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Study purposes

Design

Statistical methods
Interrater reliability results
Metaevaluation ratings
Discussion
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Reflects typical,
not ideal
approach

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Based on review of 54 published metaevaluations
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Intraclass correlation coefficient (ICC)
Proportion of variance in observed scores

that is due to differences in true scores
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Percent exact agreement

Proportion of instances in which raters gave
exactly the same rating

T
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Percent adjacent agreement

Proportion of instances in which raters gave
ratings within 1 point of each other

2
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Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula
Estimate of the number of raters needed
to achieve ICC of .80



The conclusions reached in an evaluation
should be explicitly justified, so that
stakeholders can assess them.

i

Students Practitioners Scholars

E X,(m(P&/ Standard A10 Justified Conclusions

x 10 evaluations x 29 standards
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Any surprises?

What are the implications for use of the
Standards?

What are the implications for
metaevaluation practice?



ATE PI conference, October 22
Learning & Evaluation

AEA Conference, November 12 & 13

Metaevaluation and the Program Evaluation Standards
Assessing Evaluation Needs
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Professional Development Evaluation

More information at
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Please complete this 1-minute survey to help us
become better
http://www.hostedsurvey.com/takesurvey.asp?
c=Metaevaluation
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Thank you for attending this Webinar!
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