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An Evaluation of the Kentucky State 
Teacher Fellows Program  
 
 

Executive Summary 
 
 

Hope Street Group (HSG) is a non-profit organization “dedicated to solving our nation’s critical 
jobs, health, and education problems.” Building on its successful National Teacher Fellows 
program, in 2013, HSG launched a State Teacher Fellows (STF) program in Kentucky. The 
objective of the STF program is to transform the profession by building networks of teachers who 
can inform state policy from the perspective of classroom teachers.  
  
HSG partnered with the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), the Kentucky Education 
Association (KEA), the Prichard Committee for Academic Excellence, and the Fund for 
Transforming Education in Kentucky. Through the STF program, teachers were trained in and 
given access to tools and resources to support the creation of professional learning networks 
(PLNs) of other teachers and ways to gather data from their PLNs, formally and informally, to 
inform state education policy making, especially within the Kentucky Department of Education.   
 
HSG commissioned Policy Studies Associates to conduct an evaluation of the STF program. The 
focus of the evaluation has been to describe the perceived value of the program to the state 
teacher fellows (STFs) and state policy makers.   
 

Findings 
 
The evaluation found that STFs and stakeholders perceived the first year of the program as an 
overwhelming success. To achieve the objective of transforming the teaching profession by 
making teachers’ voices heard in state policy making, the STFs needed first to build networks of 
teachers. The STFs did so successfully, reaching over 20 percent of Kentucky teachers. They 
collected data via surveys and focus groups that HSG analyzed and reported to KDE to inform 
policy development and reform implementation. Other state partners, Kentucky Education 
Association, the Prichard Committee for Academic Excellence, the Kentucky State Board of 
Education, and the Fund for Transforming Education in Kentucky also received the data reports. 

 
The findings regarding the use of the training, tools, and resources provided by HSG and the 
perceived value of the STF program both to teachers and state policy makers were substantiated 
by both survey and interview data collect by Policy Studies Associates. Most importantly, the 
voices of teachers have been heard directly by state policy makers and have been acted upon 
accordingly. Among the findings: 

 
1. HSG provided the Kentucky STFs with a diverse, unique, and transferable set of 

tools, training, and resources.  
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2. Kentucky STFs built professional learning networks reaching all parts of the 
state, across school levels, and over 20 percent of all teachers in the 
Commonwealth.  

 

3. The Kentucky STFs valued and used frequently certain tools and training, 
particularly informal support, guidance, and encouragement from the Kentucky 
STF Director.  

 

4. Kentucky STFs valued their experiences as STFs and are engaged in helping to 
inform education policy for the long-term.  

 

5. Stakeholders valued the data reported to them and acknowledged the important 
role HSG played and can play to support teachers’ participation in the policy 
process.  

 
Recommendations 
 

The findings of this evaluation demonstrate that the Kentucky STF program made a number of 
notable accomplishments in its first year. First and foremost, the STFs provided actionable 
information to the KDE to improve state policy and state regulations. Making that achievement 
possible were the support, training, tools, and resources provided by HSG and the support, 
cooperation, and collaboration of HSG’s partner organizations. The inherent volatility of the 
politics surrounding education policy—particularly as national movements around the Common 
Core State Standards (CCSS) and educator effectiveness strengthen—increases the importance 
of strong, healthy partnerships, not just at the state level but with local partners as well.  In addition 
to being the intended audiences for the STFs’ work, state and local partners can help buffer the 
STFs from and mitigate the risks from political volatility.  
  
This first year evaluation of the Kentucky STF program was narrowly focused on the launch of 
the program, the effectiveness of the tools, training, and resources provided to the STFs, and the 
information provided to stakeholders through the STF program.  A year two evaluation in Kentucky 
would at a minimum need to examine four issues:  
 

 The extent to which STFs continue to embrace enthusiastically the role of teacher leader;   

 The growth of PLNs and the extent to which STFs are engaging their fellow teachers more 
actively;   

 How well STFs are honing their skills as teacher leaders and policy advocates; and   

 The ways STFs have an impact at KDE and beyond, especially with other stakeholder 
groups and key partners.   
 

A year two evaluation would have the additional benefit of being able to build on this year one 
evaluation and show growth over time in STFs’ self-perceptions, the size and depth of 
engagement of their PLNs, their skills, and their impact on state policy. 
  
To summarize, the findings of this evaluation suggest five broad recommendations to build on the 
accomplishments of the first year. 
 

 Expand and refocus some aspects of training offered to STFs; 

 Leverage the variety of online networking tools within an explicit strategy; 

 Nurture relationships with key partners; 
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 Maximize the data inherent in online networking tools for benchmarking, continuous 
improvement, and evaluation; and 

 Differentiate and prioritize data analytics and evaluation. 
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Introduction  
 
Hope Street Group (HSG) is a non-profit organization “dedicated to solving our nation’s critical 
jobs, health, and education problems.” To solve the myriad problems facing education, HSG has 
targeted the transformation of the teaching profession as a key strategy to improving educator 
working conditions. Building on its successful National Teacher Fellows Program, in 2013 HSG 
launched a state version of the program. The objective of the State Teachers Fellows (STF) 
program is to transform the profession by building networks of teachers who can inform state 
policy from the perspective of classroom teachers.  
   
The first state with which HSG partnered on the STF program was Kentucky.  Kentucky has long 
been at the forefront of education policy dating from the 1990 Kentucky Education Reform Act 
(KERA) to Kentucky’s status as the first state to adopt and implement the Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS, known in Kentucky as the Kentucky Core Academic Standards). HSG 
partnered with the Kentucky Department of Education (KDE), the Kentucky Education Association 
(KEA), the Prichard Committee for Academic Excellence, and the Fund for Transforming 
Education in Kentucky to develop the STF program. Through the STF program, teacher fellows 
were trained in and given access to tools and resources to support the creation of professional 
learning networks (PLNs) with other teachers and introduced to ways to gather data from their 
PLNs, formally and informally, to inform state education policy making. Applicants were selected 
based on leadership abilities, rapport with colleagues, communication skills, and having a 
solutions-oriented mindset. Twenty state teacher fellows (STFs) were selected from across the 
Commonwealth for the first cohort of Kentucky STFs in 2013-2014: seven elementary school 
teachers, four middle school teachers, seven high school teachers, and two district central office 
staff. On average, the STFs have 12 years of teaching experience—all have over five years of 
experience—and 80 percent are women. 
 
HSG commissioned Policy Studies Associates to conduct an evaluation of the STF program. The 
focus of the evaluation was to describe the perceived value of the program to STFs and state 
policy makers and make recommendations for improvement in year two of the program. The 
evaluation team conducted interviews with STFs, stakeholders, and HSG staff as well as a survey 
of STFs. Seventeen (17) of the 20 STFs participated to some degree in the survey. The evaluation 
also drew upon meta-data collected by online tools used by STFs. Appendix A provides more 
detail on the methods used. 
 
This report is organized around five major findings. Following the presentation of each finding and 
the supporting evidence, the report makes five recommendations based on the findings. In 
addition to the methods appendix, the report includes two other appendices, one that provides 
frequency tables from the STF survey data and one that describes additional data issues. 
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Findings 
 

The evaluation found that STFs and stakeholders perceived the first year of the program as an 
overwhelming success. HSG provided the Kentucky STFs with a diverse, unique, and transferable 
set of training, tools, and resources. Kentucky STFs built professional learning networks reaching 
all parts of the state, across school levels, and over 20 percent of all teachers in the 
Commonwealth. The Kentucky STFs valued and used frequently certain tools and training, 
particularly informal support, guidance, and encouragement from the Kentucky STF Director.  
Kentucky STFs valued their experiences as STFs and are engaged in policy for the long-term.  
Additionally, stakeholders testified to the important role HSG played in supporting teachers’ 
participation in the policy process 
 
 
1. HSG provided the Kentucky STFs with a diverse, unique, and transferable set of tools, 

training, and resources.  
 
