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Sample Workbook for States and Programs
Data Detective Questions
	Assessment

	Data Quality Questions

	DQ #1: How many students have pre- and posttest data? 

	DQ #2: How has the percentage of students with pre- and posttest data changed over time? 

	DQ #3: Which students are not tested? 

	DQ #4A-B: Are pre- and posttests given at the right time? 

	DQ #5: Are the right tests given? 

	DQ #6: Are the percentages of completers relatively stable? 

	Program Improvement Questions

	PI #1A-B: How do completion rates compare with the state average, state standard, and/or other programs? 

	PI #2: What are the trends in completion rates and how do they compare with the state average, state standard, and/or other programs over time? 

	PI #3: What are the completion rates by student goal?

	PI #4: How do completion rates of subgroups compare within a program? 

	PI #5: How have the completion rates for subgroups changed over time? 

	PI #6: What is the relationship of completion rates to attendance? 

	PI #7: What is the investment per completer (program efficiency) and how does it compare by program? 

	PI #8: How has efficiency changed over time? 

	Goal Setting

	Data Quality Questions

	DQ #1A-B: Which goals are students setting and how do they compare over time?

	DQ #2A-B: Are the percentages of students setting educational attainment goals consistent with their NRS level and program goals?

	DQ #3: Does the percentage of students setting the goal Enter Employment reflect the percentage of students who are unemployed? 

	DQ #4A-B: How does goal setting differ by subgroup?

	Follow-up

	Data Quality Questions

	DQ #1: How do response rates compare across programs and to the state average or standard and how have they changed over time? 

	DQ #2: How do response rates differ by subgroup? 

	DQ #3: Were the times for collecting entered and retained employment data consistent with NRS requirements? 

	DQ #4: Are the percentages of students obtaining follow-up outcomes relatively stable?

	Program Improvement Questions

	PI #1: How do goal attainment rates compare among programs? 

	PI #2: What are the trends in goal attainment rates and how do they compare across programs and with the state average and standard? 

	PI #3: How do subgroups (e.g., demographic, geographic) compare on goal attainment and how has that changed over time? 

	PI #4: What is the investment per goal attained (program efficiency)? 



DQ#1: How many students have pre- and posttest data? 

Using a bar chart like the one below can help you compare the percentages of students with pre- and posttests among programs and with the state average. The line indicates the state standard of 75 percent. 
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Observations:
Program 4 is the only program that approaches the State standard, while Program 3 is farthest from the State standard. What are the possible reasons for differences across programs? What are the barriers to Program 3 improving its percentages?

Possible Causes:

· The policies for pre- and posttesting are not clearly set forth and communicated to staff in all programs across the state. 

· Some programs face more turnover that results in fewer students being pre- and posttested.  

Next steps:
Contact staff in Programs 3 and 4 and discuss the possible reasons for their low and high rates, respectively, and what might be done to improve the rates for Program 3. Also, share this information statewide and generate discussion on ways to improve pre-posttest rates across all programs. Look at national rates and compare to the state and programs.

· Is the state standard reasonable? If so, what can be done to help programs improve their rates of pre-posttesting? 
DQ#2: How has the percentage of students with pre- and posttest data changed over time? 

The line graph below indicates trends in the percentage of students with pre- and posttests. 
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Observations:
Program 2’s percentage of students with pre- and posttests fluctuates more than 10 percent across the five years. Program 1 has a steady, perhaps slightly upward growth trend. Program 4 increased in one year and since has leveled off. Program 3 is steadily decreasing. What is causing Program 2’s percentage to jump so much from year to year? What did Program 4 do to increase their percentage? What is happening in Program 3 that has resulted in its slight slippage?

Possible causes:

· Program 2 may have data quality issues as indicated by the large year to year fluctuations.
· Program 4 appears to be doing a good job of increasing their pre-posttest numbers and this may reflect the training they have provided to their staff.

Next steps:
Share the data with Program 2 and ask them to explain their assessment procedures to ensure they are following state policies.  Set a quarterly goal with Program 2 to review pre-posttest data for quality improvement. Share the data with Program 3 and ask if they can explain the decrease in pre-posttesting.  Ask Program 4 what caused their jump (e.g., did they put any new systems or procedures in place?).  

· Do some of the programs need further training in assessment procedures?

· Are all programs using the same assessments?

DQ#3: Which students are not tested? 

The relative numbers of ABE students with and without both pre- and posttest data are shown using a stacked bar chart. This graph provides a useful way to examine the raw numbers and provides a quick visual of the relative differences among those with and without pre- and posttests for ABE levels. 
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Observations:
Beginning Literacy has the largest number of students with any test data and the largest proportion of students without pre- and posttests. High Intermediate has the smallest number of those with test data and the smallest proportion without pre- posttests Why are more than half of the ABE Beginning Literacy students missing either pre- or posttests? Are some programs having trouble retaining students at this level long enough to posttest?

