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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION TO DESK MONITORING

In recent years, the role of data in assessingpeéance has entered center stage in adult
education. Beginning with the implementation of Megional Reporting System (NRS) in 2000,
states have had to report to the U.S. Departmeatio€ation outcome data on students attending
local adult literacy programs, including educatiayein, entry into employment, transition to
postsecondary education, and attainment of a sacpsdhool credential. In addition, many states
have their own reporting requirements, sometimesemrgorous than that of the NRS. Programs,
schools, and teachers must demonstrate they arieimgaheir targets for student achievement,
enrollment goals, contact and service hours, anergterformance goals by collecting and
submitting data to state education agencies. Afhdbe Workforce Investment Act (WIA), which
establishes federal funding for adult literacy pargs, does not require it, several states have also
implemented performance-based funding. As a resdltese trends, the monitoring of local program
performance and program activities has becomesangal element of state accountability systems.

The rationale behind these requirements is thefadlat quality programs produce good
outcomes and, conversely, that a focus on thesemets will result in higher quality programs.
Although a relationship certainly exists betweetcomes and good program practice, the
relationship is complex and does not happen autoatigt For students to acquire literacy skills and
achieve measurable outcomes, for example, therebmusffective instruction, professional
development to train teachers, and valid and rgliabsessment. In addition, the program must have
good data collection and reporting procedures.cldmplexities of these processes—which occur
within the uneven resources, varying staffing pateand students with widely varying skills and
goals that are typical of most adult education paog—often create a tenuous relationship between
processes and outcomes.

Importance of Monitoring Performance

To understand what programs do and how their proesdaffect performance, states
monitor local program activities and outcomes. Datgprogram staffing, instruction, contact hours,
student characteristics, student outcomes, prafiesisdevelopment, and financial information
collected through monitoring activities allow s&tet only to evaluate program outcomes but also
to ensure that programs are meeting grant requitesyllowing required procedures and policies,
and providing quality services. States use inforomaderived from monitoring in the following
ways.

Meet state and NRS accountability requirementsStudent outcome data from
monitoring can tell states how programs are doimgatd NRS and state accountability
goals and whether they are meeting performance atds set by the state or in grant
requirements.

Implement and evaluate progress toward state policgbjectives.States can

implement policy by setting requirements for pragractivities and performance and
gauge the success of these policies with monitatatg. For example, if state policy is

for programs to provide more intensive instructiomchieve educational gains,
monitoring data on related measures can help #te sack and evaluate progress toward
these goals.
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Promote program improvement.Data from monitoring allows states to evaluate and
rank program performance in multiple ways and entdy lower-performing programs
for technical assistance. This information alsowvadl states to identify areas in need of
assistance and thereby target assistance morieefijc

Identify effective programs and practice.Justas states can use monitoring data to
identify programs and areas of low performance strae information will help identify
good performance. By focusing on programs thasaceessful, states can identify
effective practice to transfer to other prograntateé® can also enlist staff from more
successful programs to help their peers adoptrijathetices.

Program monitoring is nothing new. Oversight ofdlogrograms has always been a routine
part of administrative procedures. States revieamgapplications, periodic progress reports, and
financial reports and conduct on-site monitorindoofl programs. A team of staff from the state
office periodically visits programs and typicalijterviews staff, observes classes, speaks with
students, and reviews procedures to ensure coropliaith state requirements, to check that the
program is providing quality service, and to idgntechnical assistance needs. Because of the time
and expense required to conduct monitoring viliesse visits occur annually or less frequently,
especially in large states where it may take st=t# two to three years to visit all programs.

Desk Monitoring

With the advent of increased accountability requieats, however, the need for data to
demonstrate high performance has substantiallgas&d the monitoring burden for states. At the
same time, funding for adult education programsrbeagined level or decreased in some states,
while transportation and travel costs have incréasgnificantly. The time and cost of on-site
monitoring make it impossible for states to usasitheir sole or primary way of tracking program
performance and compliance. Fortunately, all stat®g have data systems and can use these data to
perform many monitoring functions. Through the akéhese datajesk monitorings becoming an
effective and efficient way to assist states in tingetheir monitoring needs.

Desk monitoring is an approach to reviewing andkirag program performance by using
data from your state system and other quantitai@ta. Using a structured format, local programs
provide these data regularly (e.g., monthly, quibft¢éo the state office where state staff caneewi
them to guide program review activities, informheical assistance plans, and promote program
improvement.

Desk monitoring offers significant advantages aweisite monitoring. Because it relies
primarily on data that programs already collect eeqmbrt, it is inexpensive to implement and, once
established, requires little additional burdenoial programs. Programs can submit data
electronically, eliminating the need for travel astdff time out of the office. Because desk
monitoring uses quantitative data, you can use establish trends and compare programs’
performance over time or to state standards. W&tk anonitoring reports, state staff can
communicate on a regular basis with local stafperformance, technical assistance, and
anticipated changes, rather than only once a yeaooe, as might occur with infrequent on-site
monitoring.

Despite its significant advantages, desk monitocizug never completely substitute for
on-site monitoring because desk monitoring canalkct direct information on a program’s
processes and procedures. Program activities sugbad setting, instruction, and assessment
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procedures cannot be quantified, and you can eteathem only through observation. Moreover,
desk monitoring does not allow interaction withgmam staff or students or allow first-hand
observation of the program environment and settough experiences often add an insight into
programs that desk monitoring cannot provide. Bxii#d summarizes the advantages and
disadvantages of desk monitoring reviews.

Exhibit 1-1
Advantages and Disadvantages of Desk Monitoring
Advantages Disadvantages
Programs can submit data and reports Assumes data are accurate; requires good
electronically. data quality and trust in the data.
State can make more efficient use of staff Does not allow for the voices/perspectives of
time; reviews can be built into regular multiple local staff members.

workloads over time.

Data are quantitative and can be compared Cannot collect qualitative measures or

with previous years’ data or with state interaction (e.g., intake processes,
standards. Most data are already collected professional development activities, and
for NRS and other accountability instructional measures).

requirements.

No travel is required; there is no time out of Gives static view of program without dynamic
the office and no travel expenses. interaction with local program staff in context.

Desk monitoring works most effectively when itméagrated with the state’s system for
on-site monitoring and technical assistance appré@apromoting program improvement.
Exhibit 1-2 illustrates the relationship among tyyges of monitoring, technical assistance, and
program improvement efforts. You can use the figdifrom desk reviews to focus the
more-intensive on-site reviews and to identify t@chl assistance needs. Alternatively, on-site
reviews can identify the need for more-intensivekd@onitoring. Coordinating both approaches will
allow states to make the most efficient use of tatvaluate programs and promote your
improvement efforts.

EXHIBIT 1-2: Fitting Desk Monitoring into a Program Improvement System

Onsite Monitoring Technical Assistance Program Improvement

AN
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

L

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance 3



An Approach to Desk Monitoring

We prepared this guide for state and local adultation staff interested in developing a
desk monitoring approach within their state. Wespré a comprehensive approach to developing,
implementing, and using desk monitoring that inelitbur steps.

1. Design a monitoring tool.A desk monitoring tool is a reporting format tiatludes
all the measures you will use and a basis for ei@g programs, such as
performance targets, past years’ trends or perfocaaf other programs, and a
summative rubric. The rubric allows for summaryresoof performance based on all
or a selective weighting of the measures.

2. Plan and develop desk monitoring proceduredntroducing desk monitoring is
often a significant change for local programs aglires an approach to planning
and development that includes integrating it imaryoverall monitoring and
administrative procedures, collaborating with lgaadgram staff, field testing, and
training.

3. Implement desk monitoring. Once developed, getting desk monitoring to work to
help improve program performance requires sufficiesources, including staff and
time to review data and work with programs, a dgttem that allows state and local
staff easy and timely access to data and repartsaeceptance of the system as a
valuable improvement to performance monitoring.

4. Use and evaluate desk monitoringWWhen used effectively, desk monitoring
provides an objective basis for identifying highddow-performing programs, a
basis for rewarding and sanctioning programs orb#sés of performance, and a way
to identify technical assistance needs.

To inform this approach and other recommendatioriBis guide, we consulted with five
states—Colorado, Kansas, Massachusetts, Ohio, exas¥that have developed and are using
aspects of desk monitoring as part of their stagaitaring approach. We have synthesized their
wisdom and insights into our guidance and illustraany of our recommendations with concrete
examples from their experiences. The appendixa@thde includes detailed summaries of the
approach of each state. We also consulted with Wenk state staff on their monitoring approach,
many aspects of which are relevant to desk mongori

Desk Monitoring Tool

To assist states in designing desk monitoring ghoees, we developed tiNRS Desk
Monitoring Too| a series of spreadsheets that includes more2thameasures of student outcomes,
data collection procedures, and program procebse¢site important for program monitoring. Using
the tool, you can select the measures most reléoamiur state and design a desk monitoring report
that you can use to collect data from local progravtou can also design the report to include trends
comparison data, or performance targets to usego@e local performance.

The desk monitoring tool provides a simple wayxplere different approaches to desk
monitoring. Once the report is designed, you céegirate it into your state data system so that loca
programs can generate and submit it regularlyecstate office. You can also develop formats for
displaying the data so that state and local staffeasily understand and review their data, triaek t
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ongoing progress, and monitor program improvemgatte. To assist in reporting, we have also
developed two templates to use with the desk mongdool to illustrate ways to display and use
data.

Overview of Guide

The remainder of this guide explains our four-gtpproach for developing and using desk
monitoring. In chapter 2, Essential Elements: Dagigga Desk Monitoring Tool, we discuss how to
develop a reporting tool that captures data esddatidesk monitoring from local programs. We
discuss what outcome, data process, and prograregganeasures to include and also discuss the
importance of including evaluative criteria, susht@nd data or state performance standards, as a
basis for comparison of local performance. A susftgsnonitoring tool also has a rubric to
summarize the performance data collected from lpeajrams.

Chapter 3, Planning, Implementing, and Using Deskitbring, reviews the processes of
starting and sustaining desk monitoring in youtestand using desk monitoring data. It discusses the
importance of integrating desk monitoring into @e-snonitoring and other types of approaches to
tracking program performance, obtaining supportlangin from local program staff, pilot testing,
and training. The chapter also reviews the impadasf a good data system for desk monitoring and
offers ideas for using data to reward program perémce and identify technical assistance needs.
Throughout this chapter, we draw on the experiefroes the states we consulted that have
developed and use desk monitoring to inform oudguce. Appendix A to this guide contains
summaries of the desk monitoring approaches diithestates we consulted that use desk
monitoring approaches.

This guide is the seventh in a series of guidegyded to assist states in implementing the
NRS and using NRS data to promote program improwénide NRS project staff at the American
Institutes for Research developed all these gultesigh projects funded by the Office of
Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE), Division Aflult Education and Literacy (DAEL).
Readers interested in more information about th& NRcluding requirements and policy, should
consult theNRS Implementation Guidelinesthe NRS project website, www.nrsweb.org.

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance 5






CHAPTER 2
ESSENTIAL ELEMENTS: DESIGNING
A DESK MONITORING TOOL

A desk monitoring approach to tracking and evahgatocal program performance is
attractive to state administrators because otlttive ease and efficiency of implementation. &tat
staff can design monitoring tools that put intdracgtured format the information that local progeam
already submit and allows both state and locaf giafack program activities and progress. Desk
monitoring also provides a mechanism for regulanmmnication between state and local programs
regarding unanticipated changes or needs for teghassistance.

How well a desk monitoring approach succeeds isdlienctions, however, depends on
whether the process includes a monitoring tool iti@irporates essential elements of a good desk
monitoring system. In this chapter, we review theseential elements:

1. Measuredied to state priorities that accurately refleetfprmance,
2. Evaluativestandardsor otherbenchmarkshat define good performance, and a
3. Asummative rubri¢hat characterizes overall program performance.

The chapter presents a comprehensive set of measurelude in a desk monitoring tool
and explains how to use the measures to evaluagggmn performance.

Before You Start...

A monitoring tool serves as a reporting format tlglo which local programs submit data to
the state office. The first step in developing thigl is to decide on the measures you will use to
evaluate program performance. Some of the meagateselect will be those required by the NRS,
grant requirements, or other accountability nekidsvever, you will want to include other measures
to help you understand your local programs’ procesland how the programs collect data.
Developing a desk monitoring tool requires theestatselect a manageable number of measures that
will meet these goals.

To guide the selection of measures, your states@etear policy and direction for
programs. You need to have a clear idea of theom#s you want programs to achieve that will
define quality. For example, state policies on aohhours, number and type of students a program
should enroll, and the outcomes expected, suchrapleting educational levels or promoting GED
test passage, will guide the selection of measities.old adage “you measure what you treasure”
sums it up.

Data quality is a second critical consideratiordgng the selection of measures. Make sure
that local programs are able to collect and refp@information required by desk monitoring in a
valid and reliable way. The measures will not hefp-worse, will hinder—efforts at program
improvement if they do not accurately reflect parfance. Often it takes a year or two of using desk
monitoring before data quality is satisfactory $ome measures, an issue to which we return in more
detail in Chapter 3.

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance 7



Measures

The nature of desk monitoring requires quantitatneasures of program performance and
activities. While the level of quantification caa lminimal—a percentage, or the presence or absence
of an activity, for example—only quantitative measuwill allow you to collect the objective
indicators needed to take advantage of the posaispects of the desk monitoring process. Use of
guantitative measures means that you cannot eeadoate areas related to program performance
through desk monitoring, but does not limit younasch as may first appear. An effective desk
monitoring tool can include quantitative indicattmat reflect many critical program activities and
procedures.

However, having the right measures in your deskitaong instrument is much more
important than whether the measures are quanétatigualitative. Measures that reflect state
policies and goals can help you understand howtbgram is performing and help you implement
program improvement efforts; they are the meadinagsmake desk monitoring effective.

Three types of measures are needed for an effegditeemonitoring instrument: outcome measures,
data process measures, and program process measures

Exhibit 2-1 summarizes the types of measures agidititerrelationship. Outcome measures
report on student performance and reflect the alingoals of adult literacy education: teaching
literacy skills and helping students achieve tleeucational goals. Data process measures are not
direct measures of data collection activities bowjae indicators of the procedures that programs
follow to collect data. Likewise, program processasures are indicators of the program activities
that are the basis of an adult education prograshttaat affect student performance, such as
recruitment, instruction, and professional develepm

Outcome Measures

Student outcomes are the central element of deslitonimg. Desk monitoring instruments
must include the core NRS outcome measures of &édoahgain and the follow-up measures of
receipt of a secondary credential, entry into pasiadary education, and entered and retained
employment. Because these are required NRS meaallnesograms already collect them and can
report them in a desk monitoring approach. For atioigal gain, programs simply record the number
of students enrolled and the number who advancedomore levels in each of the 12 NRS levels
and additional state-specific levels, if any. Hor follow-up measures, a basic monitoring instrumen
collects the number of students with the outconad god information on whether they achieved that
goal.

Many states have additional outcome measures ld@mshould be included in desk
monitoring if they are important for assessing anderstanding local performance. For example,
some states measure family literacy outcomes, sac¢ogassing the citizenship test or achieving
citizenship, and student gains in earning followamgployment.

8 Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance



EXHIBIT 2-1: Measures of Outcomes, Data Processes and Program Processes for
Desk Monitoring Tool

Outcome Measures

- Educational gain
- Secondary credential

- Entry into postsecondary
education

- Entered and retained
employment

Data Process Measures Program Process Measures

- Assessment procedures - Recruitment and enrollment
- Goal setting and orientation - Retention and attendance

- Professional development

- Follow- d
ollow-up procedures and staff

- Curriculum and instruction

-+ Support services

Data Process Measures

Although a desk monitoring instrument can cons#lg of outcome measures, these
measures by themselves are not usually sufficeniriderstanding program performance. Measures
of data processes will greatly enhance your alititgssess how programs are collecting the outcome
measures and whether they are following procedtedgsaffect data quality. For this reason, several
states require local programs to demonstrate theefoowing prescribed data collection procedures
that are monitored.