The inaugural group of STFs relied on a diverse set of tools, training, and resources to conduct 
their work to engage teachers and express teachers’ voices to state policy makers. These tools, 
training, and resources comprise a unique package of professional development experiences for 
the Kentucky STFs that are not generally available to teachers.  
 
The first Kentucky STF report submitted to KDE in January 2014 described the training sessions 
well (HSG, 2014). In broad terms, the STFs participated in three in-person training sessions. 
These sessions focused on communications and media engagement, building relationships with 
policy makers, collecting survey data, and building professional learning networks (PLNs). STFs 
relied on several online and social media tools to build their PLNs and communicate with each 
other. One of the most significant tools at the STFs disposal was the Virtual Engagement Platform 
(VEP). The VEP is an online platform that allows participants to communicate and share 
resources in a customized, private community. The curated discussions are designed to engage 
stakeholders across various geographical locations in order to maximize opportunities for 
collaboration. In addition to using online tools, STFs brought teachers together in person for focus 
groups. (Below, this report discusses the use of both the VEP and teacher focus groups at greater 
length.) 

 
The evaluation team surveyed and interviewed Kentucky STFs about their perceptions of the 
quality and value of the training, tools, and resources provided them by HSG. STFs were 
unanimous in their appreciation for the value of the support HSG provided. Fifteen out of 17 
respondents strongly agreed and the remaining two respondents agreed with the statement, “I 
am glad I have access to the HSG State Teacher Fellows training, tools, and resources.” 

 
The initial training sessions began with background on HSG and the purposes of the STFs. They 
focused on the use of online tools and communications among the STFs as well as with members 
of the PLNs. While the STFs are likely skilled classroom presenters and often have expertise in 
addressing reluctant audiences, few are experienced with engaging in spirited public debates with 
colleagues who may espouse other perspectives. As one STF noted, a portion of the early 
trainings dealt with “what to do if people are upset, how to maintain a calm conversation.” Other 
communications issues included how to be interviewed, how to convey messages to busy policy 
makers, and how to craft effective letters and commentary. Later trainings offered STFs the 
opportunity to discuss with each other successful strategies for engaging teachers in their PLNs. 
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Some STFs came into the program skilled at building professional networks; others developed 
these skills during the course of the program, especially with the assistance of the Kentucky STF 
Director (a HSG employee based in Kentucky and experienced in legislative advocacy). Some 
interviewees reported wanting more training in building and nurturing professional networks. An 
overwhelming majority of survey respondents attributed some level of learning to build 
professional networks to participation in the STF program. Twelve of 17 respondents strongly 
agreed and four of 17 respondents agreed with the statement that “My State Teacher Fellowship 
training taught me useful ways to expand my professional network.” One survey respondent 
disagreed with this statement. While more attention may be needed to assist STFs in building 
PLNs, it seems clear that STFs valued and benefited from the trainings offered.   

 
The trainings we got at the beginning were exactly what I needed at that 

time and they were helpful and continue to be helpful and support what I was doing 
throughout the year.   

Anytime we felt that we had something that we didn’t quite . . .  understand 
we were able to zip out an email, zip out a phone call, a text and say, hey I don’t 
quite understand this and we got immediate feedback.  That’s one of the things I 
would love to brag on is that [the Kentucky STF Director] is so easily accessible 
and resourceful and anything that I absolutely needed, I was confused on, I needed 
a resource, I needed a contact, needed clarification, he always got right back to 
me, even if it was at 11 o’clock at night. 
 

In addition to the three in-person training sessions, STFs participated in three online trainings and 
held monthly conference calls. Many of these trainings and calls centered on the use of the other 
tools at the disposal of STFs, primarily either in-person contacts or online tools. The in-person 
tools consisted of focus groups with other teachers and the expertise of HSG staff, in particular, 
the Kentucky STF Director. The online tools were Survey Monkey for administering surveys to 
teachers to gather data for HSG reports to KDE; the VEP, email, text messaging, Twitter, and 
Facebook. While only the VEP is provided by HSG, STFs relied on email and Twitter in particular 
as well.  The STFs’ embrace of Twitter is notable as is HSG’s use of it. Below, this report discusses 
their use in more detail.  

 
Having access to training, tools, and resources is an essential first step to giving teachers a 
greater voice in state policy making. The next findings address the extent to which STFs 
succeeded in using the training, tools, and resources provided by HSG. 
 
2. Kentucky STFs built professional learning networks reaching all parts of the state, 

across school levels, and over 20 percent of all teachers in the Commonwealth.  
 
The stated goal for HSG was that the networks built by the STFs would reach upward of 10 
percent of the teachers in Kentucky. The STFs exceeded that goal in year one. Exhibit 1 shows 
the sizes of each STF’s main networks: their PLN, their connections on the VEP, and their 
followers on Twitter.  These numbers represent, largely, the number of people who were “touched” 
by STFs.  As such, the numbers represent relatively passive connections:  the individuals received 
emails and posts on the VEP and Twitter. The numbers do not necessarily imply mobilized action 
by network members. This does not reflect a weakness of STFs’ networks but rather a weakness 
in the available data about the nature of engagement among the networks. Another limitation to 
the data is that members of PLNs, VEP connections, and Twitter followers are not mutually 
exclusive. HSG has explicitly targeted these issues to expand strategies for engaging teacher 
network members. During the course of this first year, HSG, one of the STFs, and an outside 
consultant refined the definition of engagement more precisely at three levels: reach, respond, 
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and reciprocate. Each level entails deeper engagement ranging from merely being contacted to 
responding passively (e.g., providing an email address or taking a survey), to responding actively 
(e.g., participating in a focus group or writing a letter to the editor), to reciprocating by becoming 
actively involved through the organizational structure (e.g., actively engaging in VEP topic 
threads). 
 
These issues notwithstanding, HSG exceeded its goal of reaching 10 percent of the teachers in 
Kentucky. The most conservative measure of reach, i.e., membership in STFs’ PLNs, numbers 
4,630 teachers, which represents 10.6 percent of the teachers in the Commonwealth.1 VEP 
membership numbers 2,331, or 5.3 percent. The STFs collectively have 2,849 followers on Twitter 
or up to 6.5 percent of teachers in Kentucky (if all STF Twitter followers are teachers). In total, 
STFs contacted 9,896 teachers (22.6 percent) by email and/or Twitter. Some 4,548 teachers (10.4 
percent) responded to surveys or otherwise provided information back to STFs electronically.  
Finally, 1,723 teachers (3.9 percent) interacted in face-to-face meetings, focus groups, or via the 
VEP. This is a remarkable achievement for the first year of a new program such as this. 
 
 
  

                                                      
1 In the latest year reported by KDE, 2011-2012, there were 43,767 teachers in Kentucky (actual headcount). 

http://education.Kentucky.gov/comm/edfacts/Pages/default.aspx. An additional 98 members of the Kentucky World 
Languages Association and 234 members of the Kentucky Music Educators Association regularly received contact 
through PLNs, though these teachers were not associated with an individual STF. 
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Exhibit 2 shows the wide geographic distribution of STFs’ networks across Kentucky. The map 
shows the location of each STF, with concentric circles proportional in size to the number of 
members of each STF’s PLN, connections on the VEP, and number of followers on Twitter.   
 