Possible causes:
· Beginning Literacy ABE students are more likely to drop out of adult education programs before receiving a posttest.
· Programs serving Beginning Literacy (and to a lesser degree Low Intermediate) ABE students tend not to have as clear and effective procedures and policies around pre- and posttesting. 

Next steps and:
Share the data with the programs.  Further disaggregate the data to see if the issue of whether students are pre- and posttested is specific to a few programs or cuts across most programs.  Talk to those programs with a high proportion of students without pre- and posttests.
· Is there a need for further professional development around pre- and posttesting for some programs?
· How to ABE pre-posttest rates compare to beginning ESL students in the same program(s)?
DQ#4A: Are pre-tests and posttests given at the right time? 

A scatterplot helps visualize the distribution of the number of days between admission and pre-test of a group of students in a class, site, or program. The bold line below provides a maker indicating which cases fall outside the standard.  
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Observations:
Six students, two from Class 1 and four from Class 2, fall outside the standard. In Class 1 it appears that most of those who fall within the standard are assessed immediately (less than five days) after admission or just before the deadline, while students in Class 2 who are assessed before the deadline are assessed fairly evenly over the 14 days. Why are some students assessed immediately (less than five days) and others just before the deadline?  What happened in the case of the six students who fell outside the standard?

Possible Causes:
· The students who fell outside the standard may have been absent during planned testing.
Next steps:
Share the data with the program.  Ask what might be done to decrease the amount of time before the pretest is given.  Compare results for all programs and recognize those programs that are doing well.  Chart he posttest data to see whether the program meets the posttesting standard.
· What is the percentage of students who fall out of the standard for each class?

· Are there extenuating circumstances that explain why some students not being tested within the standard? Should these be written into testing policy?
DQ#4B: Are pre-tests and posttests given at the right time? 

The graph below displays the time between pre- and posttests. The data is grouped into four ranges of hours, three of which fall outside the recommended timeframe for conducting pre-posttesting.  In this example, 40-60 hours is the recommended pre-posttest timeframe.  
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	Pre-Posttest Timeframe
	Numbers of Students

	Less than 40 hrs.
	8
	0
	42
	3

	40-60 hours
	95
	99
	36
	110

	60-80 hours
	29
	25
	42
	6

	More than 80 hrs 
	0
	5
	5
	0


Observations:
All programs except Program 3 appear to mostly meet the standard for pre-posttesting.  When these programs do not meet the standard, they tend to give the test(s) too late.   Are the problems in Program 3 a reflection of data quality issues or do the staff require more training?  Why are students outside the approved timeframe generally testing late?
Possible Causes:
· Program 3 may lack clear policies and guidance on the requirements for pre- and posttesting.
· Teachers may require more prominent reminders of when posttesting is required.
 
Next steps:
Create a scatterplot graph showing dates of pre- and posttests for students in Program 3 by educational level to examine how far outside the standard the timing falls and whether this is occurring for all students or just certain levels. Share the data with the program and ask how they interpret the information and what might be done to improve the performance. 
· Do data from previous years reflect a similar pattern?

· What system is in place to help remind teachers to provide posttests?

DQ#5: Are the right tests given?  

This stacked bar graph shows the number of instances in which the same test form was given for pre- and posttests compared to the instances in which a different form was given. This type of chart provides a visual indication of the size of the problem. The table below the graph provides the exact numbers.
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Observations:
The TABE is by far the most commonly administered test. The same forms for the pre- and posttest of the TABE and “Other” tests were given to some students. Proportionately, the problem was most pronounced for “Other” tests. What are some of the other tests programs are using? Do those tests offer two different forms per state policy?
Possible causes
· Guidance on administration of forms may be unclear for “Other” tests. 
· Access to alternative forms may be an issue for “Other” tests.

Next step:
Look at the data by program to determine whether the issue only appears in particular programs.  Look at the data by educational level and by student subgroups to see if the particular types of students are tested incorrectly.
· Do these programs have similar data quality issues that they might address jointly?

· To what extent might the programs share assessments and resources? 

· Given the predominant use of TABE across programs, should the state recommend the consistent use of this one assessment across all programs?

DQ#6: Are the percentages of completers relatively stable? 

The line graph below provides completion rates for four programs and statewide over a five year period.
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Observations:
Over the five years, the four programs generally have higher completion rates than the state average, but exhibit less stability. Program 3 has particularly unstable completion rates over this period. Program 2 has the most stable completion rate.  The most recent data for PY 2004-05 shows that program rates are merging. What is causing instability in rates for Program 3? Are Programs 1 and 4 showing solitary fluctuations or is this a continuing issue?
Possible Causes:
· Program 4 appears to have better data quality procedures that have resulted in increasingly stable data.

