
o Implementation goals drafted. 
o Progress monitoring plan developed. 
o Expectations for assessment and 


grading clarified. 
o Expectations for pacing and use set. 
o Plan for collaborative planning 


developed. 
o Professional learning and coaching 


plans developed. 
• Phase 3: Professional learning and 


progress monitoring. 
o Implementation activities documented. 
o Progress monitoring plan adjusted 


based on data. 
o End-of-year reflections documented. 


• Supplemental support. 
o Number of TA and coaching meetings 


provided. 
o Number of cohort members at each TA 


and coaching meeting. 
o Number of informational resources 


distributed. 


• Cohort members increase 
their confidence of how 
to select, adopt, and 
implement HQIMs for 
ELA, math, and/or 
science.  


• Cohort members increase 
their knowledge about 
effective instruction in 
ELA, math, and/or 
science based on their 
district’s or ESU’s shared 
vision.  


• Cohort members increase 
their knowledge of how 
to plan and identify 
professional learning 
aligned with their shared 
vision for effective 
instruction and the 
HQIMs.  


• Cohort members feel 
adequately supported by 
the supplemental 
support efforts by 
Teaching Lab to 
complete the milestones.   


• Cohort members express 
that the supplemental 
support efforts 
complemented their 
learning.  


• Cohort members 
successfully 
launch HQIMs.   


• Cohort members 
identify and 
provide 
professional 
learning to 
support HQIM 
implementation. 


• Cohort members 
develop tools to 
monitor HQIM 
implementation 
and use data to 
reflect on and 
adjust the plan.  


• Participating 
ESUs support 
cohort districts in 
selecting, 
launching, and 
implementing 
HQIMs.   


• Teachers in 
cohort districts 
successfully 
implement 
HQIMs.  


• Teachers in 
cohort districts 
perform an 
annual reset to 
review HQIMs.  


• Teachers in 
cohort districts 
demonstrate 
effective 
instruction 
based on their 
districts’ shared 
vision in ELA, 
math, and/or 


science.  
• Students 


increase their 
academic 
outcomes in 
ELA, math, 
and/or science.   
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Appendix B. Evaluation Timeline 


Table B1 displays the timeline of evaluation activities for Years 1 and 2. Both Marzano Research 
and Teaching Lab collected data as indicated below. If not otherwise indicated, Marzano Research 
completed the activity. 


Table B1. Evaluation Timeline 


Activity Timeline 


Conduct kickoff meeting Within 1 week of signed contract 


Conduct evaluation check-in 
meetings Monthly 


Collect attendance data 
January and June 2021, collected by Teaching Lab and 


provided to Marzano Research 


Administer online surveys 


February 2020, administered by Marzano Research; 
each month from October 2020 to May 2021, 


administered by Teaching Lab and provided to Marzano 
Research 


Conduct focus groups 


February 2020  


December 2020  


May 2021 


Submit interim findings memo May 2020 


Co-interpret interim findings May 2020 


Submit draft of final report June 2021 


Submit final report July 2021 


Present final report July 2021 
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Appendix C. Methods 


In Year 1, Marzano Research collected both quantitative and qualitative data through surveys and 
focus groups to answer the evaluation questions. We developed data collection tools in 
collaboration with NDE and Teaching Lab to focus on NDE’s interests. In Year 2, we obtained the 
survey data collected by Teaching Lab to reduce the amount of time cohort members spent 
completing surveys. We conducted two rounds of focus groups in December 2020 and May 2021 of 
Year 2. We also obtained meeting attendance data from Teaching Lab for cohort members who 
attended the Teaching Lab meetings in Years 1 and 2. 


Attendance Data 


Teaching Lab provided attendance data in Years 1 and 2 by sharing its list of cohort members 
participating in the IM-PL Network. Teaching Lab directly shared Year 1 attendance data by 
providing counts of meeting attendance. Teaching Lab captured Year 2 attendance data through 
counts of cohort members logging in to the learning management system Moodle, which included 
Zoom links to Teaching Lab meetings. However, Teaching Lab indicated some cohort members 
shared Zoom links with other members, who did not have to log in to Moodle to attend meetings 
and were therefore not counted as meeting participants.  