The data process measures used for desk monisirgd have a relationship to data
quality to be effective; the closer the relatiopsiihe more powerful the measure. THRS
Guidelines Guide for Improving NRS Data Qualitgnd the NRS Data Quality Checklist provide
guidance on the types of measures of data colleptiocesses that are important for desk
monitoring. Such measures should reflect prograsasssnent procedures that affect educational
gain and goal setting and follow-up procedures dfffatct postsecondary enrollment, employment,
and postsecondary credential attainment measures.

Assessment procedure®etermining educational gain requires programsée and
posttest students with standardized assessmeatgaRrs must follow the state NRS assessment
policy that describes which assessment the progcamsise, when to administer the pretest, when to
posttest, and how to match scores on the assessm¥RIS levels. Obtaining posttests of students is

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance 9



a critical element of educational gain measuresi®e programs cannot determine NRS educational
level advancement or completion without a post@#ter factors that affect valid assessment
include using equated alternate forms of the sastefdr pre- and posttesting (or using a
computer-adapted test that ensures students gehahinon-overlapping items) and training staff on
test administration.

As a state monitor, you want to know whether protgare following the state assessment
policies, especially in regard to the number andgx@age of students that are pre- and posttested
and the time between the two assessments. Proginatnse- and posttest high percentages of their
students at the appropriate times will have mooeii@te and valid measures of educational gain
across the levels. The following quantitative measueflecting these assessment processes are
amenable to a desk monitoring approach.

Number and percentage of students pretested by atdame. Knowing the proportion

of students pretested within a certain time (@bintake, two weeks after enrollment, by
contact hours) allows you to ensure that programgeetesting all students in a timely
way. A percentage that is too low may indicate@bfam with assessment procedures,
and data quality will suffer.

Number and percentage pre- and posttestedf the program is not posttesting a
sufficient number of students, educational gairt beltoo low. A poor posttesting
percentage also may indicate problems with stuckantion.

Average contact hours between pre- and postteg®ublishers of standardized
assessments provide guidelines for the minimum rurabinstructional hours before
posttesting can detect gains. State NRS assespoi@yt should establish the time,
based on these guidelines, when programs are tego$\ measure of average contact
hours between pre- and posttesting allows a desktondo determine whether programs
are adhering to this time.

A desk monitoring tool can include these measuyds\®l, separately for ABE and ESL
students, or aggregated for the program overgtkdframs vary in the assessments they use, it is
also be advisable to have separate measures toassessment.

A desk monitoring approach can also track whethegnams follow the other NRS
requirements for valid assessments (e.g., usitgtea NRS—approved assessment, using alternate
forms or items in the pre- posttesting processiguscores to place students within NRS levels), but
it is better to do so through quality control prdgees within the program. For example, the NRS
data system could have error checks to verify #eeai correct assessments and alternate forms and
automatically assign students into levels on trsedhaf test scores. Problems in these areas require
immediate correction and would take too long tantdg and correct through desk monitoring.
Training local staff in the proper administratidnagsessment, also a critical part of valid assessm
procedures, is a professional development issuiehwie will discuss later.

Goal setting and orientation.The NRS follow-up measures of entered and retained
employment, entry into postsecondary educationaoming, and receipt of a secondary credential are
often the most difficult measures for local progsdmecause collecting them involves several
complicated and interrelated procedures. Prograost have a good orientation and goal-setting
process to ensure that appropriate follow-up gasdsset, and they need procedures for tracking
students. Programs that use the survey methoaHhecting follow-up measures must also have
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procedures for contacting students and achievsuffecient response rate for a valid survey. For
data matching approaches, it is critical to ensluaéprograms collect students’ Social Security
numbers accurately.

It is especially important to monitor local progr@nocedures in each of these areas
frequently because of the timely nature of theolelup measures. If programs do not identify
problems and errors early in the process, too niothmay elapse before students can be identified
and contacted for correction, resulting in losbmfiation. Desk monitoring can provide the
information needed to prevent this problem.

Programs’ goal-setting and orientation proceduresamplex and difficult to capture
guantitatively. A full review and understandingtibém require observation and discussion with
program staff. Nonetheless, a monitoring instrunoant include some indicators that provide useful
information about the outcome of the process. bitkeer measures, you can use these measures to
help you understand data quality and as a waydce programs to follow good goal-setting
procedures. Three simple measures will serve fhagoses.

Number of students who completed the goal-settingpcess.Besides being good
program practice, goal setting is essential foniifigng students with NRS follow-up
goals. Although this measure cannot tell the qualithe goal-setting process, knowing
the number of students who completed it can indibatv thoroughly the program is
performing goal setting. A low number can alert yoyroblems.

Time goal setting was completed?rograms need to conduct goal setting as pareof th
enrollment process or soon thereafter. Studensgdab change over time, and programs
may need to revise them. A measure of when theggdihg occurredelative to student
enrollment allows a state monitor to verify that ffrocess was at an appropriate time.
Program can report this time in contact hours gsadter student intake.

Number of students with goalsOn the one hand, it is tempting to underreporbfetup
goals by setting few of them or setting goals datystudents who are very likely to
achieve them. This approach saves programs fromd&y conduct follow-up activities
and helps ensure that a higher percentage of dsidehieve the goal. On the other hand,
overreporting the number of students with followggals by setting them
inappropriately results in unnecessary follow-ud artificially low performance.

Tracking the number of students who have eacheofdtr follow-up goals provides a
gauge for whether goal setting is reasonable apbppate for a program, in light of its
past performance and type of students it serves.

As with the assessment measures, a desk monitowhgan include these measures by
level, separately for ABE and ESL students, or aggted for the program overall.

Follow-up procedures.A second data process related to the NRS follownapsures are the
procedures programs used to keep track of studentsollect the measures after students exit the
program. Collecting these measures requires pragtarcontact students through a phone survey or
requires the state to use data matching, in whigtesit record are matched with another data base
(e.g., unemployment insurance records, GED testds{ to verify whether the student achieved the
outcome. Many states use a combination of methods.

To provide valid data, telephone surveys must fzaligh response, which for the NRS is a
minimum of 50 percent. The most challenging aspécbnducting surveys is locating students after
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they exit to collect data and achieve this levelesponse. In addition, the NRS employment
measures are time bound: entered employment musilleeted after the first quarter after exit and
retained employment after the third post-exit geraibtates relying on data matching are spared
having to conduct a survey but must collect stugledacial Security numbers. These requirements
suggest two measures for desk monitoring.

Number of students contacted by timeData on how many students the program is
reaching and whether it is contacting the studesgalarly and within the correct time
frame allow desk monitors to know whether the syigeon track toward reaching
students and achieving a good response rate. Pmegrauld report this number in total
or broken down by each of the four follow-up measur

Number of students with Social Security numbersThe biggest obstacle to collecting
follow-up measures through data matching is misstagents’ Social Security numbers.
Regularly monitoring the proportion of Social Segunumbers programs have collected
allows staff to identify and correct potential pierhs before it is too late.

Keeping track of survey response rates, when pnogj@nduct their surveys, and whether
programs are collecting Social Security numbersmithimize missing data and improve the validity
of follow-up measures.

Program Process Measures

Program process measures provide indicators afeheces that programs provide and how
the program works—the procedures and servicesnpeef that affect outcomes. Although outcome
measures tell us what students are achieving aadodacess measures provide indicators of
procedures affecting data collection, program meeeeasures indicate what actually goes on in the
program to produce the outcomes. Accountabilityesys like the NRS assume that good outcomes
result from good programs. Including measures ofiam processes in desk monitoring allows you
to verify this assumption. These measures alsoywipunderstand why a program is performing the
way it is and offer clues for identifying reasons §lood and poor performance to guide program
improvement efforts.

Most states have general indicators of good prograrformance that they use in monitoring
and evaluating programs. In the early 1990s, theNal Literacy Act (NLA) required states to
develop model indicators of program quality for l@alucation. Using the model indicators
developed by OVAE, most states developed qualdicators to define good program policy and
practice in the following areas:

Recruitment and enroliment
Retention and attendance
Professional development and staff
Curriculum and instruction

Support services

Many states continue to use these indicators tegthieir program monitoring and program
improvement efforts.

A thorough examination of program process baseguaity indicators requires more direct
observation and contact with programs through tesabnitoring. However, you can include in a
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desk monitoring instrument several simple measofresogram process that can provide good
indicators of program quality. Integrating such swas into desk monitoring creates a
comprehensive approach to program monitoring titagrates program processes with student
outcomes. Kansas, for example, uses quality inalisats part of its desk monitoring approach, as
summarized in Exhibit 2-2.

Exhibit 2-2
Kansas Program Quality Indicators for Monitoring

Program Design

- The program design and program processes for all program sites incorporate the Comprehensive
Adult Education Planner.

- The program services, including instructional activities and support services, and scheduling reflect
the needs of the community.

Technology

- The program has a technology plan and incorporates the use of current technology into instruction.

- The Program provides technology-specific instruction including current computer applications and
use of internet.

Teacher Quality

Paid instructional and administrative staff has appropriate educational backgrounds.

Paid instructional and administrative staff is currently Kansas Adult Education Association (KAEA)
credentialed.

Professional development provided with federal funds results in the program meeting its program
improvement plan.

Collaboration with Partners

- The program collaborates with multiple partners to provide quality services to adult learners.

- The program seeks and responds to input from local stakeholders regarding planning for local
services.

Cost Effectiveness

- The program provides quality adult education services at a cost per outcome that is aligned with the
state average.

Recruitment and enrollment. The type of student a program serves affects mapgcdis of
program performanc&or example, programs that serve students at higéexcy levels will use
different instruction and outcomes than prograras $erve low-literate students. For this reason,
states often set enroliment requirements for pragras a way to implement policy goals, such as
improving service to specific populations and imsiag employment or postsecondary transition.
Knowing student characteristics provides a corfiaxtinderstanding the program and its outcomes
and is also a means for monitoring program compéaoward enroliment goals set in grant
requirements.

A desk monitoring instrument can include the tetadollment of students and the number
and proportion of students by characteristics t#rest, for example, age, ethnicity, or literacyele
Measures on student enrollment in a program praardmdicator of recruitment practices, and
problems can raise a red flag that such practi@smaed to improve.

Retention and attendanceMeasures of student attendance and retention gthomio track
whether students are receiving sufficient numberooitact hours to make gains. If educational level
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completions are low, for example, you can exanmeenumber of student attendance hours to see
whether they also are too low to expect gainsduiiteon, a review of contact hours also gives &esta
monitor a convenient way to verify that a localgmam is providing the number of instructional
hours required by its grant. Requiring programefmrt through desk monitoring their average total
student attendance hours, and hours broken dowRS/level or student demographics factors, is a
simple way to obtain this information.

Another measure helpful in monitoring retentiothis number and percentage of students
who exit the program before completing a level. iR@gmonitoring of this information will alert
programs of the need for changes and improvemenkeir student retention practices. Many
programs try to improve retention by contactingistus after a certain number of absences. If shis i
a policy in your state or program, you can trackrygerformance in trying to reach students by
reporting the number and percentages of studentacied after being absent as a third retention
measure.

A fourth measure of retention is suggested by dloe that adult literacy students often “stop
out” of class. That is, they attend for some tistep attending, but then return. A way to measure
this pattern of attendance is to have programstrepahe percentage s€hedulealass hours
students attend (the proportion of attended hoyischeduled hours). This measure provides an
indication of intensity or regularity of attendartbat a raw total does not. For example, if a sttde
attends for 50 hours of a class scheduled for Do@sh the measure would be 50%, or 0.5. However,
another student in a different program who atté&sttisours in a class scheduled for 150 hours would
get a rating of 0.33. Both students would be reedras getting 50 hours of instruction, which might
lead you to believe that both programs have theedawel of retention. An examination of the
proportion of scheduled hours attended, howeveeals a different pattern and leads to a different
conclusion about the students and programs.

Professional development and staffA quality adult education program requires
well-trained and experienced teachers who partieipegularly in professional development
activities. Because of the importance of good tewchnd professional development, many states’
data systems include information about teachedegk monitoring tool can capture these data to
help ensure that programs have well-trained stadftaat teachers are receiving adequate training.

A quantitative desk monitoring approach can neitagture the type and quality of
professional development nor assess teacherss skt abilities. However, the following simple
measures will provide a general picture of a pnogsestaff and professional development activities
for desk monitoring.

Number of credentialed teachersTeaching credentials and college degrees are the
most common indicators of trained teachers, but gtate or programs may want to
know about other certification or training thatdkers have to meet the needs of the
student population. These may include certificattoadult education or teaching English
as second language; expertise in subject aredsasueading or mathematics; or
languages spoken or other specialized skills.

Number of teachers by ethnicity.This measure is informative if your state wants to
track whether programs have culturally diverseleezor compare teacher and student
characteristics.
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Mean hours of professional development receivedour state may have requirements
for teachers to receive professional developmemaalty that this measure can track.
Including the specific topic areas covered in thetng provides additional information
that you may need for monitoring if your state rexguired training areas

(e.g., assessment, NRS requirements, reading, $58ks3).

This information can help identify programs tha¢dedditional training or technical
assistance.

Curriculum and instruction. The issue of whether a program is providing effectind
quality instruction is too complex for a desk mornitg approach, which requires unambiguous
guantitative measures. Among the factors affedtisgyuction are whether the content and
approaches match the needs of students; the baddABE and ESL classes at appropriate levels;
and its quality, duration, content, and pedagoggnivstates have implemented or are developing
instructional content standards to improve quality.

Desk monitoring is not an effective way of measgitimese critical elements of instruction.
However, you can monitor:

the number and types of classes offered by edurztionctioning level or subject and
the number of instructional hours offered for typéslasses.

Such data are useful for monitoring compliance \grént requirements and for getting a
picture of the type of classes and intensity ofrucgion offered. When examined alongside outcome
and retention measures, this information can sugggsanations for performance patterns and what
may be working well, as well as identify areas @ed of improvement. For example, few
instructional hours and classes offered may exptauretention and educational gain within a
program.

Support services.Support services promote student attendance andrigeby removing
barriers to participation and providing additionakistance to aid learning. Job requirements,
conflicting schedule demands, transportation, dmid care issues are the most common reasons for
low attendance and retention. When programs caresslthese problems, they can often improve
their overall performance and retention. A meastditbe number of students using these services
can provide a way to assess both the need for feggiees and whether students are using them.

Support services are costly, and most programtprovide them directly. Instead,
programs often have partnerships with service agenic which they refer students. Partnerships
may be informal or may be formalized through agreets such as memorandum of understanding.
Collecting information on the number of studentsereing or referred to support services gives
states a straightforward way to evaluate how anetldr programs are providing such services.

Costs and expendituresAssessing a program in terms of its cost efficiesayne of the
most frequently used evaluation methods in altiedf service delivery. In a field such as adult
literacy education, where resources are almostyalsearce, there is great emphasis on providing
high-quality service at lowest cost. This tensietween quality and cost is what makes evaluation
on the basis of cost measures always controveTdiale is also resistance, especially in education
and other human service areas, to reduce progtfactieéness to mere dollars and cents. Yet, none
of us can really ever ignore costs, and if useelc#iffely, measures of cost @xpenditurecan be
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successful drivers of program improvemdiktpenditureis a more accurate term to use with such
measures because costs are calculated accordimg finding that is actually spent by the program.

Developing a good measure of expenditure seems wasgally it is the total budget or
expenditure divided by the unit of interest (esgudent, instructional hour). Unfortunately, ibigen
difficult to determine both numerator and denononaif this ratio. Programs sometimes receive
state, local, and federal money and may also hakend contributions. To develop a fair and useful
measure, you must first decide which funds to ideland apply this fairly to all programs. In-kind
contributions are often especially difficult to callate and if unevenly distributed across programs
may give an inaccurate estimate of actual experasitu

Once you have decided on the total budget calouladti apply to programs, what you use as
the unit of analysis for the denominator dependwloat you want to know about your program’s
expenditures. Each measure provides differentimédion and offers different policy implications.
We focus on four:

Expenditure per student

Expenditure per outcome

Expenditure per instructional hour
Expenditure per student instructional hour

Expenditure per student provides a very generdiffenentiated measure of a program’s
expenditure and works well when all programs bemgpared are similar in the amount of
instruction and services offered. Adult educatioogpams, however, often differ significantly, and
expenditure per student can be misleading as aureeasquality. For example, if two programs
have the same budget but one serves more stutienthie other, that program may seem cheaper
but may achieve that low expenditure through ardetention rate. Cost per outcome is powerful in
environments that emphasize achieving outcomeseffly. However, this measure can favor
programs with more-advanced students who can aeloetcomes faster because time in program is
not considered.