· Program 3 appears to have data quality problems that may reflect poor goal-setting procedures.
Next steps:
Talk with program staff in Program 3 to find out what policies and procedures and training are needed that might lead to more stability in completion rates.  Determine whether statewide or program-specific changes have led to the apparent stabilizing of rates for the last year. Look at next year’s data to determine whether there is more or less stability for these programs


PI#1-A: How do completion rates compare to the state average, state standard, and/or other programs?
Using the bar chart below provides a sense of how programs are doing compared to each other, the state, and the state standard.
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Observations:
Programs 1, 2, and 3 meet or slightly exceed the State standard. Program 4 is below the statewide average and the state standard. What might explain why program 4 is so far under the State standard?  Would trend data offer any more information?

Possible Causes:
· Program 4 serves a more challenging population. 
· Instruction in Program 4 is not well aligned with the requirements for ABE Low Intermediate. 
Next steps:
Discuss the results with Program 4 and find out what might explain the relatively low completion rates and what additional assistance they require.  Ask Program 4 to contact Programs 1 or 3 for ideas on ways to improve their results.  Also, look at trend data to see if these completion rates are stable.
· Is the same pattern that is reflected in the data for ABE Low Intermediate reflected at other levels?

· What would it take (how much of an increase in Program 4, for example) to increase the State average enough to meet or exceed the standard?

PI#1-B: How do completion rates compare to the state average, state standard, and/or other programs?

This stacked bar graph of the number of completers for each ABE level allows comparisons across programs as well as within programs.  
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Observations:
Program 4 has the largest number of completers, especially in ABE Beginning Literacy, though from the previous graph we know that it does not have the largest percentage of completers. The level with the largest number of completers varies from program to program. ABE High Intermediate has the smallest number of completers in each level. Does it also have a lower percentage of completers?  

Possible Causes:
· The four different programs may serve different numbers of student in each of the ABE levels. This may explain the different proportion of completers by level for each program. 
· Different programs may have more success with different ABE levels.
 

Next steps:
Examine the percentages, in addition to the numbers, of completers for each ABE level to determine what the completion rates are for each level. Look at previous years of data to see if they exhibit the same pattern.
· If a particular ABE level has a lower rate is there a need for more professional development targeted at that specific level. 
PI#2: What are the trends in completion rates and how do they compare to the state average, state standard, and/or other programs over time?
The bar graph below compares completion rates across programs, statewide, and against the state standard while looking across five years.
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Observations:
State completion rates have increased slightly over the last five years. Program 1 completion rates have trended slightly downward over most of the years, with a large drop in 2002-2003. Completion rates for Program 2 have stayed relatively constant, while Programs 3 and 4 have experienced considerable fluctuations over the five year period. What are some of the likely causes of the large variation in some of the programs? 

Possible Causes:
· Data quality problems are a likely cause of the year to year fluctuations in Programs 1, 3, and 4.
· The steady increase in the completion rates statewide may be due to a greater focus on increasing educational gain.

Next steps:
Contact programs that have large year to year variations to discuss possible problems with data quality. Determine what other potential barriers exist for these programs.
· Is the state standard high enough to challenge some programs?
· Is Program 2, with a completion rate that is relatively stable and about at the state standard, doing something that other programs can learn from?

PI#3: What are the completion rates by student goal?

Looking at level completion rates of students who have the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma compared those who do not have that goal, will help you explore whether students with this goal are more likely to complete a level.

[image: image12]
Observations:
Those students in Programs 2 and 3 who had Obtain Secondary Diploma as a primary goal appear to have completed a level more often than those who did not. Those students in Program 4 who did not have Obtain Secondary Diploma appear to have completed a level more often.  Students in Program 1 show no differences. Three out of four programs met the state standard for level completion for their students who set the goal Obtain Secondary Diploma. One program met the state standard for their students who did not set the goal Obtain Secondary Diploma. 
Possible Causes:
· Those students who set the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma may be more focused on moving on to the next level than those who did not se that goal.
· Those who set the goal Obtain Secondary Diploma are likely to be in a higher ABE level and students at those levels may have higher completion rates.

Next steps:
Examine the actual number of students underlying the percentages to see if the numbers are so small that the percentages in this data are misleading. It’s important to remember that finding a relationship between the Obtain Secondary Diploma and level completion, does not mean one causes the other. 
· What is the relationship between the level completions of students who set any goal to level completion of those who set no goal?
· Are teachers well-trained in goal-setting policies and procedures?
PI#4: How do completion rates of subgroups compare within a program? 

This graph shows the number of students who have completed and the number who have not completed a level by ethnic group and program type. 
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Observations:
Hispanic/Latino students are the largest group of completers. Their completions are mostly in ESL. While the actual number of Hispanic/Latino non-completers is higher than other groups, the proportion of non-completers to completers is lower. Whites completed at a rate lower than other groups.  Overall, women completed at slightly higher rates than men. The small number of Native Hawaiians or other Pacific Islanders in the state means the results for these groups are less reliable than they are for other groups. What accounts for the relatively large percentage of white non-completers?

