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Our question for today:

What can the results of the National Saff Development Council
(NSDC) survey tell us about the progress of the network in the areas we
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Who are we?

The evaluation team has 3 internal members — Diane Hirshberg, Lexi Hill, and Meredith Curry —who are part of the grant staff and have focused On thl S yeal"?
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Network and Control NSDC Averages, 2008

When we designed the evaluation and recruited control schools, we 3.50

. hoped that partner schools would show greater gains than control schools
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