Many people prefer expenditure per instructionalrtass a measure because it helps focus on
intensity of instruction, regardless of the numblestudents served or outcomes achieved. A
program providing more hours of instruction will less expensive with this measure regardless of
how many students it serves than a program witlsanee budget that provides fewer hours. The
expenditure per student instructional hour measses the average instructional hour per student as
the unit of analysis. This approach is attractvetates and programs that want to promote retentio
because programs with higher average attendancyzbnt have lower expenditures on this
measure.

Because expenditure is calculated using measuezdsl collected for other reasons, it is
easy to examine with desk monitoring if the progtaudget is known. States can use several or all of
the measures, depending on their needs and p®r8tates that use expenditure measures report
that the measures often make programs think alost$ i new ways. Colorado, for example, noted
that its measure of expenditure per learner hourstfuction was its best predictor of performance
because it encouraged student retention.

Exhibit 2-3 presents a summary of all the measdisesissed in this section. Exhibit 2-4
shows Ohio’s desk monitoring form. Appendix A paes complete information about the measures
used by five states.
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Exhibit 2-3
Summary of Suggested Measures for Desk Monitoring

Outcome Measures

Educational level completion (one for each NRS or state level or combined)
Receipt of secondary credential (adult high school diploma or GED test)
Entry into postsecondary education

Entered employment

Retained employment

Data Process Measures

Number and percentage of students pretested by a set time
Number and percentage pre- and posttested

Average contact hours between pre- and posttest

Number of students who completed the goal-setting process
Time the goal setting was completed

Number of students with goals

Number of students contacted by time

Number of students with Social Security numbers

Program Process Measures

Total enrollment

Enrollment by subgroups (e.g., educational level, demographic variables)
Average attendance hours

Average hours by subgroups

Proportion of scheduled hours attended

Number of credentialed teachers

Number of teachers by ethnicity

Average hours of professional development received

Number and types of classes offered by educational functioning level or subject
Number of instructional hours offered for types of classes

Number of students receiving or referred to support services

Number and type of agencies with which programs partner for support services
Expenditure per student

Expenditure per outcome

Expenditure per instructional hour

Expenditure per student instructional hour

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance

17



Exhibit 2-4
Ohio’s Desk Monitoring Form

FEESDRAFT**** FY2006 AB-S1 Local Program Desk Review Data Form *** *DRAFT**** 2/5/2007
IRMN#: Program: County: Allocation: %
STUDENT DATA - FISCAL ﬂl‘la ACHIEVEMENT
2006 Actual | Approved Diff Parcent Total Hours/ | Diff. from state B| Cost per | Diff. from state Cost par |DIff. from state § [Number of | Participants
Enrollment | Enrollment |(App/Act) I Retention Hours student | (State=50.13) student [(State=$453.16) hour (State=%5.04} } |participants | passing GED
1 4 I $
Stodent - — ...and advanced | S - — | || — - - - - | |
I—| e H Completed a lavel | |—[ —rd I Prograssing at the same level Exited before completing a level
CORE INDICATORS OF PERFORMANCE DATA
MPL = Minimum Performarnios Level FY 2006 MPL FY 2006 APR MPL % lefl_erel‘llae __Achievernent Levels i
(Actual) (Actual - Projected) Completion Only Retention
Educational Functioning Lewvels Completed % |Progressing’y ngnpleted: Plllf'ggrc—ssi';g Completed® [Progressing Yes Mo Yes No
Beginning Literacy 40 as
Beginning Basic Education 47 28
Low Intermediate Basic 43 20
High Intermediate Basic 44 31
Low Adult Secondary 54 21
High Adult Secondary 50 15
Beginning ESOL Literacy [ Y N/A
Beginning ESOL 40 EN]
Low Intermediate ESOL 45 an
High Intermediate ESOL 42 33
Low Advanced ESOL 36 39
High Advanced ESOL 45
2a. placement in post- 53% of those with this as
secondary aducation or a primary or secondary
training goal

b. placement in unsubsidized | 60% of those with this
employment as a primary ar
secondary goal

c. retained employmant E6% of thosa with this as
a primary or secondary
goal
3. Rec=ipt of a secondary 56% of these with this
school diplema or the Chiso as a primary or
High School Equivalence secondary goal
4a, Increased im'.:lw.'emant 50% of those with this
of part;—l'ul:sr _an:l primary as a primary or
care givers in chld's school secondary goal
and education
4b. Increasad invelvemant 75% of those with this
in child's literacy related as a primary or
activities secondary goal
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Performance Standards and Performance Evaluation

The measures you select to include in a desk nramgtéool define what your state believes
is important about program quality and performaideasures also reflect state policy because they
are the basis by which the state judges and fudials leteracy services. Although measures define
whatis important, they do not defindevelof performance that is acceptable. In addition, by
themselves they are not informative about how w&lgrams are performing. The next step in
developing a desk monitoring tool is to selectghgormance standards or other evaluative criteria
your state will use to assess program performance.

You are probably familiar with standard settingdnese all states negotiate performance
standards with OVAE for the core NRS measures. O¥AEndard setting is based on your state’s
past performance and reflects a model of continimpsovement. However, this type of
standard-setting model is just one approach—améyt not always be the most appropriate
approach for desk monitoring. Because setting padoce goals for measures often changes local
program operations in key areas affected by thesorea, standard setting is not only a means to
promote quality but also a powerful method to cleabghavior toamplementtate policy.

Standard-setting models are tools that can implép@icy and change program operation in
different ways. Standards will be most effectiveewlthe model matches your policy goals.
Exhibit 2-5 summarizes three standard-setting nsotielt are appropriate for desk monitoring. The
guide onNRS Data Monitoring for Program Improvemeligcusses standard setting in greater detail.

Exhibit 2-5
Performance Standard-Setting Models

Model Policy Strategy Example Advantage Disadvantage
Continuous Designed to Program will show | Works well when | Ceiling is
Improvement. make all a 10 percent there is stability reached over
Standard is programs increase from last and a history of time so that little
based on improve year in the number | performance on additional
program’s past | compared with | of students which to base improvement is
performance. themselves. advancing to low— | the standard. possible.

intermediate ESL.
Relative Used for Percentage of Focuses Higher
Ranking. relatively students passing program performing
Standard is the | stable the GED in the improvement programs have
mean or median | measures, for | program will be mainly on little incentive to
state which median | equal to or greater | low-performing improve.
performance. performance is | than the state programs.
acceptable. average.
External Promotes Programs will Appropriate to If set without
Criteria. adoption of a achieve at least a ensure an considering
Standard is set | policy goal to 50 percent accepted level of | past
by formula or achieve a response rate on quality and for performance,
external policy uniform higher | the follow-up strategies when may be
criteria. standard of survey. large unrealistic and
performance. improvements unachievable.
are needed,
sometimes over
the long term.
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Continuous Improvement Model: Trends Over Time

The simplest and most popular way to set standarndsset them according to past
performance. The program’s performance over theskageral years is reviewed, and a standard is
set above the previous year’s level or above isage. The level increase is determined by policy
and by what is realistic and desirable from thegpm. With this approach, every program’s
standards must be set individually, and all prograsually have different standards. Each program
must improve continually, but each program’s imgmnoent efforts are judged only against its own
past performance.

One reason for the popularity of this approacinas tmmost program managers consider it a
fair way to evaluate their improvement efforts. @@mng the program against its own past
performance controls for factors such as studestacheristics, local conditions, and factors
unrelated to program quality that might affect parfance, assuming that the program remains
stable in these areas. Consequently, it is easydluate whether increased performance on the
standards is related to program improvements.

The major disadvantage of this model is that exahtuprograms reach a ceiling at which
continued improvement is very difficult or no lomgmssible. There is ultimately an upper limit for
performance (at most, 100 percent, although usualigh lower), and over time this strategy is no
longer effective or possible. However, it can besHactive model when you can be confident that
the program is not near its peak performance—ieratfords, when you know there is room to
improve.

Relative Ranking Model: Comparisons With Mean Perfemance

In this model, the standard is the median or mesathe performance measure. This average
can be for the state overall or can be set forsygerograms. All programs have the same standard
for the measure, and about half the programs alllbelow the standard and half will be above.

This model is effective when the goal is to mamtaistable, uniform, or similar level of
performance among all programs. Because performarioeused on the average, variation among
programs on the measure lessens over time as prgggdiormance becomes increasingly similar.
The disadvantage, however, for the higher perfogrpimgrams—those already above the average—
is that they have little incentive to improve penfiance. Because performance has already exceeded
the standard, the staff may perceive that theliglesadvantage to further program improvement
efforts. Unlike the continuous improvement modelwhich all programs are always under pressure
to improve, the relative ranking model challengely tnalf of the programs to improve.

Given the characteristics of the relative rankingped, it is most appropriate when you want
to direct program improvement efforts more towdwel half of the programs that are below the
standard. This approach may be desirable when ymi tw create a more homogenous system or
when resources for program improvement are limated thus are directed only to programs most in
need. The model also may work when you believettieahigher performing programs are already at
or near their peak or do not need further improvegme

External Criteria Model: Uniform Standards

Past performance is the basis for performance atdrs®tting under the two models just
discussed. You use the external criteria model wherbasis for the standard is not performance but
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a policy or other mandated requirement imposederptogram. Policymakers use this approach to
set a strategic goal for mobilizing programs togdopolicy goal and achieve a uniform higher
standard of performance. Sometimes the goal is sesponse to a perceived crisis or political
objective. For example, states may adopt a poliggnprove pass rates on the GED tests or improve
employment placements and require programs to aelhiese rates, regardless of past performance.

Using the external criteria model may be a gooda@gugh for bringing attention to a
systemic, underlying problem and mobilizing effddsnake changes to achieve a uniform higher
standard for performance. Two common uses of yipis bf standard in adult education are survey
response rates and contact hours. For programagbahe survey method for collecting follow-up
measures, the NRS requires at least a 50 percgrunse rate. States often require this standand fro
local programs regardless of their prior recorékelwise, grant requirements usually require
programs to provide a minimum number of instruaidmours that may not be determined by the
programs’ past performance. However, when usirgdtandard-setting approach, it is important to
consider what is reasonable and achievable. IHisrals are set at an unrealistic level, progrant staf
may not take them seriously or may resort to capnteluctive or dishonest methods to achieve the
performance standard.

Whatever model you adopt, it is essential to keepind that a performance standard-setting
model represents a policy statement on the rekttiprbetween performance and quality that you
want to instill in programs. Using a continuous moyement model, for example, means that you
want the program quality to improve for every paogr whereas the relative ranking model implies a
policy of a more uniform level of quality acros®grams. External criteria can motivate program
staff toward a broad overarching goal, such asinmgbigher state performance standards or policy
initiatives.

Putting It All Together: Summative Rubric

A desk monitoring tool will provide you with perfmance measures and information on the
program’s relative standing on each measure acwptdithe evaluative criteria or standards you
use. Although this information is invaluable fordenstanding program processes and outcomes, it is
hard to get an overall sense of a program’s peidioge with so many diverse measures and ratings.
To do this, you need a summative rubric that allgas to make an overall rating of program
performance. This summative rating permits easygeition of strong performance and
identification of programs that need to improve.

Unlike those for selecting measures and choosiatuative criteria, procedures for
developing a summative rubric are more ambiguohs.right approach for your state depends on
the state’s needs, policy, and goals. How you quetther the pieces of desk monitoring into a
coherent whole says much about what your stateesauad the direction you want programs to take.
Developing a summative rubric requires reflectiod decisions about these critical issues. We
provide a general approach for developing a sunwatibric in Exhibit 2-6 and illustrate below
different scoring schemes with examples from states
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lest and retine

Develop a Scoring Scheme

Depending on what monitoring tool you choose, yoghtnhave a dozen or more measures
of program performance and procedures. To devekgmang scheme, you might begin by reducing
the number of measures and organizing them inegoaies that match your state interests and
priorities. In our discussion of measures in tiapter we used three categories: outcome, data
process, and program process. Each of these catggan be subdivided further. For example, you
can group outcome measures by educational funogdeivel measures and follow-up measures to
create two measures. If you want more fine-gramedsures, you can focus on specific levels or
outcomes or examine each educational functionivegl kend follow-up measure separately. You may
not even want to include all the measures on yanmitoring tool in the overall scoring. By reducing
and combining measures, you will end up with atialiset of measures for the monitoring tool that
you can combine for a total score or a set of sadescfor each category of measure.

To create a total score, you need to first devalgporing scale. Begin by deciding on a
range of possible scores with a lower and an uppéito define the minimum and maximum
possible total score. For example, you might cragt80-point scale because it promotes the use of
percentages and has an intuitive appeal. Withirsthée, define levels of performance:

Define an unacceptable levelSet a number that you would find unacceptable for
performance on the measure, for example, less2bam a scale of 100.

Define the lowest level of acceptable performanc8et a score or range of scores to
define an absolute minimum performance. For exanypole could set the minimum as
25 to 50 points on a scale of 0-100.

Define an intermediate level between the highest drlowest scoresAn intermediate
level on a 100-point scale can be 50-75, for exampl

You can continue with this process for as manygmates as you need, setting the highest
numbers on the scale as the exemplary or top téysrformance.
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When you assign a score, it is also important tesicker the number of students or
individuals counted in the calculation of the measWhen few people are reflected in a measure,
the resulting scores are not likely to be valid atfluctuate highly from year to year. For
example, if there are too few students in an edumaitfunctioning level, it is probably best to
exclude that level from the score.

Assign Scores and Test Rubric

The final step in the process is to assign valoesth measure or set of measures to fit into
the scale you developed. For each measure, assigis py whether the program performance has
met or exceeded its standard for the measure. dow@lso create a ranked distribution and score
programs according to where they fall on the ragkeng., at the state average, top quartile). It is
here that state policy and priorities again playitcal role because measures with more points wil
have greater importance and effect on program padnce related to that measure. For example,
assigning 4 points to programs that exceed perfocenan educational gains measures and 1 point to
other measures signals to local programs the velatiportance of level completions. Weighting
scores on measures is therefore a way to enfol@y pBumming the scores across all measures will
give you the total performance measure for the narog

The complexity of your scale is also a key congitlen. Usually more complex scales allow
a more fine-grained comparisons of programs. Farmgte, New York divides programs into
quartiles and then calculates a score that incladesdication of where the program falls withie th
guartile. Colorado also has a complex scoring syst&t adjusts its comparisons according to
program size. The drawback to complex scoring agugres is that the scores may not be intuitive
and are difficult to explain to program staff ortsiders. Simple scoring methods, such as those used
by Massachusetts, are more easily understandaieagdproach you adopt will depend on the
degree of discrimination among programs that yontwa

After you have created the scale, apply the categand scoring rubric to the data from
your monitoring tool and note the distribution afuy programs. Closely examine performance to see
whether it matches your scoring scheme. Prograrfstiwe better outcomes and overall performance
should be your highest categories, for exampleewike, if a large majority of programs score on
the high end of your scale and none or few arberldwest, you probably need to make adjustments.
An effective scoring rubric defines performancengla continuum of quality.

Look at the distribution of programs along yourrsog rubric in light of the weighting and
point assignments you made to ensure that it quoress to state policies and the direction you want
programs to take. The outcome measures with theekigoint assignments or weightings will have
greater impact on the program’s score. Before ymalize the scoring rubric, you might want to try
different weightings and point assignments. Fongpla, you could weight educational gain highly
or follow-up measures, such as GED passage rategratns rankings will change depending on the
weighting and different programs may come out gn @losely examine these rankings and consider
the implications on performance and whether yoatlesjoals and priorities are well served by the
approach chosen.

Examples From the States

To help prepare this guide, we consulted with seE\states that use desk monitoring. In
Exhibit 2-7 we present the summative scoring roicthree of these states—Colorado, Ohio, and
Massachusetts—to illustrate ways of putting togethe measures and to highlight the policy
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statement implications reflected in the rubricse Bippendix explains the use of the measures and
computation of the scores in more detail.