Possible Causes:
· The program type and level a student is enrolled in may account for some or most of the difference in completers versus non-completers across ethnic groups.
· Programs may not be addressing the needs of all ethnic groups equally. 


Next steps:
Share the data with the programs.  To get a larger sample size and more reliable results for native Hawaiian/ other Pacific Islanders look at the data over a number of years.  Also, look at census data to determine whether the demographics of the program reflect the community.  Compare the program to other with similar demographics for completers and non-completers.
· Do the program’s demographics reflect the community in which it is located?
· Do local programs believe this data represents their student populations?
PI#5: How have the completion rates for subgroups changed over time? 

The line graph below shows completion rates by age groups over time.
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Observations:
The youngest age group and the 25–44 age group show increased completion rates over the five years, while other age groups’ completion rates remained relatively constant or decreased over time.  The 60+ age group started with the lowest completion rate and declined the most. Is the pattern for the 60+ age group consistent across programs or is the decline or is this isolated to a few programs? 
Possible Causes:
· Programs’ instructional focus has shifted toward serving younger students at the expense of older students.
· The characteristics of the population that programs are serving have changed, creating new challenges to level completion for the oldest population of students. 

Next steps:
Analyze the data by age, program type, and completion rates to see if certain ages are concentrated in certain programs.  Compare completion rates by program, state average, and the state standard to get an idea of whether we are meeting statewide goals.
PI#6: What is the relationship of completion rates to attendance? 

The stacked bar graph below identifies the number of students by contact hours and compares level completion/non-completion within each range of hours. 
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Observations:
Most students, whether they are completers or not, stay for 60–79 hours. Not surprisingly, those with the fewest hours have the largest percentage of non-completers and those with the most number of hours have the largest percentage of completers. As contact hours increase, the number of students completing more than one level increases until 100–119 hours, after which there seems to be little change. 
Possible Causes:
· Those who do not complete a level tend to drop out relatively early.
· The greater the number of hours the greater the opportunity to complete more than one level.
Next steps:
Look at the data by program to see if these trends are consistent across programs. See if students who complete in fewer hours, differ in other ways from those who complete in more hours.  
· What percentage of non-completers leave adult education altogether compared to those non-completers who stay and complete at a future date?

· What are the characteristics of those who have fewer attendance hours?

PI#7: What is the investment per completer (program efficiency) and how does it compare by program? 

A simple table can show the relation of investment to goals achieved.
	PY 2004-05

	 
	# Achieved any goal
	Investment
	Dollars per outcome

	Program 1
	175
	$50,000
	$286 

	Program 2
	225
	$100,000
	$444 

	Program 3
	150
	$10,000
	$67 

	Program 4
	150
	$20,000
	$133 


Observations:
The range in dollars per outcome is $67–$444. Program 3 is substantially more efficient than the other three programs. Program 2 is the least efficient. Which goals did students achieve? Does it cost programs more to assist students to achieve certain goals than others?  
Possible Causes:
· The more efficient programs may have found innovative ways to cut expenses. 

· The less efficient programs may face greater instructional challenges with their students.
Next steps:
Find out more information about the programs to see how comparable they are. Talk with program staff to see what context they can provide in terms of the populations they serve or other factors that may affect efficiency.
· What factors, such as population served or geographic location, might explain the differences in efficiency?
· Do programs have funds, or in-kind-support, not included in the calculation of efficiency?
PI#8: How has efficiency changed over time? 

To provide a sense of efficiency over time, this graph plots the cost per students per program (taken from Table PI#7) across five years.
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Observations:
The efficiency of most programs has remained relatively stable over the five years. The cost per outcome for Program 2 was the highest of all the programs over the five year period and showed a substantial increase from PY 2002-03 to 2003-04. The state average also showed a substantial increase in this one year, which may reflect the jump in costs for Program 2.  What were some possible causes for the jump in the cost per outcome for Program 2? Did the population served shift or did the program become less efficient in providing services or was there some other cause? 
Possible Causes:
· Depending on the size of this state, the changes in 2002-03 statewide efficiency may be due almost solely to the increases per outcome for Program 2.
· Program 2 may have shifted its instructional focus in PY 2002-03 to PY 2003-04.

Next steps:
Look at other data for Program 2, such as the NRS levels of students and employment rates in the community, to see if there are indications of a change in the student population or other factors that might explain the jump in cost from PY 2002-03 to PY 2003-04.  Show the data to staff in Program 2 to get their take on it.  At the next statewide meeting, share this data and ask states to reflect on why their program efficiency rates differ.