 

Exhibit 1: Sizes of Kentucky STFs’ professional learning networks and numbers of VEP 
connections and Twitter followers 

 
Exhibit reads: STF “1” had 164 members of his/her professional learning network, 200 VEP connections, and 58 
Twitter followers 
 
Source: HSG 
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Exhibit 2: Kentucky STFs’ Reach 

 

 
 
Exhibit reads: Each set of black, blue, and red concentric circles represents a STF’s network.  The black circles 
represent an STF’s connections on the VEP.  The blue circles represent a STF’s followers on Twitter.  The red circles 
represent the size of a STF’s PLN. 
 
Source: VEP, Twitter, and HSG. 

 
Survey data confirm the robustness of Kentucky STFs’ PLNs and point to the fact that some 
Kentucky STFs had difficulty and would like additional training and support to build, expand, and 
nurture their PLNs. Fourteen of 17 STFs strongly agreed with the statement “My STF involvement 
has strengthened my connection to other teachers.” The remaining three respondents agreed. 
While many STFs were successful growing their PLNs, many felt they would benefit from 
additional support. When asked whether they found it difficult to grow and strengthen their PLNs, 
11 said they did not find it difficult, but 6 did express concern that they found growing and 
strengthening their PLNs difficult. 
 
3. The Kentucky STFs valued and used frequently certain tools and training, particularly 

informal support, guidance, and encouragement from the Kentucky STF Director.  
 
STFs attributed their success to access to the tools, training, and resources provided by HSG, 
relying in particular on technology and the Kentucky STF Director. All 17 respondents strongly 
agreed (13) or agreed (4) with the statement, “I am better able to inform state policy because of 
state teacher fellowship tools, training, and resources.” While one disagreed, 16 of 17 
respondents strongly agreed or agreed that “the training I received as part of the State Teacher 
Fellows program prepared me to be an effective fellow.” All 17 strongly agreed (13) or agreed (4) 
that “the ongoing support I receive from the Kentucky STF Director helps me to be more effective 
as a STF.” 
 
Exhibit 3 shows Kentucky STFs’ ratings of the relative importance of each of the tools, and 
resources on a scale of essential, important, not helpful, did not use, do not know how to use. 
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The Kentucky STFs rated the Kentucky STF Director and email as essential more frequently than 
any other tool or resource. In-person contact and Twitter rated next most important, followed 
closely by use of the VEP. Text messaging, Facebook, and Survey Monkey rated least essential 
(though still important to many respondents).  
  
Interviewees provided insight to the usage patterns observed in Exhibit 3. The most active users 
are typified by one who said, “I generally, when I get to school, pull the VEP up and Twitter up, 
every day, I try to look, that doesn’t necessarily mean I type something or put something in the 
VEP every day.” Another noted the power and potential of Twitter and the VEP. 
 

Twitter has been a pretty powerful tool. It’s been awesome. The VEP has 
been. . . a really awesome virtual platform, it’s like the only thing. It’s kind of been 
the mission all year, how do we get more teachers to come and join us on the 
VEP? 
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Exhibit 3: STFs’ Ratings of Tool and Resources 

 
Exhibit reads: Ten STF respondents rated in-person meetings or telephone as an essential tool, five rated in-person 
meetings or telephone as an important tool, one rated in-person meetings or telephone as not helpful to their work as 
a STF. No STFs rated in-person meetings or email as tools that they did not use or did not know how to use. 
 
Source: STF Survey for Kentucky State Teacher Fellows Program Evaluation 

 
Usage of the VEP has evolved over the year. Predictably, Exhibit 4 illustrates a seasonal pattern 
to usage of the VEP. Notably, the very low level of activity in March and April is likely due in part 
to teachers devoting more energy to prepare students for the May administration of the statewide 
student assessment. 
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Exhibit 4: Monthly average and highest daily views on VEP 

 
 
Exhibit reads: In September 2013, there were on average 12 daily views of resources on the VEP. The single busiest 
day in September 2013 had 75 views. 
 
Source: VEP 

 
The spike in usage during May and June is likely attributable to system changes that provided 
easier access to the VEP.  One early criticism of the VEP was the time and effort required to gain 
access. The initial process for accessing the VEP required that potential users (that is, members 
of STFs’ PLNs) register on the VEP web site and wait for HSG staff to grant access. While this 
was almost always a very fast process, it was not instantaneous as it is on most web sites 
requiring registration. After hearing feedback from STFs on the difficulties they were having 
getting members of their networks to use the VEP, HSG streamlined the VEP registration and 
system access. Potential users can now register and gain access quickly. This likely contributed 
to the spike in usage in May and June.   
 

I think it was great that we took the passwords out of the VEP from the 
initial log-in. I think that kept a lot of people away from it because at the very 
beginning I had some, a lot of people really trying and then they would lose their 
password or the password and user name got switched there at the very beginning. 
If we didn’t catch them at the very beginning and it didn’t work smoothly the first 
time they were hesitant to come back and try it again. I think if we had it without 
the password from the very get-go maybe that would have made people feel a little 
bit more comfortable. Once we’ve already created that negative response at the 
beginning it’s been hard to get them back. 

 
Usage of the VEP remains far behind Twitter usage compared to the size of STFs’ PLNs, as 
shown in Exhibits 1 and 2. This discrepancy is likely due to the perception of the VEP as a single 
purpose system. Users of the VEP are motivated and are specifically seeking a platform to engage 
their peers on issues of education policy. The VEP is also a new system without much brand 
recognition.  As a new system, the STFs were also building the content and thereby the potential 
value to new users. There is likely room for a system like the VEP, but teachers who are not STFs 
need to see its value.  
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STFs have, nonetheless, found the VEP easy to use and a powerful aid in communicating among 
themselves and with others.  
 

The VEP has been a great way to co-facilitate collaboration between all of 
us fellows as well as outside agencies. I didn’t realize how much collaboration we 
would do with organizations even beyond. I knew we’d work with [the] Prichard 
Committee, KEA, KDE, but I didn’t realize how many other outside organizations 
we would get opportunities to work with as well. The VEP has been an essential 
piece to that facilitation of what we’ve been doing. 

 
To further advance their networking and communications, several STFs started using Twitter as 
well. This was not part of the HSG training or part of the plan for the STF. It was initiated by a few 
of the STFs and led by them. HSG readily embraced the use of Twitter and encouraged its use. 
The STFs started holding weekly Twitter chats on Thursday nights using the hashtag #kyedchat. 
Twitter proved its potential as a means for the voices of STFs to resonate with state legislators.  

 
A bill will go to the floor and one of the fellows will blow it up on Twitter. 

Next thing you know, instantly they get a comment from their legislator. And then 
a bunch of teachers jump on board, right? So I do know that that’s happening. I 
don’t think it’s diffusing across the system as quickly as we would like, [but it will].” 

 
Several of the STFs commented on the value of Twitter and its potential. They see it as easy to 
use, though some see it more as an information source than a platform for interaction, which is 
how STFs largely see the VEP. 
 