Colorado’s rubric has a total possible score of, #ith 45 percent weight given to the
educational level completion. Enrollment and exjieme per learner instruction make up an
additional 45 percent. This scoring approach empbéashe importance of increasing student
learning gains and maintaining enroliment to Iqmalgrams. With the expenditure measure,
programs must either retain students longer or kesfs down, so retention is also a state priority.
GED completions give programs only 5 percent ofdt@re, and the other NRS outcomes are not
included in the scoring.

Ohio includes all the NRS measures in its scoruiic. These outcomes, averaged with
other measures, account for two-thirds of a proggaeore on a 100-point scale. The other measures
include family literacy outcomes, enrollment, amagentage of students who are pre-and posttested.
Ohio includes program measures related to meetingrastrative requirements to fill out the rubric,
and these include completing reports on time dadafafilling data matching requirements.

Massachusetts differs by using an 18-point scalelike Colorado, puts an emphasis on
NRS educational functioning level completions. Pangs receive half the points if they meet the
state target of 57 percent completions overallrandt obtain at least 36 percent to get 3 points.
Unlike the other two states, Massachusetts doescode meeting enrollment targets in the overall
score but counts attendance to promote effectireach, screening, and placement. To promote
student persistence and measure intensity of giginy the state includes average attendance hours.

Although these states have several similaritigber approaches, the scoring rubrics,
computation, and weighting reflect unique prograrerend policy concerns within each state. In
the next chapter, we draw further on state exedanl approaches as we turn toward issues related
to implementing desk monitoring.
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Exhibit 2-7
Summative Rubrics: Examples From Three States

Colorado

Enrollment

Up to 10 points for meeting enrollment projects and up to 10 points for
enrollment most in need

20 percent

Expenditure per learner instructional hour
Up to 25 points for expenditure of federal funds relative to other programs

25 percent

Level completion

Points awarded according to program’s overall level of completion performance
compared with state average and according to program’s meeting of its
individual targets, adjusted for enroliment in levels

45 percent

GED completion

Up to 5 points for meeting targets for students obtaining adult secondary
diploma or passing GED tests

5 percent

Pre- and posttesting

Up to 5 points for meeting targets for percentage of students pre- and
posttested

5 percent

Ohio

Student achievement
Points awarded according to program’s meeting targets for
level completion (each NRS level taught)
GED, postsecondary transition, entered and retained employment
family literacy measures
enrollment
students pre- and posttested
pre-test data

Bonus points for exceeding state overall completion average and exceeding
pre- and posttesting target

67 percent

Administrative requirements

Points awarded according to program’s timely completion of state administrative
requirements

33 percent

Massachusetts

Attendance
Points awarded according to actual and planned
attendance hours

3 points

Average hours attended
Points awarded for meeting or exceeding state standards

3 points

Pre- and posttesting percentage
Points awarded for meeting or exceeding state standards

3 points

Learner gains

Total percentage of students who show learner gains that meet or exceed state
standards.

9 points
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CHAPTER 3
PLANNING, IMPLEMENTING, AND
USING DESK MONITORING

A desk monitoring tool defines the outcomes, messwand standards your state will use to
guide program evaluation and improvement efforssydu develop the tool, you must consider NRS
and state accountability requirements, state pglaals, program priorities, and the capabilities of
your local providers and delivery system. The sssfté planning and development of desk
monitoring, however, also require thought into lovintegrate the process into your state’s overall
approach to monitoring and technical assistanéectd programs. Before procedures are in place,
you also need a plan for implementing the procexlarel for using desk monitoring data. Once
procedures are working, you will want to evaluatesther your approach is working as planned or
needs some tweaking. Exhibit 3-1 summarizes theps.s

In this chapter we offer guidance on planning, Enpénting, using, and evaluating desk
monitoring. After a brief discussion of the keyuss to consider in each of these areas, we ilkestra
different approaches by using examples from eitgtes that use desk monitoring that we consulted
in writing this chapter. The appendix provides dethsummaries of the desk monitoring approaches
of the states we consulted.

Planning and Development

Like any significant activity, good planning wilbga long way toward ensuring the success
of your efforts. Deciding on what you want desk manng to accomplish and how it fits into your
broader state system for monitoring and progranravgment will facilitate the development and
implementation of the desk monitoring tool and hatigure that it is used effectively. Planning and
developing desk monitoring also include collabargtvith those who will be responsible for its use
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and implementation, including local staff. Fieldtteg of the monitoring tool and a plan for traigin
state and local staff on the purpose and use &fmesitoring will ease implementation.

Review and Refine Your Monitoring System

A good place to begin developing desk monitoringpiseexamine thoroughly your state’s
requirements and expectations about what localrpnog must do and report. For example, programs
usually have requirements to serve certain nundrsdypes of students, provide a set number of
instructional hours, offer specific instructionaldasupport services, demonstrate outcomes, and
report on these activities in different ways. Maggpout these requirements and how you currently
collect them—through on-site monitoring, monthlypgt reports, or data submission—uwill help you
plan how to fit desk monitoring into your overajstem.

Your review may uncover ways to build componenta desk review into other aspects of
your overall state administrative systems. For gdapOhio changed its local grant application
process to match its desk reviews. In this wayestaet expectations for accountability requiresient
and prepare programs to address all the componérgsdesk monitoring requirements then come as
no surprise to local programs, and they know haeir ttate will evaluate their performance from the
very start.

As discussed in the previous chapter, desk mongarses quantitative measures, many of
which can come from your state data system. Howeerd planning of desk monitoring includes a
careful consideration of the policy goals when dixgj which measures to use. First take stock of
how you want to use desk monitoring data and whktymessage you want to convey to and
enforce among local programs. In the states weutiaal desk monitoring was a means to focus
programs on specific outcomes. Massachusettsxéonple, established continuous program
improvement as its guiding principle. It used desknitoring to “turn the ship” toward an emphasis
on educational gain and retention, and measurkextief these outcomes are dominant in that
state’s approach. Colorado also emphasizes edndatiel completions and includes a measure of
expenditure per learner instructional hour. Ohwudes a broader set of NRS outcome and other
performance measures that reflect its policy goals.

All states we consulted mentioned the time- andue-saving benefits of desk monitoring,
which allows programs to convey a great deal afrimiation to the state office at little cost. But
although desk monitoring can make the overall perémce monitoring system more efficient, it can
do so only through the judicious use of a set chisnees that match state priorities. Have a reason f
using all measures that you include in desk manigoiTexas learned, for example, that requiring
too much information in quarterly reports was toodensome and counter-productive. Programs
resisted because they saw it as overly burdensamdethe state found the frequency of receiving the
information not helpful. When the state eased tapprequirements, the process worked much more
smoothly.

Collaborate During Development

An inclusive planning process that involves otheith a stake in the desk monitoring
process will help acceptance, implementation, aedai desk monitoring and will help identify and
avoid potential problems. Although the state offe the development of desk monitoring in all the
states we consulted, several states also haveipipand review committees. Massachusetts set up a
task force that helped decide on measures, perfarenstandards, and principles that would guide its
desk monitoring. A key principle decided by thektemce was that the desk monitoring system
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should be as simple as possible so that local anegiicould easily understand and use it. A
committee that included three local practitionerse@cher and two directors) then worked out the
details of designing the system and then presetntedhe field for input.

Kansas uses an advisory committee to help guideadtstoring approach. Each year, the
committee reviews the measures, including the atdrs of program quality, in the desk monitoring
and suggests revised measures that are basedt@xpasence and new policy priorities. The state
notifies programs of changes a year in advancé/&otgem a chance to adjust their goals and
procedures.

After a few years of working on its desk monitorisgproach, Ohio formed an accountability
task force to guide the approach. This group, whelets quarterly, includes state and field
representatives who provide input on key issuegadlto the NRS and state accountability issues.
Over the last year, the task force had to apprbve\asions to the desk monitoring process. The
task force advised the state of the need to intberfield about changes prior to the beginnindef t
year of implementation of the new requirementaldo advised the state to roll out new measures
first as bonus points and then in the followingneantegrate changes into the scoring system.

Texas spent several months with different actisite@build in support and understanding of
its monitoring tools, including local program repoards, which the state includes in its desk
monitoring. For example, the state held a threerdergat with local program directors, who had to
enter their own data and interpret and explairr fi@gram outcomes to their peers, using the
monitoring tools. The directors then had to trdieirt local staff on using and interpreting the data
This experience helped them understand and sugoprocess and the state approach toward
program improvement.

New York’s experience implementing its local pragreeport cards (which also serves as a
desk monitoring tool) highlights the importancecoflaborating with local programs. In the haste to
get the report cards implemented, the state ilyitiedd little collaboration with the field.
Consequently there was some resistance, with magyams feeling blindsided by the process. In
subsequent changes and enhancements to the repist New York has had greater collaboration
with better results and more acceptance.

Field Test and Train Staff

Although input from the field and other stakeho&lisrimportant to good planning, pilot
testing of the system is essential to ensure ihat state’s approach will work. The desk monitoring
approach of using data may be new to your localnams. Several states emphasize the need to test
different versions of the monitoring tool with difent measures and formats to get local programs
used to the process. Pilot testing gives local aimg the opportunity to gauge the impact on their
procedures, allows the programs to see how the wilitevaluate them, and gives them the
opportunity to make changes to implement the n@enteng requirements that desk monitoring
brings. Pilot testing is also another opportunitydetting local buy-in to the process. New Yok, f
example, had local programs try procedures fofiteeyear with a limited set of measures and with
no consequences before the state fully implemdtgegproach.

Distributing to local programs draft versions otiyalesk monitoring tool, procedures, and
reports is another way to evaluate your approatdrééull implementation. Draft report templates
that include blank data tables or simulated datbalow local staff to see the measures planned fo
desk monitoring. Including sample reports with ¢grpnd charts to illustrate the way the state will
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display and interpret the data will also help |ostalff understand how the state plans to use ttae da
and evaluate performance. Ohio, for example, fdoodl feedback on its templates to be most
helpful in developing its desk monitoring and bunfglunderstanding of the approach.

The importance of sound training and professiorabtbpment is essential for
understanding and using desk monitoring, as @risfl state initiatives. A common error is to have
“pbuild it and they will come” mentality—that creay reports and providing access to data mean that
programs will understand and use th&with the competing demands and limited resourcesaxt
adult education programstaff will often lack the time needed to understdath and will have
limited understanding of its purpose. The calcalabf the summative rubric and how your state will
use the rubric is sometimes misunderstood by Istedl, and misunderstanding rises in proportion to
the complexity of the rubric. Colorado, for examgias a complex rubric and used multiple
strategies to explain the basics of its rubric walions and the underlying reasons. State staff
provided training at directors’ meetings and folemwp with individual explanations to local staff
during site visits. Other states provided repoiith graphs and highlighted points to local stafflan
walked through these reports in person and in cente calls to explain the approach and the use of
the data.

All states we contacted stressed that training Ishoot be a one-time event but a continuous,
ongoing process. Ongoing training has the addedfivef allowing local staff a means for
providing additional input into the desk monitoriagproach that you can use to improve the system
further. After the first year of implementationatgs have found that additional explanation and
follow-up are required. For example, Ohio held oegil training on Understanding Your Desk
Review and walked programs through the system. ffailsing was so successful that the state
continued it the next year, focusing on new lotaiffsBy the third year, programs had improved so
much that the state was able to focus trainingsimgudata to improve instruction and to present
information on instructional strategies.

In Texas, training is continued by encouraging lstaff that receives training to train
someone else in their program. In addition, theedaects its training efforts to staff who actyal
deal with data—and those staff members are nawvatlao delegate their responsibility. The state
also relies on frequent training and provides @ntigsources to local staff that they can consult as
needed.

Implementation

With good planning that includes field testing draining, you will be well prepared to
begin implementing your desk monitoring system. @late implementation takes time—most states
report that integrating desk monitoring takes aimum of two years—uwith revision and fine tuning
continuing for several more years. Implementationds its own set of challenges, but through our
discussions with state staff who have implemengsk anonitoring, we have identified four areas to
address that will help smooth the path toward sssfoéimplementation: providing sufficient
resources, having a supportive data system, bgilaoceptance and buy-in of local staff, and
evaluating and modifying after implementation.

Provide Sufficient Resources

It takes time and resources, especially stafiiolément a desk monitoring system
successfully. Often it takes several years to geadhe high-quality data necessary for effective
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decision making. The states we interviewed repdhiatiafter providing local programs with two
years of detailed feedback and training, prograemeally reported reliable data by the third year.

It is also essential to have staff dedicated ta sk monitoring system. Without dedicated
staff, you may be unable to keep up with reviewtlmgycontinuous flow of data that desk monitoring
produces, and you will be unable to respond tollpgagrams in a timely way. Without this
feedback, local programs may think that the stasdhot examine or value the data, which will have
a detrimental effect on your whole system of deskiboring.

You may want to create a state staff position tm$osolely on monitoring programs, if you
are a large state or can afford it. For exampley Merk has a state liaison who is responsible for
program monitoring and technical assistance, inopdesk monitoring. Although most states
cannot afford a full-time position of this typejstessential to have dedicated staff that is nesipte
for reviewing desk monitoring reports, identifyihigh- and low-performing programs, and
coordinating technical assistance.

Support With Data System

One of the goals of desk monitoring is to motiMatal programs to use their data for
ongoing program improvement. To do this, they naste timely access to data, allowing them to
make midcourse corrections on the basis of cudata instead of making changes on the basis of
out-of-date-data. A real-time web-based systerhadest way to accomplish this goal. It provides a
way to regularly and quickly collect data, keegkraf local programs’ timeliness in entering data,
and report the results in a timely manner. For eptanone state was able to identify which local
programs held off entering data on students umtilstudents showed actual gain.

Within a web-based system, local program directbmild have the ability to run their own
reports and to generate those reports that wilidaful to them. Massachusetts’s data system, for
example, allows local staff to select from prepemgmed reports or to generate their own reports
using real-time data. Below are some examplesatfifes used by states we consulted that local staff
have found useful.

Provide options for comparing data.Build in data from other programs or by class, or
prior data that allow programs to compare themsekar example, Colorado isoking

to build into its system ways for programs to coregaerformance in one EFL level with
that in another within the program.

Automate comparisons to the evaluative standardst@e averages or targets)Build
into your system ways that system users at alldesan compare their data with
benchmarks, such as the state averages or taxgatlyw programs to monitor their own
performance toward goals.

Provide the ability to export into a variety of formats. This feature makes it easier for
local programs to use the data for their own pnogiraprovement needs. For example,
Massachusetts’s data system allows users to eixporExcel as well as other database
formats.

Because of the central importance to desk mongasifrhaving quality data, it is also
essential to build data checks into your stateesysChecks built into data collection, such as
limiting the allowable test score values that carebtered into the system to only those that dré va
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scores for a particular test, will help increase diality of the data collected. A web-based system
by allowing those at the local level to enter ahdak data immediately, makes timely identification
and correction of errors possible.

Build Acceptance and Buy-in of Local Staff

Getting local buy-in to support desk monitorin@gsimportant during implementation as it is
for getting collaboration during the planning am¥yelopment phase. Increasing local buy-in will pay
off in many ways because local program staff izt llad some say in implementation is more likely
to accept the final results. Even if they do natagvith every aspect of implementation, they will
better understand the reasons behind it. Also| [mograms’ perspectives allow the programs to
anticipate problems and potential solutions thay elade staff at the state level. For example, Ohio
got input from locals on drafts of desk monitornegorts with the result that they addressed issues
prior to the official release of the reports.

The more transparent the system, the more locgrgnas are likely to trust the results. For
example, Colorado put considerable time and eiffibot explaining to local program staff the
formulas it uses to generate the points for itsreative rubric and how to interpret the reports mean
In walking programs through the process, Coloradogased local understanding and acceptance of
the results. Giving program directors control over kinds of data and reports they can generate is
also likely to increase their investment in thetsgsand to increase the quality of the data because
program directors and their staff become more familith the data and thus more likely to catch
errors.