DQ#1-A: Which goals are students setting and how do they compare over time?

The graph below presents trend-data to determine changes in the percentage of students setting goals over three years.
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	Numbers of Students Setting Goal 
	Total Enrolled

	Year
	Enter Employment
	Retain Employment
	Obtain Sec Diploma
	Enter Postsec
	

	2002-03
	53
	18
	53
	15
	150

	2003-04
	32
	14
	31
	21
	140

	2004-05
	36
	19
	39
	25
	155


Observations:
The percentage of students setting the goal Enter Postsecondary has increased steadily from 10 percent to 16 percent over the three years, though the actual numbers are relatively small. Enter Employment dropped from 35 percent to 23 percent and Obtain a Secondary Diploma dropped from 35 percent to 25 percent over the same period. Retain Employment fluctuated slightly over the three year period.  
Possible Causes:
· Correcting data quality problems in earlier years might explain the large drop in the percentage of students setting Enter Employment and Obtain Secondary Diploma. 
· Programs may now have increased their focus on setting the goal of Enter Postsecondary.
· If a new policy for goal setting has been implemented, then this data may reflect improved goal-setting procedures.

Next Steps:
Look at census data to see if there was a change in the unemployment rate from 2002-03 to 2003-04. Share the data with the program and ask them to explain these changes.
· Does the steady increase for setting the goal Enter Postsecondary indicate a change in the student population, a change in goal setting policies and procedures, or something else?

DQ#1-B: Which goals are students setting and how do they compare over time?
This bar graph compares the percentage of students in Program A setting each goal to the percentage of student statewide setting each goal for PY 2004-05. 
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Observations:
In Program A more students are setting employment related goals than educational goals. Program A is considerably above the state average for Enter Employment and slightly above for Retain Employment. On the other hand it is considerably below the state average for Obtain a Secondary Diploma and somewhat below for Enter Postsecondary Education. What is the employment status of students in this program and does it correspond to the higher percentage of students setting the goal of Enter Employment?
Possible Causes:
· There may be a high number of unemployed students in Program A relative to other programs that accounts for the higher percentage of students setting the employment goals compared to educational goals.
· The focus of the program may be more on employment regardless of students needs.

Next Steps:
Talk to program staff and gather data on the employment status and NRS levels of students in this program. This may explain the differences in goal setting between this program and other programs in the state. Compare this program to other programs with similar demographics and rates of unemployment.
· Is the percentage of students setting educational goals appropriate given state and local circumstances?

DQ#2-A: Are the percentages of students setting educational attainment goals consistent with their NRS Level and program goals?

For each NRS level, the table below shows the total number of students at that level and the number and percentage who set educational attainment goals.  

	Goal Setting by NRS level

	NRS Levels
	Students Enrolled
	Obtain Secondary  Diploma
	Enter Postsecondary Education

	 
	 
	Number
	Percent
	Number
	Percent

	ABE Beginning Literacy
	38
	9
	24%
	4
	11%

	ABE Beginning
	21
	2
	10%
	0
	0%

	ABE Low Intermediate
	24
	1
	4%
	1
	4%

	ABE High Intermediate
	35
	9
	26%
	3
	9%

	ASE Low
	21
	9
	43%
	6
	29%

	ASE High
	22
	2
	9%
	5
	23%

	Total ABE/ASE
	161
	32
	20%
	19
	12%

	ESL Beginning Literacy
	20
	0
	0%
	1
	5%

	ESL Beginning
	26
	0
	0%
	0
	0%

	ESL Low Intermediate
	31
	5
	16%
	0
	0%

	ESL High Intermediate
	19
	0
	0%
	2
	11%

	ESL Low Advanced
	26
	9
	35%
	3
	12%

	ESL High Advanced
	24
	3
	13%
	4
	17%

	Total ESL
	146
	17
	12%
	10
	7%

	Total
	307
	49
	16%
	29
	9%


Observations:

A number of students at ABE Beginning (and to a lesser degree) ESL Low Intermediate levels have set a goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma or Enter Postsecondary Education. A smaller percentage of ASE High students set these goals than those at some of the lower levels, indicating a potential problem. Does this indicate a problem with data quality or goal setting policies and procedures?

Possible Causes:

· Since achieving the goals of Obtain Secondary Diploma and Enter Postsecondary Education within a program year is unlikely for a student at the lowest educational levels, there probably exists a problem with data quality or goal setting policies and procedures.  
· Staff is not providing students with sufficient guidance in setting goals.

Next Steps:

Follow up with program staff to determine their goal-setting procedures for educational attainment with a focus on short- and long-term goals.  Ensure that the data is collected and entered correctly. See if there is any evidence of problems with level placement. 

· Is this pattern of educational attainment goal setting for this program an exception or typical of other programs in the state?

DQ#2-B: Are the percentages of students setting educational attainment goals consistent with their NRS Level and program goals?