[Twitter]…has blown up in education right now. It is huge. It’s very safe. It’s 
in large part one-way communication, and then your own personal consumption of 
the information. I feel very comfortable with that. Our district advises against 
Facebook, so I don’t really do Facebook….  They’re very open with Twitter. Our 
school has a Twitter [account] and uses it all the time…. You really don’t have to 
participate [in the Thursday night #kyedchat], but you can soak up info. Once 
you’re comfortable, you can step in the arena. That’s been huge, I feel like, in the 
state and just for me personally [and] professionally speaking. 

 
As far as virtual engagement, it is definitely Twitter. . . . It’s fast; it’s easy. 

There are no barriers. I can interact with people that I consider the movers and 
shakers within the state very, very quickly, plug into some national conversations. 
I like the ease of access. 

 
Perhaps the most valued resource to Kentucky STFs has been the Kentucky STF Director. In 
interviews, the STFs cited the extent to which they depended on the Kentucky STF Director to 
support their work.  
 

[The trainings] …were exactly what I needed at that time and they were 
helpful and continue to be helpful and support what I was doing throughout the 
year. Anytime we felt that we had something  . . . that we didn’t quite understand 
we were able to zip out an email, zip out a phone call, a text [to the Kentucky STF 
Director], and say, ‘Hey, I don’t quite understand this,’ and we got immediate 
feedback. 
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That’s one of the things I would love to brag on is that he [the Kentucky 
State Director] is so easily accessible and resourceful and anything that I 
absolutely needed, I was confused on, I needed a resource, I needed a contact, 
needed clarification, he always got right back to me, even if it was at eleven o’clock 
at night. Whether he was on the road or someplace else he was always right there 
and very supportive. Those trainings that we did receive, the ones I got to go to 
were exactly what we expected at the beginning and resourceful all the way 
through to the end. 

 
Although he did not have a background in education, the Kentucky STF Director proved highly 
effective in transferring his expertise in working with policymakers in other areas. As one 
stakeholder noted,   

 
Leadership is leadership. I often tell people I was a leader of a school 

district but the same skills would have applied if I was the leader of a toy factory. 
A lot of the skills that [the Kentucky STF Director] brought were transferable. Of 
course, education has its own nuances just like if he was going to work in a 
hospital. He has adjusted to that. It just takes some time. Learning the lay of the 
land, building relationships and he has done a good job with that. 

 
Kentucky STFs made a commitment to spend a minimum of ten hours per month in their role as 
STFs. They used the HSG training, tools, and resources effectively to gather and express the 
voices of Kentucky teachers on important issues of education policy. Email, VEP, Twitter, and 
advice from the Kentucky STF Director were the most frequently used tools and resources among 
STFs. Exhibit 5 shows that STFs reported using these at least weekly for doing their work 
engaging teachers and policy makers. Eight STFs reported using email at least weekly and six 
more reported using email almost weekly. Eight also reported using the VEP at least weekly and 
four more almost weekly. Twelve STFs reported using Twitter at least weekly (seven reported 
using it three to five times a week) and one additional STF reported almost weekly use of Twitter. 
Thirteen STFs sought advice from the Kentucky STF almost weekly to several times a week. No 
STFs reported weekly interactions with state policy makers. Most STFs engaged state policy 
makers no more than every month or so. Most STFs reported never using text messaging or 
Facebook for engaging in direct policy work.  
 
On two occasions, STFs were asked to survey their PLNs on issues of interest to KDE. The first 
survey reached 1,590 teachers across the state and focused on the use of student surveys and 
peer observations as part of the Kentucky Professional Growth and Effectiveness System 
(PGES).  The second survey reached 1,587 teachers and sought teacher perspectives on student 
growth goals and funding priorities for public education. Additionally, STFs held numerous focus 
groups of teachers to seek their feedback on these and other topics.  
 
While the focus groups produced useful information (as described below), STFs often faced 
difficulties with low participation rates. These low attendance rates were at least partly due to 
unusually bad winter weather and the great number of days of school lost to bad weather.   
 

As far as local [focus groups], we did one in the fall that hit on some of the 
first main areas of the evaluation system. Then we did another in the spring, or 
early, early part of the year ... like January, February ... that focused on some other 
areas of the evaluation system. Then we had one final that talked about evaluation 
as a whole, as well as hit on some budget issues that had become a hot topic in 
the policy world during this year. 
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Exhibit 5: Frequency of use of training, tools, and resources 

 
Exhibit reads: One STF reported meeting with others in person three to five times per week as part of being a STF. 
One STF reported meeting in person one to two times per week. Four STFs reported meeting in person two to three 
times per month. Eight STFs reported meeting in person less than 2-3 times per month and two STFs reported not 
using in person meetings as part of their work as STFs. 
 
Source: STF Survey for Kentucky State Teacher Fellows Program Evaluation 

  
 

… There's not usually a big turnout for the [focus groups]. I get a lot more 
feedback whenever I send out an online survey, or I have messengers that email 
me with different concerns. That's what we've tried to work on during the year.  We 
all had our first [focus groups], then we all got together and said, "Okay, I had two 
people at mine." "Nobody showed up for mine." "I had six people at mine." 

 
It was pretty consistent across the state that we didn't have a lot of people 

coming. The reality is . . . it's something that you're asking teachers to do after 
hours. Some districts were offering professional development [credit] for the 
meetings, but then other districts were not. There was no monetary compensation 
for teachers to come, so it was just really hard to get them there. 

 
STFs also worked collaboratively with local school administrators to improve participation. Their 
ability to access and engage local administrators varied considerably. Five districts offered 
professional learning credit to teachers to participate in STFs’ focus groups; one of the five offered 
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teachers the choice between credit and a stipend. In other districts, local school politics 
complicated the ability of STFs to directly access district administrators. 
 
Besides being powerful social networking and communications tools, the VEP and Twitter can 
provide a considerable amount of information about the connections among STFs, between STFs 
and their networks, and the reach of STFs’ PLNs. The content of posts on the VEP and to Twitter 
also hold the potential of being highly informative. While STFs reported satisfaction with the VEP, 
the relatively low use of the VEP, until recently, limits its usefulness for this report. There are, as 
well, substantial barriers to accessing data from Twitter that limit its usefulness for this report.  
Appendix C describes both the potential and pitfalls of accessing data from Twitter. 
 
 
4. Kentucky STFs valued their experiences as STFs and are engaged in policy for the 

long-term.  
 
Near the end of their year as Kentucky STFs, interviewees reported consistently that participation 
in the STF program led directly to their professional growth, knowledge of and appreciation for 
policy, and empowered and inspired Kentucky STFs to continue being engaged in the policy 
process. Kentucky STFs reported that participation was not just enjoyable professionally, but 
equipped them with the skills and commitment to continue to engage their colleagues and 
policymakers on matters of importance to them as teachers. 

 
When asked, “Overall, how rewarding have you found your experiences as a Kentucky STF?” all 
17 respondents rated participation as very rewarding (12) or rewarding (5). Exhibits 6 and 7 
display equally enthusiastic responses from STFs across a wide range of aspects to their 
participation.  
 

The people that have been a part of the process have been absolutely 
amazing. It's very good, on a selfish level, to be able to come together with such a 
dynamic group that is so full of energy, [with a] positive focus towards change, and 
the reason that we want to continue to change. Sometimes we would all say that, 
in our worlds back at the school level, you can get so bogged down with negativity 
from teachers that you forget that there [are] people out there who have such a 
desire to change. 

 
The fact that we get a lot of firsthand information has been very beneficial 

for me, and my superintendent has been very thankful of that. Whenever I get new 
information, I constantly forward it to him as well just to keep him in the loop with 
me ... just that tool and the fact that I think one year is not enough time to see how 
things are going to continue to progress. I feel like at the end of the first year I'm 
just getting to the point where teachers in my district are placing some trust in the 
position and feeling like it's worth their time. A year is almost not enough time to 
form some of those relationships. 