Evaluate and Modify

Regardless of how carefully you have planned amdamented the desk monitoring system,
there will be a continuing need to refine and inwergour desk monitoring approach after you and
your programs have experience using it. State ipslimay change, measures that were once
important may be replaced with ones of greater mamae, and you may have to change your rubric
to account for program realities or new policiegcischanges are to be expected, and if well
managed, with input from the field, will improve keayour overall monitoring and technical
assistance approach.

You will need to reevaluate the impact of your desknitoring system and modify it,
especially during the first two years after impletation. You should provide ongoing opportunities
for local feedback because locals are likely toehawvaluable perspective on implementation issues.
While remaining flexible in responding to local édack, you should not make unnecessary or
arbitrary changes. Too many changes also risk lyaving locals tune out the whole system, figuring
that they just need to wait out the current chargesmake it more difficult for local programs t d
long-term planning.

With careful attention and appropriate modificatipau are likely to see improvement in the
use of desk monitoring and program improvement tuge. Ohio presents an excellent example of
continuous improvement. Program ratings on the deskitoring rubric have improved dramatically
over the past four years. Although in the firstrysere were many programs with “Not Acceptable”
ratings, after more intensive training and fineiigrthe program ratings fell into a bell curve. thg
third year, ratings were so high that the state atds to focus training on improving instructional
strategies. At the state level, state staff wasdfite begin research into links between data and
performance and are now looking further into thaligy of instruction and program improvement.
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Although the states we consulted report good resuth desk monitoring over time, there
can be unintended negative consequences. For exgpnpgrams may cut back on serving the
students most in need because those students niagstikely to show the same gains for the same
investment of resources than students in less Adetbugh these types of effects are not unusual
with accountability systems, you can avoid theniddpwing the steps we have recommended in
this guide, including collaboration with local prags, pilot testing, training, and ongoing
evaluation during implementation.

More-direct tactics to avoid unintended effect®dlslp, including providing incentives for
serving more difficult students or achieving speadfutcomes or through using different comparison
bases for programs (see chapter 2). Coloradoxtonple, has addressed unintended effects by
awarding points to programs that serve a greateeptage of students defined as most in need.
Most states have also compared program performaiticesimilar programs that serve similar
populations to increase fairness and decreasé#igbod of skimming.

States we interviewed also made changes to thekr menitoring system after
implementation to move programs in a new directito reflect changes in state policy. Ohio and
Colorado have incrementally changed the weightigpnts assigned to different measures so that
program performance better reflects state poli@ngas continuously reallocates the number of
points needed for specific measures to move pragtamard continuous program improvement and
announces these changes in advance to give lamgigons adequate time to plan. Texas is planning
to revise its desk monitoring tool to incorporasedl data so that cost effectiveness can be
evaluated.

Use and Results

Through the implementation of desk monitoring appig you will have regular and timely
access to data and information that is criticdiefping you manage and improve your programs. By
applying the summative rubric you developed with desk monitoring tool, you can readily identify
high- and low-performing programs. Once you arefident in your program rankings, your state
may choose to reward programs that reach theisgsanction programs that fail to meet their goals,
and provide technical assistance and professiaaldpment to some or all of your programs. In
addition, desk monitoring can have other impactstate policies, such as to indicate the needtto se
new standards and policies or shift the focusatkesefforts for program improvement.

Identify High- and Low-Performing Programs

Desk monitoring data will enable state staff tokrprograms according to the summative
rubric or other means, using the measures andiarftem the desk monitoring tool. One of your
first, most crucial, steps in examining these daspgecially in the first months or years of
implementing desk monitoring, is to assess thalitglof these rankings, using your knowledge of
the programs. Identify the programs at the extrestbe highest and lowest performing programs—
and consider the validity of this ranking. If thevgrams that rank highest and lowest are not tles on
you expect, it is worth exploring the reasons. hgraities may arise because you never before
examined these data and applied the desk monitevalyation criteria on them—or they could be
due to data quality issues. Examine each progrdatasin comparison with the data of other
programs to help you assess validity. It will disohelpful to examine data trends over the past
several years to see whether there have been saddeges.
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Several states report finding data quality issugsg the first year of using desk monitoring
in this way. One state found that these problente wae to noncompliance with NRS requirements,
poor training of local staff, and data entry prabse Because good data quality is essential to
successful desk monitoring approach, you mustvedbkse issues first, before the approach will
work in your state.

Reward and Sanction

When local programs have resolved data qualityessund your state has confidence in the
data, you can use desk monitoring results to reaaddrecognize good performance in a number of
ways. Often when we think about rewarding high-fioméng programs we think of using
performance-based funding. However, of the stagesamsulted, only Kansas used
performance-based funding of local programs. Algioall the other states are considering
implementing this approach in the near future f egbressed concerns about the impact on the
delivery system. For example, states like New Yfor#t that some programs that perform poorly
may be the only programs available to adult edonattudents. There is also a concern among many
states that a shift to performance-based fundingshdt the population served away from
low-literacy students to students at higher fumitig levels.

The states were creative, however, in implementingiple ways to reward high-performing
programs. In Ohio, for example, programs that achgiccesses receive bonus points to reflect their
performance. The state also uses “incentive fundgreby programs that earn higher points
received additional funding, and only the highesfqming programs can apply for this additional
funding. In several states, programs that show pegformance avoid the need for an on-site
monitoring visit. Providing positive feedback ta#b programs and recognizing their successes
individually and statewide are other ways to rewagh performance.

Several states have found that public acknowledgyam®h recognition of good performance
is a powerful reward. Kansas and New York havetereeeport cards that correspond to the results
of their monitoring reviews that outline the progra progress. These report cards can be shared
with the community and other stakeholders involwéth the program. Programs tend to respond
well to the positive recognition that they receive.

Many states warned that it is better to wait uihi# system is stable (e.g., three years) before
linking rewards and recognition to performancete&tdhat rewarded programs too early in the
process often reported that either the wrong prograere rewarded (due to poor data quality that
made them appear better than they were) or there pegceptions of bias (other programs did not
believe the data).

How a state responds to poor performance depenis lmmg-term goals, the resources
available, and the needs of adult education stsd&ainctions used by states are often related to
funding. For example, in the states we consulteajrams that fail to meet performance standards
may be de-funded. In Ohio, programs that perfororigalo not have the opportunity to apply for
additional “incentive” funds that high-performingograms may obtain. Kansas de-funded six
programs in the most recent fiscal year; howeVese decisions were preceded by placing the
program on provisional funding and intensive techhassistance provided by the state. Only after
these programs showed no improvement did the gateve funding.
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Provide Technical Assistance

As discussed earlier, desk monitoring is part afrygiate’s overall approach to program
monitoring and improvement and is an efficient waydentify programs that need technical
assistance. Although desk monitoring does not ceptlae need for on-site monitoring and
assistance—all programs require periodic on-si#svto verify data quality and examine other
aspects of program performance—it will help yowptize which programs and issues to address.

States we consulted select local programs with pedormance for on-site reviews and
provide additional technical assistance. To idgngibgrams in need of assistance, many states, such
as Massachusetts, rely on programs’ overall sdatteecdesk monitoring rubric. Programs that score
below 12 points (out of a total of 18) must writeantinuous improvement plan, and the state
provides technical assistance in areas that acsviethndards. Other states use a more targeted
approach. Kansas, for example, provides intensielertical assistance in particular areas that are of
most importance to the state. The state officer®fieofessional development, combined with
guarterly desk reviews and site visits, to helpgpaon performance rise to the state average.

A third way to identify areas in need of techniaasistance is to focus on areas that will most
affect overall state performance. For exampléefdtate is performing poorly on completion of
some of the educational functioning levels, youldadentify the programs with poor performance
on these measures that appear to have the grieapest on state performance and provide
assistance to improve performance on these meadleesYork sometimes follows this assistance
strategy.

With limited staff and funding available for techal assistance, an approach that has local
staff from higher performing programs help thewwéy performing peer can be effective in terms of
both cost and impact. Local staff may often be nrmeceptive to their peers than to state staff. Some
examples of this peer approach follow:

Organize regional professional development traitiaged on the most common
problems in low-performing programs, using progstaff that has resolved these
problems.

Tap high-performing programs to provide individtethnical assistance to
low-performing programs with additional supportrfréhe state.

Ask local programs to share their stories about tiey have shown either continuous or
marked improvement, challenges they faced and awecand tips for other programs at
a statewide conference. New York state staff hasddhis strategy works well because
programs are interested in and open to ideas fn@m ¢olleagues at the local level.

Using the desk monitoring report as a startingelpeers groups can help a program
develop an appropriate improvement plan. For exanblorado uses the second day of site visits
for peer discussions. State staff finds out in adeavhich topics the program wants to target and
bring in peers doing well in those areas. Peeraggtres have the added benefit of rewarding
high-performing programs with recognition and etexato state “expert,” while also providing
direct assistance to low-performing programs.
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Improve Local Data Use and State Planning

In addition to helping promote improved programfgpenance and to providing technical
assistance more effectively, states that are cilyresing desk monitoring report several other
positive impacts. The most important is the enhdriceus by local programs on their data. All
states we consulted reported that local prografhistmmuch more focused on data, resulting in
improvements in data quality and increased attaertiqperformance.

In Kansas, for example, state staff report thatllpcograms enjoy the quarterly checks and
more-frequent calls from the state because staffilbees interpret this attention as evidence that the
state cares about what is going on in their progf@ate staff can drill down to the classroom level
and know the names of students and teachers. bk bas been an improvement in the state-local
program relationship and a better understandingtadodivities in each program. Programs have
learned to value their data.

In Ohio, the largest impact of desk monitoring hasn to focus programs on the importance
of proper goal setting, pre- and posttesting, amaroved student engagement in the teaching and
learning process. The goal is to help studentseaehheir goals and to document these achievements
fully. Overall, there has been a systematic impnoset in program performance, with programs
showing increases in ratings every year.

Over time, desk monitoring has helped enhancerthiregprocess for monitoring, technical
assistance, and program improvement in the statewsulted. Data from desk monitoring can help
states plan the future focus of state efforts torove quality by identifying areas where programs
fall short. With the enhanced information they havailable, New York and Texas are better able to
estimate the number of state monitoring visits igpeés of technical assistance needed over the year.
Kansas’s advisory committee has identified newrpirés for adult education and mandated
adjustments in its state indicators of programitybbsed on its annual review of desk monitoring
data.

Summary: Tips for Developing, Implementing and Usiig Desk
Monitoring

In Exhibit 3-2, we provide a summary of the guidapcesented in this chapter around
planning, developing, implementing, and using daskitoring. We derived these tips from the
advice of the states we consulted that have seyeaat of experience with desk monitoring
approaches. In considering this advice, pleasethetseveral themes that emerge as crucial to the
success of a desk monitoring system.

Careful planning stands out as essential to dewsdop and implementation. Good planning
begins with reviewing the overall state administesystem for management, monitoring program
performance and technical assistance, and fitt@sx dhonitoring within this system. Ensuring that
desk monitoring supports state policy and goatdss essential. Planning also requires collabaratio
with local staff to give them a role in developizugd improving the system and to help them
understand it purpose. Local staff may have infgalstance to the ongoing oversight that desk
monitoring brings, but states can overcome thigglving local staff as full partners in program
improvement. Ongoing training about desk monitoigigentral to helping build this collaboration
and understanding.
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The importance of time and resources in developimdjimplementing desk monitoring also
stands out. Every state we consulted emphasizaukte for several years of staged implementation
for the system to work. Also crucial to the procassdedicated state staff members who can spend
the time to review data; work with programs in plang, implementing, and using desk monitoring;
and provide technical assistance.

Data quality and a strong data system are the fiadise success of desk monitoring. In the
early stages of development and implementatias,nibt uncommon for data quality issues to arise.
This time serves as an opportunity to weed outcanect these problems. A web-based data system
that gives locals real-time access to data andt®ptso is a central element to making desk
monitoring work. Without easy data access, locagmm staff may become disengaged or even
hostile to the process.

Using desk monitoring data for program improvemsnhe ultimate goal of all of the hard
work that goes into desk monitoring. The data giates an efficient way to identify areas of low
performance on which to focus improvement effostisile allowing a basis for rewarding programs
that do well as an incentive to excellence. Sted@salso tap into the knowledge and experience of
staff from high-performing programs to help thedeps resolve problems and develop well-run
programs.

Exhibit 3-2
Tips for Planning, Developing, Implementing, and Us  ing
a Desk Monitoring System

Planning and Development

Build components of desk review into your overall a dministrative system. Fit the elements of
desk monitoring into on-site reviews, grant applications, and monitoring. When requirements are part
of an overall system, it sets expectations appropriately and prepares programs to address all the
components.

Start an accountability task force.  This group will help plan your measures and approach and
should include state and field representatives who provide input on key issues related to the NRS
and state accountability issues. The group also can continue through implementation.

Have a plan for using every piece of information re  quested. Programs will become frustrated if
no one uses the data they collect, undermining confidence in the value of desk monitoring.

Produce templates and draft reports.  Produce blank drafts of the graphs and reports you would
like to get before finalizing your system. If you link to your grant system, for example, you may want
to be able to run statewide reports, which may not be possible if linked to program-level data
systems.

Pilot test. Try out the desk monitoring approach for a year or so without tying it to rewards or
sanctions. The pilot can use a limited set of measure or apply only to some programs. Give and get
feedback to programs and refine based on this experience.

Have ongoing training for local staff. Do not assume that simple access to data and reports
means that programs will use the information. Providing reports with graphs and highlighted points
and walking through the reports with staff make a big difference in whether they will use the data.
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Exhibit 3-2
Tips for Planning, Developing, Implementing, and Us  ing
a Desk Monitoring System (continued)

Implementation

Know that implementation takes three years or more. It will take time to get quality data and to
work out the kinks. The states we interviewed reported that if they gave detailed feedback and
provided training across the first two years, programs generally reported reliable data by the third
year.

Assign state staff to focus on monitoring programs. Assign at least one staff person the job of
desk monitoring. The staff person can focus on reviewing data and working with programs.

Use a real-time data system. Those states that have real-time systems report increased uses at the
program and state levels. For example, programs can use it to look at weekly progress, and states
may use it to assess progress.

Use a web-based system or at least one that can be accessed across the state. If programs use
the system for day-to-day data entry, the state learns a great deal about timeliness of data entry and
may be alerted to questionable practices. For example, one state was able to identify which local
programs held off entering data on students until the students showed actual gain.

Ensure that program directors have the ability to r un their own reports. Ask them what they
would like to be able to generate. Programs should be able to access their data/performance on a
regular basis for the information to be of use for program improvement.

Provide comparisons or the ability to choose compar isons. Build into your system ways that
system users at all levels can compare their data against benchmarks, such as the state averages or
standards.

Provide options for comparisons to other programs, classes, etc. Build into the system ways for
programs to compare performance with the performance of other programs or within a local program.

Transparency in how the system works is important t o local buy-in. It allows program staff to
understand and trust what you are doing. The more complex your system, the greater challenge it
will have to get local buy-in. If the system is not intuitive and takes much description, it can be done
but is simply a harder sell.

Watch out for unintended effects.  Programs may try to improve performance in ways that
undermine program improvement. For example, local programs can improve performance by serving
fewer harder-to-serve-students or changing goal setting to have fewer students in goal categories—
approaches that do not promote program improvement.




Exhibit 3-2
Tips for Planning, Developing, Implementing, and Us  ing
a Desk Monitoring System (continued)

Use and Results

Identify highest and lowest performing programs, ba sed on the rubric. Assess the validity of
these rankings by using other knowledge of the program to identify possible data quality issues and
assess how well the rubric works.

Resolve data quality issues. Desk monitoring may reveal data quality issues arising from a lack of
compliance with state or NRS policy, data entry problems, or inadequate training.

Provide rewards for good performance.  States we consulted provided extra funding for
high-performing programs or used performance-based funding.

Sanction low-performing programs.  States we consulted required low-performing programs to
develop a program improvement plan, and they defund programs that do not improve after a set time
period.

Recognition may be just as motivating as money . Several states reported that simple recognition
(e.g., labeling programs as “exemplary”) and certificates were enough to motivate programs to do
well.