This bar chart compares the number of students who set a goal with those who actually achieved a goal, whether or not they set the goal
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Observations:

More students achieved the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma than set the goal. This means the state will not receive credit in reports to NRS for those students who did not set this goal. The goal Retain Employment had the closest match between the number of students who set the goal and the number who achieved the goal. What are the reasons more students are achieving the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma than setting the goal? Why is it the only goal in which this is the case?

Possible Causes:

· Students are setting goals without sufficient time to consider and set goals they are truly interested in achieving.

· Students do not have an opportunity to revise their goals if they discover their initial goal is no longer appropriate. 
· Intake staff either is not setting goals correctly for new students, or they are not reviewing goals with students to reflect the current goals of students on a regular basis.
Next Steps:
While the graph indicates the numbers of students setting and achieving each goal, it does not indicate whether they are the same students. For example, while it looks, at first glance, like the majority of students who set the goal Retain Employment achieved it, we do not know which of the students in these two groups may be the same students. Also, look at data to determine the percentage of students setting and achieving a goal.
· Does local staff require training to improve goal setting with students?
DQ#3: Do the percentages of students setting the goal Entered Employment reflect the percentages of students who are unemployed?

The graph below shows the relationship between number of unemployed and number setting the goal of Enter Employment. 
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Observations:

The proportion of unemployed to those setting the goal of Enter Employment varies significantly. Programs A and C have a particularly low proportion of students setting the goal Enter Employment while Program D has more students setting the goal than are unemployed.  
Possible Causes:

· Unemployed students may have other important goals, such as getting a GED that they wish to achieve before Enter Employment.
· Some programs may not discuss with unemployed students whether or not they should be setting the goal of Enter Employment.
· Program D most likely has data quality problems. 
Next Steps:
You will want to talk with staff in programs A, C, and D to better understand their goal-setting process, to check for data quality issues, and to understand local conditions (like unemployment rates) that could have affected their data. Examine previous years of data to observe trends across the years.
· What additional data is needed to determine which programs may have problems with data quality and which may have problems with goal-setting procedures?
· Are there circumstances/factors that might explain why in some programs with a large percentage of unemployed students few are setting the goal of Enter Employment? 
DQ#4-A: How does goal setting differ by subgroup?
The graph below compares the percentage of men with the percentage of women setting each goal. 
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	Number of Students Setting Goal
	Total Enrolled

	 
	Enter Employment
	Retain Employment
	Obtain Sec Diploma 
	Enter Postsec
	

	Male 
	60
	21
	9
	2
	120

	Female
	48
	25
	32
	8
	132


Observations:
A larger percentage of men than women set the goal Enter Employment, while a larger percentage of women set the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma. Women were also more likely than men to set the goals of Enter Postsecondary Education, and Retain Employment. The largest difference in goal setting between the genders is in setting the goal of Obtain Secondary Diploma, the smallest difference is in setting the goal Retain Employment. The table indicates that the numbers setting the goal for Enter Postsecondary are small enough that the percentages may be meaningless. 
Possible Causes:
· Men and women face different circumstances that affect their goal setting. For instance, women may have lower unemployment rates. 

· Some women may have needs, like child care, that the program is not addressing. 

Next Steps:
Look at the data on gender and goals by individual program. Talk with program staff and teachers and get their thoughts on the data.  
· Is this pattern in goal setting represented in the graph above true for most programs or just this one?

· Have the differences between men and women in goal setting changed over time?
· Do student goals in each program reflect circumstances in the community, such as unemployment rates, accessibility to community colleges in rural vs. urban settings, or other factors?
DQ#4-B: How does goal setting differ by subgroup?
Another way to look at subgroups is comparing goals by ethnicity. Below is a graph of percentages setting a goal by ethnicity followed by a table with the underlying numbers. 
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	Total Enrolled
	Numbers of Students Setting Goal

	
	
	Enter Employment
	Retain Employment
	Obtain Secondary Diploma
	Enter Postsecondary

	American Indian/ Alaskan Native
	4
	1
	0
	1
	0

	Asian
	20
	7
	2
	4
	6

	Native Hawaiian/Other Pacific Islander
	1
	1
	0
	0
	0

	Black/ African American
	35
	8
	7
	12
	7

	Hispanic/Latino
	58
	8
	20
	13
	5

	White
	32
	6
	10
	8
	2


Observations:

Hawaiians have the highest percentage of students setting the goal Enter Employment.  The greatest variation among ethnicities, other than for Hawaiian and American Indian students, occurs for the goals Retain Employment and Enter Postsecondary Education. The data does not exhibit any consistent patterns of one ethnicity tending to have a lower or higher percentage of students setting goals than the other ethnicity.  Why is there more variation for some goals than others?