 
We're just constantly changing, and I love that. They look at what's working 

and what's not. We make changes quickly if something is not going the way that it 
needs to go. I have been very fortunate to be a part of the process. 

 
I've learned a lot about policy and procedures, and I've learned a lot about 

things that you sometimes feel are local concerns or problems. Being a part of a 
group like that, you recognize the commonalities around the state, ... realizing that 
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some of those commonalities are there across the entire nation. Just the 
knowledge base has been amazing and just the networks that we're setting up. I 
can tell that even when I'm not a part of the active Fellowship process that I will 
still be able to have that voice and offer that information and to gain that information 
back and forth. It's just been an incredible learning experience to be reminded that 
there's much more that goes into education than just what you're doing in the 
classroom. 

 
 
 

Exhibit 6: Perceptions of Impact on Kentucky STFs 

 
Exhibit reads: Fifteen Kentucky STFs strongly agreed and two agreed with the statement, “I am glad I have access to 
the HSG Kentucky STF tools, training, and resources.”  
 
Source: STF Survey for Kentucky State Teacher Fellows Program Evaluation 
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Exhibit 7: Perceptions of Impact on Kentucky STFs (Continued) 

 
Exhibit reads: Five Kentucky STF respondents agreed, nine disagreed, and three strongly disagreed with the 
statement, “I find it very difficult to find the time to be an effective Kentucky STF.” 
 
Source: STF Survey for Kentucky State Teacher Fellows Program Evaluation 

 
 

5. Stakeholders valued the data reported to them and acknowledged the important role 
HSG played and can play to support teachers’ participation in the policy process.  

 
From the start, HSG sought to partner with KDE, KEA, the Pritchard Committee, and the Fund for 
Transforming Education in Kentucky in developing the Kentucky State Teacher Fellows program. 
These partners and stakeholders reported the need for the Kentucky STFs and appreciation for 
the impact STFs have already made. 
 
Partner interviewees repeatedly emphasized the need for KDE to reach out to teachers and to 
incorporate teacher voice into state policy making.  In fact, prior to the launch of the STF program, 
KDE had initiated efforts to network teachers and bring them into state policy making. KDE 
“recognized that it would be important to tap the voices of teachers and bring [them] to the fore 
and wanted to be strategic about that.” This interest in being strategic, building networks of 
teachers, and equipping those teachers with the skills “to become advocates and to mobilize as 
a group” was one of the reasons KDE chose to partner with HSG. 
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…. [KDE was] moving into the teacher evaluation, the teacher effectiveness 
work,…obviously it's such a hot button issue and there's so much 
miscommunication around that. And [KDE] had and continue[s] to have ample 
opportunities for teachers in particular to get involved in the policy process. 

 
… [KDE was] able to utilize [HSG’s] expertise to pull in some teacher 

engagement around that particular issue. So there was a lot of angst in the field. 
So as KDE got data in that told [them] how folks felt about this particular component 
of the effectiveness system, it was clear that this was some low hanging fruit that 
they could engage in very, very quickly. And that's going to shift, I think, going 
forward. But it was a collaboration. 

 

Another important consideration in the choice of HSG, as explained by one interviewee, was 
HSG’s willingness to adapt its approach to developing teacher leaders to the work of KDE. “It 
wasn’t about [HSG]. It was about Kentucky. [HSG was] willing to contextualize their work; it was 
about Kentucky’s strategy.” 
 
Stakeholders not only reported the need for HSG and the STF program, but also described its 
impact and how they used the data they received from the STFs. Several interviewees gave 
general and specific explanations of the impact that the STFs have had on state policy making in 
Kentucky. 
 

One of the things that [feedback] does for [KDE] is it allows [KDE] to say to 
the field, "We heard you and here's what we're doing." And so it helps create buy-
in … [KDE will] advertise that [it] asked you and you told [them] and [they] heard 
you and so this is what [they’re] doing. And where [KDE] can't make a shift, [KDE 
will] explain that.  

 
I think it's making an impact. I think that this next year, it has a greater 

chance to make an impact because the system is more fully developed and more 
people are engaged. So I think [KDE will] be able to get . . . even more specific 
feedback related to what [they] already know is going to be a big issue to tackle. 
And I think [KDE] understand[s] better as an agency how to coordinate the work of 
HSG in such a way that [they] fully leverage that teacher engagement piece and 
connect it to some other strategic work that [KDE has] yet to do.  

 
… The teachers are going to have to buy into it, but they're going to have 

to push their administrators to have different conversations. . .  And they're going 
to have to lead the conversation. So all of this effectiveness work is dependent 
upon the teacher being able to lead a conversation in their evaluation. Here's what 
I need, here's what my data's saying, here's what I need. . .  And so they're going 
to have to be involved. 

 
… The district, and the school are going to have to make substantive 

changes. . . in how they use their time and how they use their money. And 
teachers, to some degree, are going to have to motivate that conversation. They're 
going to have to push that conversation. 

 
… The big thing …in terms of their impact on the legislature would be the 

data.…they provide [KDE] with teacher voice data. So [KDE has] a lot of other 
kinds of teacher data as well. But it goes back to this report.... Teachers ask 
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teachers and here's what they said. And [KDE] can align that to … proposed 
legislation. When it goes over to the House, [KDE] can say, "Hey, teachers in your 
area aren't afraid of this. So your constituents, here's how they feel about it."  

 
I don't think that there was an organization that …got things moving the 

way that Hope Street [Group] did. 
 

STFs provided timely and credible information for KDE to use with the state board of education 
and other constituencies.  The information enabled KDE to point to the voice of teachers as the 
source. The data “were instrumental in helping [others] to understand that teachers had been 
engaged and [were] informing policy.” KDE also received input from KEA, representing the voice 
of its teacher members.2  Having both sources of teacher voices proved helpful to KDE.  In cases 
where teacher voices as reported by the STFs and KEA were aligned, teacher voices were that 
much more powerful. Instances where teachers were saying different things according to the 
STFs and KEA gave impetus to KDE to dive more deeply into the issue at hand. These differing 
voices were a strong signal that more data were required or at the very least KDE needed to pay 
more attention to communications on the particular issue.   
  

Three examples illustrate the concrete impact STFs had on policy making in Kentucky.  
  

1. One of the data collections conducted by STFs gathered teacher input on student growth 
goals and peer observations. The final regulatory language included language from the 
STFs report on how best to implement observations in schools.   
 

2. One difference between what STFs reported and KEA reported was related to the rubric 
used for peer observations. One message to KDE was that teachers liked the selected 
rubric and were excited by the standards it embodied. The counter narrative was that it 
was too burdensome and under supported. This discrepancy required KDE to delve further 
into the issue to understand the teachers’ points of view. 
 

3. Lastly, STFs and HSG helped inform policy making in KDE. In response to the survey data 
collected by STFs on the use of student perception surveys, KDE requested additional 
policy analysis on the issue of using student surveys in teacher evaluation.  HSG prepared 
a policy brief on the topic with input from the STFs.  HSG’s responsiveness to KDE’s needs 
helped inform KDE’s thinking on the use of student surveys. 