Have a strategy to determine which programs gettec  hnical assistance. Strategies include
setting a minimum score on the rubric, focusing on areas important to state policy concern

(e.g., educational gain, postsecondary transition), or using measures that most affect overall state
performance.

Use the system to determine technical assistance ne  eds. Use the data from desk monitoring to
see what issues come up year after year or affect most programs.

Consider using a program’s peers to provide technic al assistance. Ask staff from
high-performing programs to help lower-performing programs or use staff members who have
resolved performance problems to help other program staff with the same problems.
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Colorado’s Annual Performance Factor

Background

Following concerns voiced by state staff and Igragram leaders on the lack of
coordination between Colorado’s monitoring and aotability processes, the Office of Adult
Education and Family Literacy reviewed its approgcprogram evaluation and accountability and
identified two areas for improvement: the localgreon monitoring process (then known as Program
Evaluation and Educational Review, or PEER) andll@mnding criteria. The monitoring process
was updated, revised, renamed (Program Accourtiaiid Improvement Review, or PAIR) and
tied to technical assistance and program improvéneguirements.

Concurrently, state staff began discussing the mlopf performance-based funding. An
initial step in that direction is the Annual Perfance Factor (APF), which provides an annual
snapshot of individual local program performancevalt as a comparative view of all programs. The
factors that comprise APF are gathered from meltgaurces: the data collection system, the state
GED database, and programs’ annual performancedialareports. The state conducts PAIR site
visits with each local program on a 3-year rotatibmough directly observed evidence and in-depth
guestioning, the state is able to further illumeAPF offsite monitoring results.

Design

Below is a description of each of the five areageced by APF and the number of points
assigned to each. Following the descriptions &béetshowing examples of how APF is applied to a
sample program.

Enrollment—20 points

Programs make annual enroliment projections. TeheoP0 points assigned to enrollment
are awarded according to the ratio of the prograrataal enroliment to its projected enrollment. The
remaining 10 points are awarded based on the pageof students a program serves that are
designated as “most in need,” defined as thosestsadn the following levels: ESL 0-1, 2, 3, 4, and
ABE 0-1.9, 2-3.9, and 4-5.9.

Expenditure per learner hour of instruction—25 points

Twenty-five points are awarded to a program foaiterage expenditure per learner hour of
instruction compared to that of other programs.dexjitures are based on the total Adult Education
Family and Literacy Act (AEFLA) and EL Civics gramounts and do not take into consideration
additional revenues. A program will earn propordtaly more or fewer points depending on its
expenditure per learner hour of instruction comgaoethat of all other programs. In cases where a
program has an expenditure per learner hour afuicison double that of similar sized programs,
negative points are assigned.

By awarding points based on spending per learner dianstruction rather than on the
number of learners, APF encourages programs tefocdearner retention rather than just serving
the greatest number of students. Limiting the caktulation to AEFLA and EL/Civics funding
rewards programs that have obtained additionalifigretand encourages programs to diversify their
funding resources.
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To compensate for the considerable variationsagnam size, APF compares programs of
similar size when calculating expenditure per leatrour of instruction: small programs are
compared to small programs and large programscmpared to large programs.

Level completion—45 points

Local programs are responsible for local implemigoneof the state’s negotiated
performance targets. This measure is assigneddghedt weight of the five areas, with a total of
45 points. The points are divided into three ptrds are then summed for the total score:

Twenty-two and a half points are rewarded accortiripe number of levels at which
the program meets or exceeds the level complegigets compared to the total number
of levels served. For example, if a program sestadents at 12 educational functioning
levels (EFLs), and they met or exceeded the lem@lpietion targets for 6 of those levels,
than the program would receive 11.25 points (226812).

Twenty points are assigned according to the rdtamrogram’s overall level completion
performance to the state target. For example, YIO@p, the overall target was 49.4%. So
a program that has an average completion rate%f&Soss all EFLs would receive

21 points (20 * (.55 + 1 - .494)). It is possibteget more than 20 points for this measure.
The final 2¥%% points are awarded based on the nuoflatult learners who completed
two or more levels during the year out of the totainber who completed a level.

A program in which 100 students completed two orarievels out of 337 completed a
level would receive 0.74 point (100/337 * 2.5)

GED completion—5 points

Five points are assigned according to the numbadolt learners who earned a GED (and
had it as a goal) out of the total who cited iaagoal. The target in PY06 was 47%.

Pre- and post-testing: 5 points

The final five points are awarded based on thenaro¢s pre-/post-test rate relative to the
state target. For PY06 the target was 65%.

The table that follows shows an example of applydRg- to a hypothetical program. It lists
the variables, the means of computation, and theegdor each variable. Points are summed and
then converted into a percentage. The total ingké&nple is 85 points, or 85%.
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Sample APF Calculation

Computation
(The general formula is followed

Label Variable by the actual calculation) Value Notes
A Program name Program X
B Projected enrolliment 625
C Total enrollment (actual) 627
D Most in need (MIN) 425
enrollment
E Learners completing a level 337
F Learners completing 100
2+ levels
G Total AEFLA grant amount $189,138
H Student levels served 12
I Total levels made by 6
program
J Ratio of levels made to I/H; 6/12 0.5
levels served
K Overall level completion 0.54 This is compared to the
percentage state target of 49.6% by
adding it to (1 - 496)
L GED ratio Percentage of students 0.5
completing GED
M Total learner attendance 33,063
(hours)
N Pre-/post-test percentage 0.65
@] Ratio of actual enrollment C/B; (627/625) 1
to projected
P Ratio of MIN enrollment to DIC; 425/627 0.68
total
Q Expenditure per learner G/M; 189,138/33,0363) $5.72
hour
R Ratio of program R/average similar sized 1
expenditures to state programs
S Enroliment (20%) (O*10) + (P *10); 10 + 6.8 16.8
T Expenditure per learner 25*R;25*1 25
hour (25%)
U Level completion factor (J *22.5) +( (K+(1 - .496) * 20) 32.87 State target is 49.6%
(45%) + ((F/IE) * 2.5); (.5* 22.5) + (1 - .496 = .504)
(.54 + .504) * 20) + (.297 * 2.5)
Y, GED (5%) (L/0.47)*5; (.51.47)*5 5.32 State target is 47%
w Pre-/post-test factor (5%) (N/.65) * 5; (.65/.65) * 5 5 State target is 65%
X Total annual performance S+T+U+V+W; 85 points, | Sum all factors
(100%) 16.8+25+ 32.87 +5.32 + 5 or 85%
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Implementation and Buy-In

In introducing APF 4 years ago, the state encoadtseveral challenges. Foremost among
these was local understanding and acceptance obtiezpt. Initially the APF formula was a “hard
sell” in part because of its complexity. The meahsalculating many of the APF factors are not
immediately intuitive and require some explanatieor. example, local programs had particular
concerns with the fact@xpenditure per learner houklost programs were not accustomed to
considering cost-effectiveness in running a program

Transparency in how the system works was an intdueid to achieving local buy-in. To
help locals better understand the APF formulasthte used several different approaches. For
example, state staff explained the APF calculatignsg the particular program’s data and explained
the reasoning behind each factor at state diréctastings. State staff also approached individual
program directors for their input. Finally, duringsite visits state staff walked local programfstaf
through the APF calculations as applied to theagpam.

The state incorporated input from local progranif sthen revising the system. For example,
in response to locals programs’ frustration atiggtthe results of the APF calculations just orice a
the end of the fiscal year, the state decided veldp a new data collection and reporting system.
Locals indicated that getting this information omare frequent and regular basis would help them
use the results to guide improvement efforts.

Usage and Impact

As expected, instituting APF got local programgation. It sharpened programs’ focus on
outcomes, particularly level completion, and brdugsst-effectiveness to the fore. By incrementally
changing the weighting of the different factorg #tate has been able to move programs’ priorities
in a desired direction. Performance on the costetiffeness factor has been the chief indicator of
ultimate score on APF results. This is true degpigefact that it is not weighted the most.

APF scoring has become high stakes to local pragearan without financial
rewards/sanctions tied to it. The ranking and campa between programs provided by APF has
been very motivating. At the end of the 1st yeangdlementation, four programs of six that had
scored below 70% on APF now scored above 70% anel igenoved from program improvement.
Even programs not at immediate risk of falling etbe 70% threshold started to use APF toward
program improvement. In the past, local progranmgapplications have included a rather weak and
nonquantifiable past performance component. Iméhe round of competition for AEFLA funding,
APF performance will be a factor in evaluating agggions.

Future Directions

Because Colorado’s data collection system has fbaeght with problems, it has not been
possible to integrate all the state’s accountaijilibcesses into one “desk monitoring” tool.
However, one of the goals of the current redesfghedata system is to “automate” the state’s
ability to monitor program performance and to allowal programs to monitor themselves on an
ongoing basis.
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Under consideration/discussion:

Not calculating APF for individual levels that hawery few students in them. Currently,
small programs can have very few students at &phat level. Calculations based on
such a small number are not very reliable andikegylto fluctuate highly from year to
year.

Comparing performance within a local program of &fé level with other levels. This
would provide information on how programs are dangpecific levels. This is not
possible in the current APF system.

Refining the definition omost in need.

Developing a policy and process that ties APF teglitectly to funding.

Adding policy compliance factors to the formula.

Considering the “flex” or “X” factor: adding a stigerm factor that changes depending
on state focus/priorities.

Considering additional factors based on survey dallacted for Federal Reporting
Table 5 and goal-setting for specific outcomes.

For More Information

Colorado Adult Education and Family Literacy Wetesi
http://www.cde.state.co.us/index_adult.htm

APF Calculations for PYOeh{tp://www.cde.state.co.us/cdeadult/APE.Jnitm

Level Completion Target$ftp://www.cde.state.co.us/cdeadult/assessmentTran#t3
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Kansas Desk Monitoring System

Background

Prior to 2000, Kansas adult education programsdictcollect or submit data to the state.
Instead, the state conducted full 1-day onsite toang visits for 20% of all programs each year.
Onsite visits included interviews and a reviewhs physical structure of the program. The state,
however, did not collect in-depth knowledge of wtie programs were doing, how well they were
administered, how well the students were doingylwat programs needed. Seven years ago, the state
also developed a new set of quality indicatorstetithese indicators to the monitoring system.
Indicators were developed in collaboration with skege and local program staff.

The desk monitoring process was developed as ptré @verall monitoring system that
usually includes annual site visits to all locadbgmams. Originally, the state intention was to aand
a data-driven monitoring process that was complefeantitative; however, the state felt it was
important to include many qualitative programmatieasures to get a more complete sense of
program quality. As a result, although the majooityhe measures can be checked through the desk
monitoring system, the remaining measures requir@gite review.

The process for determining what makes a progragim dpuality and then ascribing points to
each indicator was long and arduous. Although lpoagirams were able to define a high-quality
program, they had more difficulty agreeing on hagtto measure quality. The benefit of engaging
local programs in the process has been local pmogray-in for the monitoring system. The result
has been that local program staff believes thasystem is fair and that desk monitoring ensuras th
the state views all programs through the same leatal programs also brought insight to the
development of the monitoring process. Local prograre proud of the system because they were
involved in its creation. When adult educationfstaimpares themselves to staff in the K-12 system,
they see that they are ahead of their colleaguesderstanding the value of data and using data for
program improvement.

Design

The desk monitoring system uses a Web-based maeagemormation system (MIS)
through which the state and local programs sesdhee real-time data entered by local programs.
Desk monitoring is closely tied to the National Bemg System (NRS) and federal regulations and
is integrated with onsite monitoring. It focusesquantifiable outcome measures, while onsite
monitoring focuses on qualitative process and @uognatic measures.

Kansas Indicators of a Quality Adult Education Prag describes the measures that Kansas
collects though desk monitoring and onsite momiprKansas developed the measures 7 years ago
when the current monitoring system was created.niéasures fall into 10 main categories and
reflect the core NRS outcome measures, procesaunesagand programmatic measures. The
categories are (a) population served, (b) educaltigain, (c) goal setting and goal attainment,

(d) program design and implementation, (e) techgylesse and technology instruction, (f) local
financial support, (g) teacher quality, (h) colledteon with partners, (i) data collection systema,us
and (j) cost-effectiveness.

Each measure is assigned some number of pointd badeow well the local program meets
the measure. Points for each measure are assigoediag to three categories: high, medium, and
low, with the exception afost-effectivenesshich has a broader scoring range. Several of the
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categories—program design, teacher qualitgndcollaboration with partners-include only
gualitative indicators that are collected througisite monitoring. The remaining categories include
measures collected through both desk monitoringoasde monitoring. The system requires
guarterly state reviews, but points and fundingaavarded annually.

Below is a list of the quantifiable measures caédadhrough desk monitoring, followed by
the total number of points possible for each:

The program serves participants representativieeoéthnic diversity of the
undereducated population in the program’s serviea,ancluding limited English
proficient adults. (2 points)

The program serves participants at the lowest $evkeéducational attainment. (8 points)
The program demonstrates a commitment to servegarlpercentage of undereducated
adults in the community over previous years. (1D{sd

Participants make significant educational gaing.gaints)

The program provides workplace readiness instrnctionfirmed through standardized
assessments, to participants. (6 points)

Participants spend a significant amount of timmgtructional activities. (4 points)

The number of participants with up to four progrgoals is directly proportionate to the
number of participant outcomes (i.e., achieved fnwggoals). (8 points)

The program meets or exceeds its goal for the nuwfl@articipants it will serve and the
numbers and percentages of core outcomes thatipartis will achieve. (8 points)

The program provides quality adult education sewviat a cost per outcome that is
aligned with the state average (mean) cost peomgc (10 points)

The following is an example of the specific stamidaused to assign points as applied to the
second measure.

Measure 1.2
The program serves participants at the lowest level s of educational attainment. (8 points)

High 35% or more of participants enter at one of the six “Beginning Levels” (Levels 1,
(8 points) 2,7,8,9or 10 in Outcomes Measures Definitions).

Medium 25% to 34% of participants enter at one of the six “Beginning Levels” (Levels 1,
(4 points) 2,7,8,9o0r 10 in Outcomes Measures Definitions).

Low Less than 25% of participants enter at one of the six “Beginning Levels” (Levels
(0 points) 1,2,7,8,9o0r 10 in Outcomes Measures Definitions).

Note.Retrieved fronKansas Indicators of a Quality Adult Education Prax, Effective July 1, 2006.

Funding is based on the total number of qualityfsoassigned to each program. The total
amount of funding available is divided by the totamber of points that all programs receive after
the programs have been reviewed. This resultdwmilar value assigned to each quality point. The
individual program’s total of quality points is ntiplied by the dollar value to determine how much
funding it receives. This formula is presented belo
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Formula Example

Step 1 Total funding ($),, Total points = Point $500,000,, 2,500 points = $200 per point
value ($)

Step 2 Point value ($) x Program points = Program | $200 x 96 points (for Program X) = $19,200
funding ($) funding for Program X

In addition, the percentage required to achievieigh® (the maximum number of points)
assigned to a measure is raised as programs’ peafmes improve over time. If the majority of
programs are reaching “high” or “medium” levelsqoiality on a particular measure, then the
percentages that are required to achieve a “high’*medium” are increased (For example, in
Measure 1.2 above, the percentage required foigh™hating has increased from 25% in program
year 2000 (PY2000) to 35% in PYQ7). Similarly, fhe@nt value assigned to a measure may increase
or even decrease from one year to the next yearintantion behind changing the point value from
year to year is to push programs to continuousfyrave by ensuring that they focus on areas that
need improvement. Also, the state may revise thieators to refocus programs in areas that are
becoming important in the state. For example, Kauséoking more closely at math instruction
statewide, so the indicators may change basedvisetktlegislation, which will lead to a revised
state adult education plan.

Kansas Indicators of a Quality Adult Education Praq is a “living document” that is
revised annually by an advisory committee. Progresusive the revised indicators 1 year in
advance of implementation, so that they have tlaaod to adjust their goals to achieve the new
point values for each indicator. Kansas continodsytand make the indicators as objective as
possible by including indicators that can be quatitely measured.