Possible Causes:

· Because there are so few Hawaiian and American Indian students, looking at the percentages for these groups is misleading.

· Since the numbers are not particularly large, the differences among ethnic groups may be due to random variation. 
· Different ethnic groups may face different circumstances (e.g. one group may have higher unemployment).

Next Steps:
Talk to program staff to better understand the story behind the data. 
· Are the patterns for goal setting shown above evident in previous years?

· Does state data show the same variation?


DQ#1: How do response rates compare across programs and to the state average or standard? 

The bar graph below compares the response rate for Entered Employment among programs and with the state average and state standard.
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Observations:

Several programs are meeting the state standard. Programs W, Y and Z fall below the standard and the other programs.  What factors are contributing to the low response rate for Programs W, Y and Z? Have these programs shown low response rates in previous years?
Possible Causes:

· Programs W, Y and Z may have more transient student populations.
· This is a survey state so there may be a problem at intake of new students with getting contact information, or following up with current students to keep records current.
Next steps:

Look at response rates over time to see if the same patterns among the programs appear. Look at which programs are doing well and share this information with other programs. See if there is other assistance you can provide Programs W, Y and Z to improve their response rates.
· Is staff following correct intake procedures?

· What are teacher-by-teacher contact rates within each program or site?

DQ#1: How do response rates compare across programs and to the state average or standard? 

The bar graph below compares the response rate for Entered Employment among programs and with the state average and state standard.
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Observations:

Several programs are meeting the state standard. Programs W, Y and Z fall below the standard and the other programs.  What factors are contributing to the low response rate for Programs W, Y and Z? Have these programs shown low response rates in previous years?
Possible Causes:

· Programs W, Y and Z may have more transient student populations.

· This is a survey state so there may be a problem at intake of new students with getting contact information, or following up with current students to keep records current.
Next steps:

Look at response rates over time to see if the same patterns among the programs appear. Look at which programs are doing well and share this information with other programs. See if there is other assistance you can provide Programs W, Y and Z to improve their response rates.

· Are staff following correct intake procedures?

· What are teacher-by-teacher contact rates within each program or site?

DQ#2: How do response rates differ by subgroup?
The graph below shows response rates by suburban and urban areas for male and female students. 
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Observations:

Suburban males have by far the lowest response rates. The other three groups cluster relatively closer together. Program Z shows a consistently higher response rate than the other programs. The response rates for individual programs largely follow the overall pattern for the state.
Possible Causes:

· Suburban males may be more transient than the other groups.
· There may not be sufficient redundancy in the contact information gathered. 

Next steps:

Determine whether program administrators should revise their intake process, particularly in the suburban areas. For example, they may ask new suburban students to provide a secondary person’s contact information for later follow up.

· What is Program Z doing that other programs can learn from?

· Is staff following correct intake procedures?

· How do other programs address concerns of achievement for their transient student populations?
DQ#3: Were the times for collecting Entered Employment and Retained Employment consistent with NRS requirements?
The graph below shows the range of time between program exit and when follow-up data was recorded for both Entered and Retained Employment. Each X indicates when Entered Employment was recorded relative to a student’s exit quarter and each O indicates when Retained Employment was recorded. The bold lines indicate NRS requirements for collection of the two measures.
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Observations:

In the majority of cases Entered Employment and Retained Employment were collected within the appropriate time. There are a few examples of cases where the data was collected beyond the time limit: two cases where this is true for Entered Employment and three cases where it is true for Retained Employment. What factors explain why some cases fall outside the time limit?
Possible Causes:

· Students were difficult to contact.
· Follow-up contact was imitated later than necessary to contact students within NRS requirements. 
Next steps:

Share the data and discuss with program staff their strategy for conducting follow-up on employment measures. 
· What steps were taken in contacting the cases that fall within the time limit that might be applied to the other cases that fall outside the time limit?
DQ#4: Are the percentages of students obtaining follow-up outcomes relatively stable?
This graph presents the numbers of students completing a goal and the number who did not complete a goal by program area and across three years.
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Observations:
The trends for goal completion are fairly stable and increasing across program type.  For ESL, however, the numbers of students who did not attain a goal is also increasing.  This graph is helpful because unlike a graph of percentages, you can see the relative numbers of completers and non-completers.  It is clear that ABE and ESL and the two areas where the vast majority of students with goals are found. Is the growth trend in ESL for both completers and non-completers true across most programs? Does the small number of follow-up goals for ASE reflect a data quality issue?
Possible Causes:

· The overall numbers of ESL students must be increasing if both the completers and non-completers are increasing. 
· Programs improvement steps are leading to increased completion rates. 

Next steps:

Look at the data by programs to see if the trends are fairly uniform across programs. Look at census data to see if the population requiring ESL classes has increased in the community.