 
 

Recommendations  
 

The findings of this evaluation demonstrate that the Kentucky State Teacher Fellowship program 
has had a number of notable accomplishments in its first year.  First and foremost, the STFs have 
provided actionable information to the KDE to improve state policy and state regulations. Making 
that achievement possible were the support, training, tools, and resources provided by HSG and 
the support, cooperation, and collaboration of HSGs partner organizations. The findings of this 
evaluation suggest five broad recommendations to build on the accomplishments of the first year 
as the program expands to year two. 
 

1. Expand and refocus some aspects of training offered to STFs; 
 

                                                      
2 Some STFs were also members of their local teachers associations. 
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2. Leverage the variety of online networking tools within an explicit strategy; 
 

3. Nurture relationships with key partners; 
 

4. Maximize the data inherent in online networking tools for benchmarking, continuous 
improvement, and evaluation; and 

 

5. Differentiate and prioritize data analytics and evaluation. 
 
HSG has already begun to address all of these recommendations.   

 

 HSG has worked with two consulting firms, 270 Strategies and Purpose, to review, 
audit, and redesign the trainings offered to STFs in year one. Their feedback as well 
as that of the STFs has been used to develop trainings for year two;   

 In addition, 270 Strategies has worked with HSG to develop a strategy for leveraging 
online networking tools, and this has been incorporated into the new training plans; 
and   

 HSG and KEA have strengthened their partnership. In fact, the Kentucky STFs may 
assist KEA by collecting supplemental data for the Kentucky TELL Survey (a New 
Teacher Center-administered survey or educator working conditions). As part of the 
strategy for using online tools, 270 Strategies has also helped identify appropriate 
benchmarking data. The design of the year two training and improvements to the year 
one trainings were informed in whole or part by STFs. Finally, a year two evaluation 
will be conducted for HSG.  

 
1. Expand and refocus some aspects of training offered to STFs. 

 
As noted above, STFs expressed high satisfaction with and appreciation for the training they 
received. In both the survey and interviews, STFs and other respondents noted areas for 
expanded and refocused training opportunities. STFs expressed a desire for more in-person 
training sessions as much to build a stronger shared culture among the STFs as to gain the 
benefits of in-person training relative to online training. In terms of concrete skills, STFs and 
stakeholders suggested that additional training on building PLNs, collecting qualitative data 
through focus groups, and engaging in legislative advocacy would benefit the STFs. Most STFs 
had very little difficulty building professional networks although a few struggled. Regardless of 
success building initial contacts for their networks, almost all STFs would benefit from training on 
deepening the engagement of members of their networks. Some respondents also suggested 
additional training in how to collect qualitative data through focus groups as well as additional 
training in legislative advocacy. Lastly, additional training could clarify how best to take advantage 
of the technology available to STFs, especially—but not only—the VEP and Twitter. 
 
 

2.  Leverage the variety of online networking tools within an explicit strategy. 
 

STFs reported using a variety of online networking tools, from email to the VEP to Twitter. Many 
others are available and likely used by STFs and their potential audiences. To date, however, the 
use case for each tool—the VEP and Twitter in particular—while clearer than it once was is still 
not entirely clear to all the STFs.  It is likely that it is even less clear to teachers STFs might recruit 
for their PLNs. A strategy exists for the VEP and an implicit one has evolved around Twitter.  In 
practice, Kentucky STFs have settled on using the VEP to communicate and share among 
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themselves and Twitter to reach out to other teachers and stakeholders. For now, email remains 
the online tool of choice for reaching out to PLNs.   
 
There would be value in clarifying an explicit strategy for the use of various online tools. Clarifying 
the main purposes for various online tools will likely speed the expansion of the use of some and 
improve the use of others. For example, while the VEP has proven useful as an internal tool and 
Twitter valuable for external communications, this is not the only possible scenario. Twitter has 
often been referred to as something of a fire hose. Even a relatively unique hashtag like #kyedchat 
does little to categorize or make sense of the flood of information and opinions on Twitter. The 
data stream from Twitter can be overwhelming to many users, especially new users. There is little 
permanency to Twitter conversations as well.  In other words, once a series of tweets has passed 
(and that can happen quickly), it is often difficult to go back and join in or catch up. One can 
imagine a strategy in which Twitter is used primarily for pushing information out to larger 
secondary or tertiary audiences. The VEP, in turn, could be positioned as a more focused platform 
for professional exchange among teachers around education policy. In such a case, the VEP 
would become a destination portal for teachers that would be to some extent self-moderated.  
While there would still be the cost of going to a single-purpose portal over a multi-purpose portal 
like Twitter or Facebook, there would be the potentially greater benefit from a more efficient and 
focused source of information and discussion. Any strategy will need to account for the tools that 
STFs are accustomed to using personally and professionally. It is worth noting that this mix of 
tools will vary by place and over time and by cohort of STFs. The first cohort of STFs is comprised 
of experienced teachers. A less experienced group will likely be somewhat younger and as such 
may be accustomed to using other digital tools. For example, the STFs reported relatively little 
use of text messaging. A substantially younger group of STFs would likely report much greater 
use of text messaging and less reliance on email. The communication strategies must adapt and 
evolve over time. 
 

 
3. Nurture relationships with key partners. 
 

Partnerships with key stakeholders have been well established in this first year. HSG should 
continue to nurture these partnerships. The STFs work in an inherently unstable, high stakes, 
controversial policy arena. National movements around the Common Core State Standards and 
educator effectiveness will only strengthen and grow as they are implemented more widely across 
other states. These national movements will likely affect the context in which STFs work in 
Kentucky. Continued strong, healthy partnerships can buffer STFs and mitigate these effects.  
Since the STFs also work locally, not just statewide, additional attention to local partners should 
be considered. 
 
4. Maximize the data inherent in online networking tools for benchmarking, continuous 

improvement, and evaluation. 
 
The reliance of STFs on online networking tools promises a wealth of data for benchmarking, 
continuous improvement, and evaluation. It will be important to maximize and integrate the data 
available from various tools as much as possible. Many data sources offer free real-time analytic 
options. Integration can be made easier by using email tools like Constant Contact or Mail Chimp 
and social network tools like Twitter, Facebook, and Instagram. A number of app services, like 
Hoot Suite and Keyhole can help provide dashboard-like interfaces to the data available from 
these, and other, online networking tools. One important consideration as a new program year 
starts is to request social networking usernames from new STFs to facilitate tracking. An 
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experienced IT consultant would likely be helpful in navigating the app and platform options for 
integrating data sources. 
 
 

5. Differentiate and prioritize data analytics and evaluation. 
 
The STF program raises numerous data analytic and evaluation questions. To maximize the 
effectiveness of the STFs, for example, it would be helpful to know in real-time (or close to it) the 
reach and diversity of STFs’ PLNs. How many teachers are engaged and to what extent? How 
influential are STFs on Twitter or other social networks? These questions can be answered 
through data analytic tools available for email services and social networks and should build on 
the work HSG has been doing to define more precisely different levels of engagement. The 
framework that has been developed defines engagement at three levels: reach, respond, and 
reciprocate. The first level captures those who simply receive an email, survey request or other 
contact. The second captures those who respond to a contact. The third captures those who 
actively respond by engaging in online discussions, attending a focus group, or writing a letter for 
example.   
 