Implementation and Buy-In

Local participation in the implementation of theskl@nonitoring process began with the
development of quality indicators. The quarterlyiegv provided by the state gives local programs a
chance to address issues early on in the program Vkis early intervention helps local programs
identify problem areas, update their plans, impribseequality of their data, and ultimately improve
the quality of their services. Most importantlypgrams view the desk monitoring process as
providing a level playing field—"it keeps everyohenest.”

Local program staff members like the desk monitpegstem, which allows them to track
their data at any time to see how well they ar@glolrhey can use the data to improve the quality of
their programs and ultimately increase their fugdiDesk monitoring has reduced the preparation
time required for the onsite review process, wiiicturn has created a less burdensome process for
local programs.

Additionally, both the state and local programslfihat with the desk monitoring system
there are no surprises. All staff can view the mesént and accurate data. With a strong MIS
system that has built-in checks and balances atidthe indicators clearly defined, the state and
local staff trust and understand the data in tiséesy.

Usage and Impact

Desk monitoring results play a significant roledetermining the amount of federal and state
funding awarded to each adult education prograkaimsas. All programs in the state compete for
the same funds. The entire amount of federal florgtigh funding is awarded based on
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performance, with half based on programs’ perforcearon the core outcomes and the other half
awarded based on programs’ performances on théyqumaicators. In Kansas, half of the state
funding is awarded equally to all programs, so #tigprograms receive the same base funding
amount. The remaining half of the state funds iaraded based on performance using the formula
described above. Essentially, 40% of Kansas’ fddenaling allocation is awarded to local programs
according to quantitative results that are obtatheaugh the desk monitoring process. Ten percent
of the state’s federal funding requires an onsibaitoring visit to assess the qualitative
achievements of each program. The remaining 508édafral funds is allocated to local programs
based on the number of core outcomes achieveddgyagmn participants.

In addition to funding, each local program receigesport card that outlines its progress.
The report card is sent to local program, commuiaityl state stakeholders, as well as all other
programs. All of the local programs know their g$ain comparison to other programs—not only in
terms of funding received but also in terms ofdbality of their programs. This recognition serves
as an additional reward. Programs enjoy receiv@eggnition for their efforts, although the highest
achieving/scoring program for the past severals/bas been inundated with requests for visits and
consultation from other programs that want to ldaw to improve their results.

On the other hand, underperforming programs reaeideced funding and have the potential
of being defunded. Prior to the desk monitoringcpss, local programs were rarely if ever defunded;
however, the state determined that it was not @ gise of limited federal and state resources to
continue to fund programs that were not performuedl. These programs are first put on provisional
funding and receive intensive technical assistalfitkeey do not improve, then they are defunded.
Six out of 37 programs have been defunded in tepgears.

Each local program is required to set program ivmgmzent objectives each year. Those
objectives must be measurable and based on dég¢atedlin the desk monitoring system. In PYO05,
only 7 of 31 programs achieved their objectives| afliew more made some incremental progress.
This led the state to conduct intensive professidegelopment and training and influenced the state
to raise the point value of performance indicatbed matched program objectives. In PY06,

24 programs met their objectives.

In addition, the state uses the desk monitoringgsse to determine specific areas of
weakness in local programs. The state provideasite technical assistance and creates initiatives
in those areas identified as needing improvemebtite underperforming local programs up to the
state average.

With real-time access, state and local progranf stafews data frequently. As a result, local
programs have learned to value and use their da&y. review their data to analyze their programs
and look for ways to improve, they use the repartls and fact sheets generated by the state to show
stakeholders and community members what they dnie\ang and accomplishing, and programs use
their results to request more funding.

In PY 2005-2006, 13 of 37 programs required antemsview; 3 of these were programs on
provisional funding and 10 others had scored lova @pecific indicator related to standardized
assessment protocol and procedures. In 2007,acgtqams will receive full onsite monitoring visits.

Desk monitoring has generated a huge amount offdiathe state and locals to digest.
Although the desk monitoring system saves timeraddces the number and burden of onsite
monitoring Visits, it also can take up more stadfd in reviewing and analyzing the data. Statd staf
learned, though, that local programs really apptecnd enjoy the quarterly checks and more
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frequent calls from the state office. Local progsamalize that the state cares about what is gmng

in their program, and state staff can drill dowrthe classroom level and know the names of students
and teachers. This builds the state—local progedationship while increasing accountability. And

the state understands much more about what is goimg each program.

For More Information
Links and materials

Kansas Indicators of a Quality Adult Education Paog:
http://www.kansasregents.org/download/adultEd/irdgagFY07.pdf
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Massachusetts Desk Review System

Background

Massachusetts instituted a desk review system@8,28ough many of the elements have
been in place since 1999. The system grew outadlaforce charged with determining what
performance standards in adult education shoukllike and identifying the principles that should
guide developing a desk review system. The taslefdetermined that the guiding principle should
be continuous program improvement and that, to pterthis principle, the system needed to be
simple and understandable so that local programisl ese it. According to the state director, it was
also intended to “turn the ship” toward a focusootcomes and retention rather than capture every
detail of a program’s performance.

Massachusetts’ desk review system is designeddoueage continuous program
improvement and better services for students amch¢tt progress of local programs. To achieve
these goals, it establishes standards and assgnts o six areas viewed as especially important:
attendance, average attended hours, pre-/posigestrcentage, learner gain, student goals and
completion of National Reporting System (NRS) ediocal functioning levels. According to state
staff, the “standards have been informed by stegisanalysis of multiple years of data, a goalstpi
and input from the field of [adult basic educat{&BE)] practitioners in multiple task groups and
workshops at statewide conferences. Each of tinelates is set at or near the Massachusetts state
average for performance.”

Design

The state has migrated its desk review systemtela-based reporting system (COGNOS) a
few years ago. The web-based system allows progoag@ng access to their data, both to enter
data and to view their progress throughout the.\l¢awever, programs can view their scores only at
the end of the fiscal year. The system is relafieglsy to navigate and understand, and it has the
capacity to export into Excel as well as other dasa formats.

The six performance standards—attendance, avet@gelad hours, pre-/post-testing
percentage, learner gain, student goals, and edimplof NRS educational functioning levels—are
one part of a larger system of accountability toacemage continuous improvement, effective
program administration, and positive student oute®nThe standards are set at or near the
Massachusetts state average for performance taegmlow-performing programs to improve.

The criteria and points applied to each of theaseas covered by the Massachusetts desk
review system are listed on the following pagesvd Df the six described do not have any
associated points for fiscal year 2006 (PY06). €raestudent goalsndeducational functioning
level completionThe state will assign points to these two measur®Y07.)

Attendance:
Definition: Total number of attended student hours dividecdhieytdtal number of planned
student hours.
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Criteria Points
77% and above 3
66% to 76% 2
55% to 65% 1
Below 55% 0

Purpose Promote effective outreach, screening, orienta@ssessment, placement procedures,
and instruction that are relevant to students’ aeed

Average AttendedHours:
Definition: Total number of actual attended student hoursldviby the total number of
students.

Criteria Points
132 hours and above 3
117 to 131 hours 2
91 to 116 hours 1
Fewer than 90 hours 0

Purpose:Promote student persistence and learner gain aadure intensity of students’
instructional time.

Pre-/Post-Testing Percentage:
Definition: Total number of students who are pre- and postdesdivided by the total number of
students enrolled in a program for the year.

Criteria Points
77% and above 3
66% to 76% 2
55% to 65% 1
Less than 55% 0

If a program post-tests less than 50% of eligible students,
performance points for the learner gains performance standard
are reduced by 50%.

Purpose:Promote retention of students long enough to aehearning gains and goals.

Learner Gains:
Definition: Total percentage of students who demonstratedegain on TABE, MAPT, REEP,
or BEST Plus assessments (based on student’s grasgessment).
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Criteria Points
57% and above 9
47% to 56.99 6
36% to 46.99% 3
Less than 36% 0

Purpose Promote student learning gains.

Student Goals:

Programs receive points for both setting and mgetindent goals. Goals are divided into three
categories: A, B, and C. The categories denotegeraf goals, with A being those that are most
easily verified or quantified and C being thosd Hra least easily verified or quantified. An
example of a goal in Category Aabtaining a GED an example of a goal in Category C is
reading to a child

Definition:

Set goals—Fotal number of goalsetdivided by the number of students enrolled ingregram.
Met goals—Total number of goalsietdivided by the number of students enrolled in the
program.

Criteria Points
Set - 2 or more goals per student 1
goals - Fewer than 2 goals per student 0
Met - Program meets at least one goal per student, and the majority of goals are
goals in Categories A and B 3
- Program meets, on average, half a goal per student, and the majority of
goals are in Categories A or B 2
- Program meets at least one goal per student in Category C 1

Purpose:Encourage students from across the program tanskteet goals and to ensure that
student goals drive curricula and instruction.

Educational Functioning Level Completion:
Definition: Total number of students completing one or moreational functioning levels
(EFLs)—excluding High ASE—divided by the total nuenlof enrolled students.

Criteria Points
33% and above 1
Less than 33% 0

Purpose:Meet U.S. Department of Education reporting regqaients that measure program
effectiveness as the state level.

A program can earn up to 25 points for the six messstarting in PY07. At the end of the
fiscal year programs can view their score son ithengasures and compare them to the state average
as well as to other programs.
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Programs must meet the following minimum standé&rdsach area, for a minimum of

15 points (as of PY 2006):

Attendance
Average attended tours

Pre-/post-testing percentage

Learner gains
Student goals

EFL completion

*Points will be applied in PY07.

66%—76% (2 points)
117-131 (2 points)
66%—76% (2 points)

47%-56% (6 points)

Set at least one goal per stydentear.
Meet at least 1 goal per student per year.
Majority of students meet goals in
Categories A or B (3 points)*

at least 33% (1 point)*

Below are two data tables from Massachusetts’ Wadeth system. The first shows a sample
of the performance standard l@arner gainfor multiple programs. It shows gains for each pang
in the state along with the points earned for thaasure. Cut points for each of the measures appear
above the table. The second example shows a sunohang program'’s performance. It includes all
four performance standards, the points earnedafcn,elus the two measures that do not receive

points. The total number of points out of a possit8 for PY06 is shown at the bottom.

Adult and Community Learning Services
Performance Standards Report—
PY06 Learning Gains: By Project

57% AND ABOVE 9 47% TO 56.99 6 36% TO 46.99% 3 LESS THAN 36% O

Note: If the percentage in the pre/post reportis|  ess than 50%, then the points will be cut in half.

Significant Gain Total Gain
Project Students Students Percentage Points

ABCD Adult Education System 94 150 63% 9
ABCD/Mattapan 21 69 30% 0
ACCCESS—Cape Cod Comm. 189 339 56% 6
College

Asian American Civic Association 32 65 49% 6
Attleboro Adult Basic Ed 28 65 43% 3
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Adult and Community Learning Services
Performance Standards Report—
PY06 Summary Report

PROJECT: XXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXX XXX

Performance
Measure Percentage/Average Performance Points
Attendance 68.55% 2
Average 114 hours 1
attended hours
Pre-/post-testing 76% 2
percentage
Learner gains 62% 9
Student goals Set goals: 1 per student
Met goals: 1 per student *

in Category C

Table 4 EFL 35% *
completion
Total Points 14

*Points will be applied in PYO07.

Note: This report gives the summary of all the othe  r performance standards reports.

Those programs that fail to meet the standardsyroathe four areas must write a
continuous program improvement plan, and the stdtg@rovide them with technical assistance.
Technical assistance includes dissemination of @miagpractices, work with the program specialist,
assistance developing an action plan for improveméere needed, and professional
development/support. During an open and competRivE process, the state considers the number
of points a program earns under desk review.

Implementation and Buy-In

The state’s intention was to create a simple an@ratandable system that local programs
would buy into and use. The state also wantedysies to be seen as helping with program
improvement, not as punitive. Some local programvelexhibited nervousness that it would be
punitive, despite the state’s reassurances. Stffarsglicated that only after programs went thrioug
a funding cycle and realized they would not be dééd would their fears be allayed. According to
state staff, the state assigns points to a relgtsraall number of measures because those are the
measures it wants to emphasize and because offfibalty of quantifying some of the other
measures.

That local programs have regular access to the QO&8ystem has helped with buy-in.
This access allows local programs to see the sataetlle state sees, increasing transparency and
allowing programs to follow their progress throughthe year. This has helped local programs see
the benefits of the system.
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The state spent considerable time on planningestthgy how to report out the results. Much
of that feedback was incorporated into how poinesassigned. State staff indicated that in the near
future the state will be making fewer changes iw Ipoints are assigned to increase measurement
consistency from year to year.

Usage and Impact

According to state staff, people are “so much naovare of data now” than before instituting
the current desk review system. Even programsatteanot in danger of falling below the state
standards look closely at their data to improvér fperformance. Local programs are taking more
ownership of the monitoring process. The transparenthe system has helped local programs see
and understand how the state calculates their peaioce and increases their confidence in that
process. Most programs are filled to capacity ameelwaiting lists of students and have attributed
this, at least in part, to improvements due to @ogmonitoring.

Anecdotal evidence indicates that teachers arecjpating in greater numbers in

professional development workshops to improve kragains as a result of the greater focus on
outcomes.

For More Information

Massachusetts Department of Education Adult andr@anity Learning Services Web site:
http://www.doe.mass.edu/acls/default.htm

The following documents are located on the staléed site

Performance Standardstifp://www.doe.mass.edu/acls/payg/

2006—-2010 Performance Standards for Community Adcedtrning Centers
(http://www.doe.mass.edu/acls/pawg/fc340 345_359)htm
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Ohio Desk Review System
Background

The Ohio Department of Education’s (ODE’s) deskeensystem has been in place for
4 years. Using ABLELInk, Ohio’s adult educationalatanagement system, the state program office
generates all the information needed to assesspeagham. The Ohio desk review was developed to
structure the review process and to focus prog@mereas of importance to the state office. In
addition, the state provides some award funds ¢ong¥ary programs (see discussion of incentive
funding in “Usage and Impact” section). Althoughl siveaking the system, ODE has not wanted to
make too many changes; rather, it ttaed to maintain the baseline [integrity] buthigned up
accountability and made the process fairer.”

Design

The state office has developed an extensive inalieatd scoring system and attached
weights according to itgriorities. The Ohio desk review system covers man areas:

a) Student achievement (67% of points)
b) Administrative Requirements (33% of points)

The details of the scoring system are describealbel

Student Achievement

The student achievement score is based on four@oemps: educational functioning level
(EFL) completion; overall level completion; corelicators of performance completion; and other
performance measures, such as retention, enrollmedipre-/post-testing rates. Each of these and
how it is calculated are described below.

Educational Functioning Level Completion: Programs earn one point for each EFL for
which students’ performance meets or exceeds #te’'stminimum performance level (MPL)
targetsPoints are totaled and divided by the total nundé&FLs in which students were enrolled
The percentage is recorded.

Overall Level Completion: To receive a maximum of an additional five pojirtprogram
must:

Administer the number of post-tests equal to oeerling the number of students
completing an EFland

Meet or exceed the state overall completion average

The number who completed any EFL (number of pagsteust equal or exceed number
completed) is divided by the total number enrolBecause there are bonus points, a negative
percentage of the overall level completion compaodtie state overall completion average will not
influence the overall desk review rating.

Core Indicators of Performance Completion:Credit is given for each indicator
(postsecondary education or training, employmenpleyment retention, GED, and family literacy)
for which the program meets or exceeds the sté€’%s. These indicators are only measured for

Desk Monitoring: Improving Program Performance A-19



students who had the indicator as a goal. In addia program will only receive credit for
achievement of indicators for which it was approdedng the grant process (with the exception of
GED completion). For example, if a program repadBievement in the family literacy indicators,
but is not approved in family literacy, the programi not receive credit for achievement of those
indicators. However, if students receive their GE®program will receive credit regardless of
whether this measure is approved.

The number of students who achieved the goal igelivby the number who had the goal.
The percentage is recorded.

Other Performance Measures:Programs are rated (given a percentage) basetbogsson
five other measures related to student performahd@evement of a measure is worth
one to two points. After scoring each of the measuthe state determines an overall percentage by
dividing the score by the number of measures (fiBecause some of the measures are worth more
than one point, a program could score more thaf100

Enroliment—If enrollment meets 100% of the projected enrofitn@ exceeds the
previous year’s actual enroliment, the programiveseone point. If the program exceeds
the projected enrollment by more than 10%, therptbgram receives one and one-half
points.