PI#1: How do goal attainment rates compare among programs?  
The bar graph below compares goal achievement across programs and to the state average and state standard.  
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Observations:

All programs are consistently meeting or exceeding the state standard for Retained Employment. Programs are not consistently meeting the standards for Entered Employment or Obtain Secondary Diploma. None of the programs is doing well for Entered Postsecondary.

Possible Causes:

· Programs may not be effectively helping students set appropriate goals. 
· Programs may need to better align their curriculum with goals students are setting.

Next steps:

Meet with program staff from Programs W and Y to determine what additional resources we need to be able to help the sites meet their goal. Look at census data in communities where programs exist to determine unemployment rates.
· Can sites that meet the Obtain Secondary Diploma provide guidance to other programs that are not doing well in this area?
· Are teachers and intake coordinators setting the right goals with ABE and ASE students that they have a reasonable chance of achieving?

· Are our state standards for each of the follow-up measures reasonable? Too low? Too high?

PI#1: How do goal attainment rates compare among programs?  
The bar graph below compares goal achievement across programs and to the state average and state standard.  
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Observations:

All programs are consistently meeting or exceeding the state standard for Retained Employment. Programs are not consistently meeting the standards for Entered Employment or Obtain Secondary Diploma. None of the programs is doing well for Entered Postsecondary.

Possible Causes:

· Programs may not be effectively helping students set appropriate goals. 

· Programs may need to better align their curriculum with goals students are setting.

Next steps:

Meet with program staff from Programs W and Y to determine what additional resources we need to be able to help the sites meet their goal. Look at census data in communities where programs exist to determine unemployment rates.
· Can sites that meet the Obtain Secondary Diploma provide guidance to other programs that are not doing well in this area?
· Are teachers and intake coordinators setting the right goals with ABE and ASE students that they have a reasonable chance of achieving?

· Are our state standards for each of the follow-up measures reasonable? Too low? Too high?

PI#2: What are the trends in goal attainment rates and how do they compare across programs and with the state average and standard? 
This line graph compares goal attainment for Program X to the state average across all four goals and over a three year period.
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Observations:

The state and Program X generally follow the same trends for each goal, with the exception of Entered Postsecondary Education. In that case, the state trend has been slightly upward, while the trend for Program X has been generally downward.  How can we explain the dip in response rates in PY 2003-04 for Obtained Secondary Credential?

Possible Causes:

· Some statewide change in policy and data collection may have occurred that explain the change in direction in the trend lines of three of the four goals. 
Next steps:

Look at the data by program to see in which programs a drop in achievement of goals occurred in PY 2004-05. Compare outcomes to census data for employment measures. In future years see if the trend lines continue in the same direction. 
· Is the current performance for Entered Employment adequate? Should the state/program push for higher outcomes?  Do the two employment rate patterns reflect the availability of jobs in the community and state?

· Are the changes a reflection of improvements or changes in the data collection process or staff training? 

PI#3: How do subgroups (e.g., demographic, geographic) compare on goal attainment and how has that changed over time? 
The bar chart below examines achievement rates for Entered Employment and Retained Employment by ethnic group.
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Observations:

Both American Indian/Alaska Natives and Whites show lower percentages of Entered Postsecondary, and Hispanics/Latinos show slightly lower secondary completion rates for Obtained Secondary Diploma than others. What are the actual numbers (not percentages) of students?

Possible Causes:

· Small numbers of individuals for some ethnic groups (e.g. Hawaiians) may explain some of the variation in the data.
· Programs may not be serving all subgroups equally well. 

Next steps:

Look at the data by program to see which programs are obtaining goals for which students. If some ethnic groups are having greater difficulty passing the GED, you might provide additional resources and professional development to teachers and more practice tests for those students. 
· What are some of the barriers preventing American Indian/Alaska Natives and Whites from entering postsecondary education at the same rates as other ethnic groups? For instance, do some ethnic groups have lower GED pass rates than others?
· Or, are there large numbers of other ethnicities that are underrepresented in achievement rates for this program?
PI#4: What is the investment per goal attained (program efficiency)? 
The bar chart below compares investment per goal attainment across programs and to the state average.
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Observations:

Program Z by far invests the most per goal achieved. Program X invests the least. The difference between the program investing the least per goal and the one investing the most is approximately $60. Does Program Z serve a unique population with more needs than most other programs? Does Program Z serve a unique population with more needs than most other programs?

Possible Causes:

· Students in Program Z may be achieving goals that require more program investment than is the case in the other programs. 
· Program Z may be producing other outcomes which are not reflected in this data.
Next steps:

Examine students’ characteristics, level placement, etc. to see if Program Z differs in the type of students it serves. Make sure all investments are accounted for. Look at the type of goals and other outcomes each program is producing. 
· Are there particular programmatic areas in which Program Z invests more money than other programs or is it true across all areas?
· Is Program Z efficient in cost per outcome and cost per student?
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