Questions requiring deeper or more nuanced analysis, such as the influence of STFs on policy 
making or the ways the substance of conversations online have shifted imply a more complex 
program evaluation. One potential strategy would be to build the data analytic capacity to 
maximize the data inherent in the tools used by STFs as an ongoing activity. Along with that a 
second year study of the Kentucky STFs could continue the focus of this evaluation on the added 
value of the STFs. It should look at how the STF program has evolved from the first year. It would 
be useful to know the extent to which stakeholders and STFs continue to value the program. A 
second year evaluation would need to dive more deeply into the content of teacher networks: how 
does teacher talk about policy shift, how do STFs drive that conversation among teachers and 
their PLNs? While there are multiple possible approaches, a year two evaluation in Kentucky 
would at a minimum need to examine four issues:  

 

 The extent to which STFs continued to embrace enthusiastically the role of teacher leader;  

 The growth of PLNs and the extent to which STFs are engaging their fellow teachers more 
actively;   

 How well STFs are honing their skills as teacher leaders and policy advocates; and   

 The ways STFs have an impact at KDE and beyond, especially with other stakeholder 
groups and key partners. 

 
The Kentucky State Teacher Fellows program has infused state policy making with the voice of 
teachers. It has inspired teachers to express their voices and empowered them to do so. While 
the contours of the program offerings (in particular the training, tools, resources, and relationships 
with partners and stakeholders) will grow and improve, the inaugural group of STFs and those at 
the state level who have come to rely on them will continue to bring the voices of teachers to 
Kentucky policy makers.   
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Appendix A: Methods  
 
This report relied on three sources of information: 
 

 Interviews with HSG staff, Kentucky stakeholders, and STFs;  

 A survey of STFs; and 

 Meta-data from the online tools used by STFs in building and interacting with their PLNs.   
 
Interview data 
 
The evaluation team interviewed seven STFs and six stakeholders and HSG staff. Twelve of the 
interviews were recorded and transcribed. Transcripts of these interviews and notes from one 
interview were coded and analyzed using Dedoose, a qualitative research application.   
 
Survey of STFs 
 
A survey was sent to all 20 Kentucky STFs through an online survey system, Survey Gizmo.  
Responses were received from 17 STFs. One of the non-responders is not returning as a STF in 
2014-2015. The survey data were cleaned and frequencies generated in SPSS Statistics.  
 
Meta-data from online tools 
 
The VEP administrative console and community manager reports provided three types of data to 
understand STFs’ use of the VEP as a tool for sharing information and initiating conversations 
with their PLNs. These data included user reports, member lists for each STF’s’ network, and 
individual user relationship data.  User reports and member lists were cross-referenced with email 
addresses from STFs’ PLN email lists received from HSG.   
  
Meta-data from Survey Monkey provided additional data on the geographic location of survey 
respondents.  We examined the geographic distribution of the STFs’ PLNs by analyzing the 
survey completion patterns from the two rounds of surveys. Approximations of geographic 
location are encoded in the IP addresses transmitted by survey respondents.  We imported IP 
address data from the four STF surveys into Open Heat Map—an open-source GIS software 
application that converts IP address data into plots on a map. The size of each plot point 
corresponds to the number of survey respondents from each IP address, with larger plot points 
describing a higher concentration of respondents for that survey. Overall, the heat maps provide 
estimations of the geographic reach of the STFs’ teacher networks while highlighting geographic 
areas with higher levels of teacher survey responses. 
 
To explore the structure and development of STFs’ networks, the evaluation team copied 
individual user relationship reports from pages in the User Relationship Management section of 
the VEP administrative console.  Each entry consists of a statement of the user relationship (e.g., 
“Jane Doe (janedoe) is a friend of John Doe (johndoe)”).  PSA extracted first, last, and usernames 
for each user in the relationship, and then merged the data with users’ profile information.  Finally, 
we generated VEP network visualizations in UCINet, a network analysis software program, using 
these relationship and user characteristic data. 
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Appendix B: STF Survey Frequency Tables 
 

 

I am glad I have access to the HSG STF tools, training and resources 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

Strongly Agree 15 88.2 88.2 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

My STF involvement has strengthened my connection to other teachers 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

Strongly Agree 14 82.4 82.4 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

My STF training taught me useful ways to expand my professional network 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

Agree 4 23.5 23.5 29.4 

Strongly Agree 12 70.6 70.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

I am better able to inform state policy because of STF tools, training and resources 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

Strongly Agree 13 76.5 76.5 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 
  



 

 27 

The more I use the STF tools and resources the more influence my PLN and I have 

on state policy 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

Agree 6 35.3 35.3 41.2 

Strongly Agree 10 58.8 58.8 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

I am more knowledgeable about state policy and am better able to help my fellow 

teachers understand ways to impact state policy because of my STF involvement 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

Strongly Agree 15 88.2 88.2 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

I have found it difficult to grow and strengthen my professional network during the 

Fellowship 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Disagree 5 29.4 29.4 29.4 

Disagree 6 35.3 35.3 64.7 

Agree 5 29.4 29.4 94.1 

Strongly Agree 1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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In-person meetings/telephone: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not find this 

tool/resource helpful 

1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

5 29.4 29.4 35.3 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

11 64.7 64.7 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Email: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

13 76.5 76.5 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Text messaging: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this 

tool/resource 

4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

I do not find this 

tool/resource helpful 

3 17.6 17.6 41.2 

I do not know how to use 

this tool/resource well 

1 5.9 5.9 47.1 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

8 47.1 47.1 94.1 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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VEP: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not find this 

tool/resource helpful 

3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

9 52.9 52.9 70.6 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

5 29.4 29.4 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Twitter: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not know how to use 

this tool/resource well 

2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

7 41.2 41.2 52.9 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

8 47.1 47.1 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Facebook: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not find this 

tool/resource helpful 

4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

I do not know how to use 

this tool/resource well 

2 11.8 11.8 35.3 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

9 52.9 52.9 88.2 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

2 11.8 11.8 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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Survey Monkey: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not know how to use 

this tool/resource well 

3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

9 52.9 52.9 70.6 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

5 29.4 29.4 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

State Director: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

13 76.5 76.5 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Other tool: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this 

tool/resource 

1 5.9 25.0 25.0 

I do not know how to use 

this tool/resource well 

1 5.9 25.0 50.0 

This tool/resource is 

important for my STF role 

1 5.9 25.0 75.0 

This tool/resource is 

essential for my STF role 

1 5.9 25.0 100.0 

Total 4 23.5 100.0  

Missing 9 13 76.5   

Total 17 100.0   
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Other tool text: Importance of tool/resource in STF work 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid . 14 82.4 82.4 82.4 

I plan to work this summer 

with improving and 

becoming more familiar with 

the use of Twitter and 

Facebook. 

1 5.9 5.9 88.2 

The networking experience 

with other state fellows and 

partners. 

1 5.9 5.9 94.1 

VEP started out 

complicated. Email, reply to 

all, really too much. Prefer 

separate place. 