Survey 


In Year 1, Marzano Research administered a 21-item Phase 1 survey via Alchemer on February 4, 
2020, and a 21-item Phase 2 survey via Alchemer on June 17, 2020. For each survey, we sent 
reminder emails to encourage cohort members to complete the survey. The survey consisted of 
Likert-scale and open-ended items related to respondents’ demographics, Teaching Lab meeting 
attendance, perceptions of confidence to complete the Teaching Lab process, progress on the 
process, usefulness of Teaching Lab resources, additional supports needed to complete the 
process, and barriers to completing the process.  


Year 1 Survey Respondents 


Of the 98 IM-PL Network cohort members who received the Phase 1 survey,3 25 completed the 
survey, which is a response rate of 25.5%. Of the 25 respondents, 19 had roles in Nebraska school 
districts and 6 had roles in ESUs (Table C1). On average, school district respondents had 16.8 years 
of employment in education (SD = 8.1, n = 9), and ESU respondents had 19.0 years of employment 
in education (SD = 6.6, n = 6). 


Of the 94 IM-PL Network cohort members who received the Phase 2 survey,4 11 completed the 
survey, which is a response rate of 11.7 percent. Of the 11 Phase 2 survey respondents, 5 had roles 
in Nebraska school districts and 6 had roles in ESUs (see Table C1). On average, school district 


 
3 The email addresses for two cohort members were not in program documents. 
4 The email addresses for two cohort members were not in program documents. 
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respondents had 21.8 years of employment in education (SD = 10.5, n = 5), and ESU respondents 
had 15.3 years of employment in education (SD = 6.8, n = 6).  


Table C1. Roles of Phase 1 and 2 Survey Respondents  


Roles Phase 1 (n = 25) Phase 2 (n = 11) 


Teacher 10 2 


Coordinator, teaching and learning 5 2 


Director, teaching and learning 3 2 


Consultant 1 1 


Curriculum specialist 1 – 


Superintendent 1 1 


Other 2 – 


Professional developer 2 3 


 


In Year 2, Marzano Research collaborated with Teaching Lab to administer surveys and reduce the 
survey fatigue cohort members experienced in Year 1. Teaching Lab provided us with de-identified 
survey data. Data consisted of feedback on the Teaching Lab meetings conducted between 
October 2020 and April 2021. Teaching Lab encouraged cohort members to provide feedback and 
gave them time to do so at the end of the meetings.  


Focus Groups 


In Year 1, Marzano Research invited IM-PL Network cohort members from school districts and 
ESUs to participate in a focus group to gather feedback on Phase 1 (instructional materials 
selection). We conducted two 1-hour focus groups during a one-and-a-half-day, in-person meeting 
hosted by Teaching Lab with the IM-PL Network school districts and ESUs in Grand Island, 
Nebraska. The focus groups were role-specific, with three cohort members from school districts 
attending the first focus group and six ESU cohort members attending the second focus group. 
Focus groups were semi-structured and audio-recorded. Marzano Research transcribed and coded 
the audio recordings and discussed themes to reach consensus among evaluators.  


In Year 2, Marzano Research invited IM-PL Network cohort members from school districts and 
ESUs to participate in a focus group in December 2020 (the midpoint of Year 2) and in May 2021 
(the end of Year 2). In both cases, we conducted three 30-minute focus groups with cohort 
members. The focus groups centered on cohort members’ phases in the Teaching Lab process: 
instructional materials selection, planning for implementation, and professional learning and 
progress monitoring. Focus groups were semi-structured and audio-recorded. Marzano Research 
transcribed and coded the audio recordings into themes.  
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Marzano Research 
1624 Market Street #202-94469 


Denver, CO 80202-1518 
Info@MarzanoResearch.com 


720.463.3600 


Marzano Research is a woman-owned small business dedicated to working with 
educators and system leaders to learn, evolve, and thrive. We work with organizations  


of every size, background, and need—individual schools and districts, community 
organizations, nonprofits, state education agencies, and the federal government. With 


practitioner-centered, evidence-informed research, consulting, and technical assistance, 
we meet our clients in their unique contexts and work with their existing capacities to 


create actionable solutions for their pressing priorities. We proudly serve seven states in 
the central region through the Regional Educational Laboratory (REL) Central, one of  


ten RELs in the United States funded by the Institute of Education Sciences. As a 
certified benefit corporation, we believe in using business as a force for good and are 


committed to creating positive impact and sustainability—for the good of employees, 
clients, stakeholders, our community, and the environment. For more information, 


please visit www.MarzanoResearch.com. 



https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/edlabs/regions/central/

http://www.marzanoresearch.com/