Retentior—If a retention rate of 75% or above is achievld,fgrogram receives

one point.

Pre-test information-If the complete pre-test data entered in ABLELm&et or exceed
98%of the number of students enrolled, the prograreives one point.

Post-test versus completersf the number of post-tests meets or exceedsuher of
students completing an EFL, the program receivespwints.

Pre- and post-tests|f the number of students post-tested equals ceeds 50% of the
students pre-tested using a standardized assessheptogram receives one point. If
the percentage is greater than 75%, the progra@iveecone and one-half points.

Calculation: The total number of points earnediier five measures divided by the number
of elements (five).

Example of Calculating Other Performance Measures

Measure Achievement Level PelE) Pos_slble
Earned Points
Enroliment Met 100% of FY06 projected enroliment 1 lorlb5
Retention Rate was 95.8% 1 1
Pre-test information | Number tested matches 98.8% of the number 1 1
enrolled
Post-test versus Number of students post-tested equals 96.9% of 0 2
completers students completing a level
Pre-test and post- Program post-tested 79.5% of the number pre-tested 15 lorlb5
test
Total points received 4.5 7
Percentage score* 90%

* Total points received in this example is 4.5. Base some elements are worth more than 1 pointothlegpossible
is 7; however, the total points received is divitbgdhe number of elements, which is 5. In thise¢ds5 points 5
elements = 90%.
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Administrative Requirements

This second area of the Ohio desk review includegpercentage of administrative
requirements met by local programs. There are hdrasitrative items evaluated for all programs
and one additional item, attendance at the New ABitgctors’ Orientation, which only applies to
some programs. The table below lists the adminig&rdems that are tracked by the state for
timeliness and completeness.

Administrative ltems

Data Certification Checklist

(PPDP)

Program Professional Development Plan

First Data Match

Second Data Match

First Interim Report

Second Interim Report

Annual Performance Re

port (APR) Final Data Match

Fall Directors’ Meeting

Spring Directors’ Meeting

Final Expenditure Report (FER) LD Policy and Planning Guide

FY06 Schedule A (Report of Local Funds)

New ABLE Directors’ Orientation, if applicable*

* This item does not apply to all programs.

Combined Scores and Overall Ratings

To compute a final desk review score and obtaiowemnall rating for the program, the state
enters the student achievement and administraéwe scores into a format similar to that shown in
the example belowstudent achievemeist weighted twice as much administrative requirements

Example of Combined Score and Overall Rating

1. Student Achievement

(67% of overall score)

84.4*2=168.8

EFL Completion 10 EFLs achieved + 12 attempted 83.3%
Overall Level Extra points earned 5%
Completion
Core Indicators 3 areas exceeded minimum performance levels +~ 4 areas | 75%
attempted
Other Performance 4.5 points out of 5 (+2 bonus) on other measures 90%
Measures
Average (83.3+75+90+5)+3 84.4
2. Administrative Requirements  (33% of overall score) 92.9
13 or 14 elements 13 + 14 = 92.9% of requirements were met 92.9%
TOTAL Points | 261.7
Percentage | +3=87.2%
Overall Rating | Superior
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Below is the rubric used to assign the prograsueriorrating based on the overall
percentage of indicators met:

Designation State Indicators Met
Exemplary 95-100%

Superior 85-94%
Acceptable 70-84%

Not acceptable Below 70%

Implementation and Buy-In

In the past 2 years of the desk review process, QtiliEed the assistance of an
Accountability Task Force (ATF), comprising locabgram personnel, to revise this tool. The state
office gave programs an early draft of the annuahitoring report to allow program directors to
provide comment and correct any errors. This wargtigal step that allowed ODE to address all the
major issues while still in the draft stage of thport. The feedback provided during that initial
feedback stage resulted in a number of changéeteport. ODE continues to collect feedback from
local programs through the ATF (discussed below).

After the 1st year of implementation, ODE conducatsgional training on “Understanding
Your Desk Review” and walked programs through tee system. Trainings continued into the
3rd and 4th years of implementation that focuseddministrative, data entry, and instructional
strategies.

Other changes made over the 4 years include:

Increased weights on post-test datd&arly in the desk review process, many programs
had high completion rates but were not showingdhmsnbers in their assessment data.
So, the state increased the point values for cderglevith post-tests.
Added “Program Service” section to report.Last year, the state added a section to the
report that summarizes the contributions the progaad its staff have made at the state
level (e.g., director and staff participating osktdorces). It was a recommendation from
the field to acknowledge state-level contributiansl apparently went over very well,
because the reports are sent back to agency stgmetémts and CEOs.
Increased focus through greater weighting on learmegain. The state noticed that it
needed to change its emphasis to “make sure thi Was clear evidence of learner
gain.” As a result, greater weight was given talstii outcomes.
Changed grant application process to match desk réw. As the state made changes
to the desk review, it made sure to align thosegbs with the grant application process.
This helped programs become prepared for the dédiesction and monitoring
requirements.
Created an Accountability Task Force.The ATF is composed of state and field
representatives who provide input on key issueded|to the National Reporting System
(NRS) and state accountability. The revisions &dbsk review process described above
were presented to the ATF for review. The ATF agldi©DE to implement several
ideas, including:
o Inform the field about changes prior to the begugrof the year, so that programs
can anticipate how to implement new requirements.
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o Roll out changes first as bonus points, and theagmate those points within the
actual scoring system the following year.

0 Use the bonus points as incentives instead ofactirtg points for poor performance,
which might serve as a disincentive.

The ATF meets quarterly.

Usage and Impact

The Ohio desk review process has encouraged pregmaddress data quality, teacher
quality, and program management. The biggest impfatie desk review system has been to
encourage programs to focus on the importanceapfgurgoal setting, pre-/post-testing, data
monitoring, accurate data entry, and full studefagement in the teaching and learning process.

Program ratings have improved dramatically overphst 4 yeardn the 1st year, there were
manynot acceptabl®verall ratings. In the 2nd year, the state sawenodia bell curve in ratings and
continued to offer training, particularly to nevaft By the 3rd year, programs continued to improve
and ODE focused its training and technical assigtam instructional strategies. Additionally, the
quality of the data improved allowing ODE to restdinks between data and performance. The
state is now looking further into improving the ttyeof instruction and programs.

When ODE first rolled out the desk review systegedrs ago, all the calls from
superintendents/CEOs of local programs were pesigiveviously they had not realized the status of
their program (whether doing well or not), and thegrned information about their programs
through the reports. Program administrators alse lgaeater faith that their data are an accurate
reflection of true performance and seem more actgpf performance rewards and technical
assistance. A natural consequence of the procedselem that the program administrators and staff
are paying more attention to performance dataedt kkvels.

Incentive funds

For the 4 years the review system has operatedrgres have received incentive funds of
varying amounts based on how much the state hasai@e to pull together from a variety of
sources. The 1st year was an open application gsoé@y program could apply for funds, and most
did apply. Because the state only had enough fignisupport the top scoring programs this caused
some ill will. In subsequent years, ODE stipulateat only those programs that earned a rating of
superioror exemplarywere allowed to apply. The proposals were revieamdifully funded if
selected. (A cap per program was announced in advpAlso, the state provided suggested
activities suitable for additional funding and alled programs to propose other options.

ODE continues to make changes to the desk revistersyto increase accountability. ODE,
in conjunction with the ATF, is in the process evdloping program profiles. These profiles will
present outcomes, demographics, and other programmiation. The state had avoided taking this
step until now because of concerns about datatguali

When programs do report dissatisfaction with thekdeview process, they often cite
problems with the data management system—ABLELIile state has learned that in these cases it
is often a result of data entry problems. For eXaithe data entry person may be new or need
additional training. After providing this suppaittte programs are likely to make improvements.
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Future Directions

Next, ODE will work with the ATF to develop perfoemce-based funding (PBF). However,
the state also is concerned about unintended coesegs, such as programs shifting the population
they serve from low-literate to higher academicctioning adults.

For More Information

ODE’s desk and onsite review materials are avalabline at:
http://www.ode.state.oh.us/GD/Templates/Pages/ODERetail.aspx?page=3&TopicR

elation|D=882&ContentID=6828&Content=12998
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Texas Desk Review System

Background

The Texas Education Agency (TEA) found that in sey\a large state it required a desk
review system to effectively maintain regular cabhtaetween the state office and local programs. An
existing hard-copy monitoring tool was used as&s for developing an online desk review
system.

The Texas desk review system, which is in its Zaryof use, represents the interest of TEA
to switch from a compliance to a performance foeusle still addressing some core compliance
issues. Currently, the desk review system awaraigptm programs based on four core performance
indicators (retention, demonstrated gain, comptelegerel, and follow-up) and two compliance
indicators ( teacher quality and data quality). $iistem also has space to enter narrative on studen
successes and program innovation.

Design

TEA uses the online management information systdi), AEGIS, to generate a quarterly
report, or Compliance Review, on each programestate office. Twenty-four hours after each
report is generated, absent intervention from tate grogram manager, the report is sent to the
state’s seven managers (each manager reviews haor@® programs, including TANF,
Corrections, EL Civics and Even Start). The marmgee required to look at each of their reports
every quarter (usually with the exception of thedigarter report). The managers also visit 20% of
programs each year, and they bring the desk rengparts with them during these visits.

Figure 1 is an example of a quarterly report thateint to the seven mangers. It includes a
score for the program, whether a program is in d@mpe, and a list of areas or “issues” for which a
program is out of compliance.

Figure 1. Example Compliance Review
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After each quarter, when Compliance Reviews am@ifiad, AEGIS sends an e-mail alert to
local program managers telling them how to logoiniew the Compliance Review report. Figure 2
is an example of an alert.

Figure 2. Example Compliance Review Alert

Table 1 below provides a list of the performanaiaators that TEA uses to generate its desk
review reports. Indicators are generated in foaasrretention, demonstrated gain, completion Jevel
and follow-up. Each of these four areas is furttieided into subindicators. A program earns a point
for meeting or exceeding the target set by the $tateach of the subindicators. The target isdase
on performance targets negotiated with the U.Sabepent of Education. Texas continually updates
the goals for the indicators. For example, last $886 of students had to have post-tests; this year
the goal was raised to 65%. To be in complianggpgram must earn a point for each indicator. The
total number of possible points varies by typeroigpam. For example, because EL Civics does not
serve adult basic education (ABE) or adult secondducation (ASE), it is not scored for these
measures.

In addition to the score generated from the corasmees above, the quarterly desk review
reports include:

Teacher quality, for example, teacher training, s&affing, pre-service.

Data quality review (coupled with an AEGIS repoAj:the end of each quarter, the local
program director must sign off that the data (lass) are reliable.

Student success and program innovation storiesltiypky programs, so this information
is captured for the federal reports. State managersw these summaries each quarter
and paste similar issues together.

The desk review system is linked to the Texas aetgygstem (used for competitive or
continuation funding). This allows the state toilgasonitor quarterly fund draw-down within each
funding category.

Implementation and Buy-In

In the 1st year of the desk review system, mudhefttention was on data quality and
looking for unintended consequences. The first @m@ntation year included some bumps. For
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Table 1. Performance Indicators

Indicator ID Adult Education Compliance/Performance Indicator

1.0 RETENTION—The program has met its goal for:

1.1 The number and percentage of adult learners who have participated in baseline
assessment and who have attended at least 12 hours of instruction

1.2 The number and percentage of adult learners who have participated in baseline
assessment and who have participated in progress testing

2.0 DEMONSTRATED GAIN—The program has met its goal for:

2.1 Percentage of students who demonstrated gain in TABE Reading

2.2 Percentage of students who demonstrated gain in TABE Language

2.3 Percentage of students who demonstrated gain in TABE Mathematics

2.4 Percentage of students who demonstrated gain in BEST Oral Interview

25 Percentage of students who demonstrated gain in BEST Literacy Skills

3.0 COMPLETION LEVEL—The program has met its goal f  or:

3.1 Percentage of students who completed the ABE Beginning Literacy

3.2 Percentage of students who completed the Beginning ABE

3.3 Percentage of students who completed the ABE Intermediate Low

3.4 Percentage of students who completed the ABE Intermediate High

35 Percentage of students who completed the ESL (English as Secondary Language)
Beginning Literacy

3.6 Percentage of students who completed the Beginning ESL

3.7 Percentage of students who completed the ESL Intermediate Low

3.8 Percentage of students who completed the ESL Intermediate High

3.9 Percentage of students who completed the ESL Advanced Low

3.10 Percentage of students who completed the ESL Advanced High

3.11 Percentage of students who completed the ASE Low

4.0 FOLLOW-UP—The program has met its goal for:

4.1 The percentage of all adult students who have the goal of achieving a GED or high
school diploma and achieved a GED or high school diploma

4.2 The percentage of adult learners in ASE who achieved a GED or high school
diploma

4.3 The percentage of adult learners with a goal of entering postsecondary education or
training who entered postsecondary education or job training

4.4 The percentage of adult learners who were unemployed at the time of enrollment and
have a goal of obtaining employment, and entered employment

4.5 The percentage of adult learners who were employed at the time of enrollment and

retained employment

example, TEA promoted desk review as a tool fogmm performance with some monitoring
capacity. During roll-out, however, the results &presented as compliance reports, and all

programs were considered to be either in or ogbaipliance. In addition, the program reports were

distributed to program directors and a list of éiddal stakeholders, such as bosses of program
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directors, CEOs, college deans, et al. These sbidets received the quarterly report at the same
time as program directors. This caused an outctyempart of the local programs in the cases where
programs were designated “out of compliance.” Assailt, the programs requested that the state
send the reports only to the program directors, wbold then distribute it to others. In the 3rdiyea
of the system, the reports only go to directors wke them for program improvement and are not
posted publicly.

TEA has made some adjustments to the desk revisteraybased on the 1st year of
implementation and, as a result, the 2nd and 3adsyleave gone more smoothly. For example, TEA
has changed their requirements for how local pragraill respond to the report. In the 1st year,
programs had to write responses to any out-of-ciampé issues every quarter. Now, the final
end-of-the-year report is the only one that indisavhether a program is out of compliance, and
program directors write responses once a yeahein tesponses, directors must detail their
strategies for improvement and include any requestselp from the state office. The state office
keeps a history of the out-of-compliance issued,maanagers can see which issues arise year after
year.

Usage and Results

Local programs reported learning a lot throughréports. The state director remarked that
the impact of desk review “really woke people upoik at their data more. . . . They really look at
the data sign-off sheet. . . . We’ve had it [inald format] for years [but] now they are paying
attention. . . . We also take them to task oveidgbges where they are out of compliance. It's no
longer a chore; it's something that lives and breat’

The state managers found that the desk reviewrsyista helpful aid during site visits,
particularly those requiring a short turnarounde Tiarterly reports show the state managers
(a) whether the programs are entering data, andoflv)successful programs are for key factors such
as post-test percentages.

TEA currently does not tie performance awards ading to the system. However, over the
next 2 years, TEA will likely move to a performareased reward system using AEGIS. In addition,
the state office acknowledges programs with higiggam scores by recognizing them with
certificates at annual business meetings. The diaetor reports that these certificates “aretpret
important to the programs; it's a big deal to th&@imey talk about it for years to come.”

Future Directions

In the future, TEA is seeking to put a number gbiavements in place, including the
following:

Developing a statewide reporting capability linkedhe e-grant system that would allow
Texas to compare like programs to help with progmaprovement. Currently, the
reports can only be run by individual programsgemparisons among programs are not
possible.

Looking into efficiency indicators, such as cost gteident or cost per GED. Because
fiscal data are linked, building these indicatote ithe quarterly reports will be relatively
straightforward.
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Giving program directors control to define and raports. Giving program directors
access and control would empower programs.
Looking across programs to give needs summariesgional training centers.

For More Information

For more information, see the Texas Education AgerWeb pages on Adult and
Community Educatiorittp://www.tea.state.tx.us/adul#rom there, you can link to Texas
LEARNS, which includes training resources and anlABducation Administrators’ Manual:
http://www-tcall.tamu.edu/texaslearns/05admanuaéctitm
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