1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

I find it very difficult to find the time to be an effective Kentucky STF. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Disagree 3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

Disagree 9 52.9 52.9 70.6 

Agree 5 29.4 29.4 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

The training I received as part of the STF program prepared me to be an effective 

fellow. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

Agree 8 47.1 47.1 52.9 

Strongly Agree 8 47.1 47.1 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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The ongoing support I receive from the Kentucky State Director helps me to be 

more effective as a STF 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

Strongly Agree 13 76.5 76.5 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Working with a cohort of other Fellows has been beneficial in my development as a 

Kentucky STF 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 5 29.4 29.4 29.4 

Strongly Agree 12 70.6 70.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

After the fellowship ends, I will continue following and engaging in education 

policy discussions and policymaking. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Disagree 1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

Agree 4 23.5 23.5 29.4 

Strongly Agree 12 70.6 70.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

I have not enjoyed my work with state education policy as much as I thought I would 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Strongly Disagree 9 52.9 52.9 52.9 

Disagree 7 41.2 41.2 94.1 

Agree 1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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The Kentucky STF program is an effective way of giving teachers a voice in state 

policy 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Agree 4 23.5 23.5 23.5 

Strongly Agree 13 76.5 76.5 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

In person: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

8 47.1 47.1 58.8 

2-3 times per month 5 29.4 29.4 88.2 

1-2 times per week 1 5.9 5.9 94.1 

2-3 times per week 1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Email: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

1 5.9 6.3 6.3 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

6 35.3 37.5 43.8 

2-3 times per month 6 35.3 37.5 81.3 

1-2 times per week 3 17.6 18.8 100.0 

Total 16 94.1 100.0  

Missing System 1 5.9   

Total 17 100.0   
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Text messaging: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

12 70.6 70.6 70.6 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

3 17.6 17.6 88.2 

2-3 times per month 2 11.8 11.8 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

VEP: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

3 17.6 17.6 29.4 

2-3 times per month 4 23.5 23.5 52.9 

1-2 times per week 5 29.4 29.4 82.4 

2-3 times per week 3 17.6 17.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Twitter: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

1 5.9 5.9 5.9 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

2 11.8 11.8 17.6 

2-3 times per month 2 11.8 11.8 29.4 

1-2 times per week 5 29.4 29.4 58.8 

2-3 times per week 7 41.2 41.2 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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Facebook: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

4 23.5 25.0 25.0 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

3 17.6 18.8 43.8 

2-3 times per month 5 29.4 31.3 75.0 

1-2 times per week 1 5.9 6.3 81.3 

2-3 times per week 3 17.6 18.8 100.0 

Total 16 94.1 100.0  

Missing System 1 5.9   

Total 17 100.0   

 

State Director: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

2-3 times per month 6 35.3 35.3 52.9 

1-2 times per week 5 29.4 29.4 82.4 

2-3 times per week 3 17.6 17.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Direct engagement with state policymakers: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education 

policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

2 11.8 11.8 11.8 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

10 58.8 58.8 70.6 

2-3 times per month 5 29.4 29.4 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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Other: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid I do not use this tool or 

resource 

1 5.9 33.3 33.3 

Less than 2-3 times per 

month 

1 5.9 33.3 66.7 

2-3 times per week 1 5.9 33.3 100.0 

Total 3 17.6 100.0  

Missing System 14 82.4   

Total 17 100.0   

 

Other text: Frequency of use in engaging PLN in education policy issues 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid . 14 82.4 82.4 82.4 

Common core, PGES 

support if district is willing 

1 5.9 5.9 88.2 

Networking with other 

Kentucky state fellows or our 

partners. 

1 5.9 5.9 94.1 

The previous question asked 

if I find it very difficult to find 

time to be a fellow. I do find 

it difficult at times but felt 

VERY was a strong qualifier.    

This question...I do text 

many in my PLN network but 

in reality I don't know all of 

their phone numbers. 

1 5.9 5.9 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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Your level of activity v. Your expectations for your level of activity. 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Less actively involved 3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

About as actively involved 6 35.3 35.3 52.9 

More actively involved 8 47.1 47.1 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Your level of satisfaction with your involvement 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Unsatisfied/disappointed 

with level of involvement 

3 17.6 17.6 17.6 

Basically satisfied with level 

of involvement 

7 41.2 41.2 58.8 

More than satisfied with 

level of involvement 

7 41.2 41.2 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  

 

Overall, how rewarding have you found your experiences as a Kentucky STF? 

 
Frequency Percent Valid Percent 

Cumulative 

Percent 

Valid Somewhat rewarding 5 29.4 29.4 29.4 

Very rewarding 12 70.6 70.6 100.0 

Total 17 100.0 100.0  
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Additional Comments 
 

 . 

Fabulous program!  It has been the most rewarding experience professionally that I have ever had!  I had 

no clue what it meant to be a teacher leader and because of the HSG I now understand and "I get it"!   

 

Thank you HSG!!! 

HSG has opened other opportunities for leadership development that I have taken advantage of.  It has 

been a rewarding experience. 

 

I am disappointed with myself in my level of involvement. I want to be much more involved during year 2. 

 

I have had many issues in my health as well as with my family this year which has drawn me back a bit 

more at times with my involvement. I am hoping the year ahead will be more positive. 

 

 In-person convenings are extremely helpful for group cohesion and distribution of information.   Going 

forward, I believe the most crucial thing that HSG can help the fellows with is actively growing PLN's...and 

brainstorming ways to do so.  Does this mean sending actual snail-mail letters because emails aren't 

read?  Finding contacts in other counties?  Etc.    -Then, when contacting these people, we need a 

concrete purpose...clear-cut information to disseminate, or a task to complete...but it has to be something 

that teachers feel is worthy of their already stretched-too-thin schedules and will actually have meaningful 

impact, sooner than 9 months later when a report is compiled and distributed.  Having meetings to simply 

'take the temperature' of teachers in the area will not generate mass involvement. 

Like opportunities to continue at the state and national level. Like for equal opportunity to participate in 

conferences. What is the plan for next year? 

 

 This has been a wonderful experience!  It is great to network with so many passionate educators around 

the state of Kentucky.  Our leaders, Wendy and Dan and Brian, have been amazing for support and 

resources.  They have given us direction, brought us back on track when we needed that, and been there 

with any question that I have had.  They are great at celebrating our successes and encouraging us to do 

more.  I have enjoyed the knowledge gained through this process and the platform for change that this 

organization gives life to. 

 

 

This has been an amazing opportunity.  All teachers need to understand the importance of using their 

voice to influence policies about public education.  I hope the program can continue until Kentucky 

teachers are effective at engaging policy makers and have a real voice in education policy. 
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Appendix C: Issues Related to Using Data from Twitter 
 

STFs gravitated towards Twitter for multiple reasons. Some were familiar with Twitter before 
becoming STFs; however, others started using Twitter upon the recommendation of STFs who 
were familiar with it. Whatever the reason for their use of Twitter, STFs used and valued Twitter 
as a tool for expanding their professional networks and engaging other teachers in conversation 
about policy issues. The evaluation team had hoped to make greater use of data fromTwitter.  
Restrictions to access of Twitter data limited the usefulness of Twitter for this evaluation, but future 
evaluations may benefit. 
 
There are effectively three ways to collect Twitter data for analysis. The first and seemingly most 
logical option is to use Twitter’s search feature. Unfortunately, Twitter’s search does not return all 
tweets. Twitter’s documentation states explicitly that that the Twitter “search service is not meant 
to be an exhaustive archive… and not all tweets are… returned.” Furthermore, though the 
documentation is not clear about the rules applied in selecting which tweets are reported for a 
given search, it is clear that the search results are not a random sample of all tweets meeting the 
search criteria. This makes Twitter’s search engine unsuitable for research purposes. 
 
Twitter is not the only source for Twitter data. At least three third parties sell real-time and 
historical Twitter data. Since these companies target large, commercial clients who want access 
to Twitter data for marketing purposes, purchasing data from these vendors was beyond the 
budget for this evaluation. 
 
The last alternative is to capture Twitter data in real-time for a selected group of Twitter users and 
hashtags. Several apps and services allow for tracking and archiving Twitter data. While the better 
alternatives for doing this are not free, they are substantially less expensive than purchasing 
historical Twitter data. 
 
 


