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- | '_ _ ABSTRACT

During 1977-1978 the Department of Occupational Educatlon Super-

—

'V|5|on funded the second year of a study to develop definitions of
project "impact! and to relate these definitions to funding decisions

made by DOES. The definitions and prioritieS»for'high impact projects

in vocat|onal educat|on are |mportant for both: fundlng, that is the
allocatlons of,money to |nd|vodual proJects, and ‘to evaluatlon--pro-

viding guidance to local education agencies in determining important

outcomes for evaluation. Focusing on the same set of variables in

funding decis?on making and in evaluation will assic® both state de-

cision makers’ and Iocal dlrectors of vocational education to have

» I
sumular pr|or|t|es. . » “ Jom

- During the first year of the project, the resea-ch related to
decision making and priorities was-reviewed, an annotated bibjiography i

was compiled, and a pfﬂot study was conducted with DOES staff to test

. out the method of examiming priorities. “The current year's work focused

to relate them to the

‘
T
.5
o

'/ on further reflnement of the: ”|mpact“ varlables
1976 Amendments (PL 94- 482) and a survey of Directors of Vocatlona

r Educatlon to determlne their priorities for impact varlablea, as well
Interviews with several directors assusted

| _as DOES staff pr|or|t|es.

/' 'IRDOE staff ‘to refine draft questlonnalres desugned 1) to obtain prioritles

for |mpact variables; and 2) to ‘obtain sample distrlbutlon data for the

T ———

predlctlve and outcome |mpact var-ables. Also, LEA oplnlons-on the avail-

| . .

_ N ab|l|ty of data were collected. Responses to the questionnaires provide

bl . | - B _ o o
- one |nd|cat|on of valiﬁity (the relationship between DOES and LEA prior-

|t|es) and feasibility (extent to whlch data- are currently avallable or can

) . be made avallable) g E o . Co-
o : T

= : o ; "L '&
~ -3 ,. |




FOREWORD
~As a downététe outreach of the New York State Education
Department's Research Coordinating Unit, the Institute’ for Research
and Development in Occupational Education (IRDOE) has attempted to
identify problems or areas of concern in oLcupatlonal education and

configure ways and means of amelloratlng or eradlcatlng them. One

such area of concern was the application of ''risk money'' to proposals

submitted to the Office of Occupational and Continuing Education for:

- funding. Another, parallel, concern was the basis upon whlch proj-

ects, once funded and completed, were evaluated

In both cases, alfhough personnei engaged in the tasks were
conscnentlously applying the|r understandlngs ot the terms to the
processes, it secumed that there were coh5|det4ble variances in
definition of.terms and criteria: AceordithQ,;in FY '75, 1RDOE

undertook an in-house review of -literature\and ihformai assessment

~of practices and, when satisfied that a needlexisted to standardize

.practices, developed a proposal in FY '76 fer a study in depth.

This document reflects a two-year effoft Hesighed to, first,
develop definitfons and criteria appliceble to funding decisions
and, éecondly, to test-paya1lel criteria ihgthe assessmert ot proj-
ects funded and completed. That the report is timely is evidenced
by the DHEW's Office of Education’ (OE)'pu‘b_'l_‘yishing,,_at this writing,
REP 78-67, ''Development of Criteria to'Meaéuke the Effectiveness

and lmplementatlon of Demonstratlons in Vocatlonal Education."

Lt is hoped that the materials herein will Pontrlbute sugnlflcantly :

to the OE thrust as well as. ‘that of the HNow York State Educatlon

Department.

Led Cohen, Ph.D. B
Director, IRDQE '

i
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1. - Introduction

_0vervfew; ' “_ T s .
This study of the validity and feaaibility.of impact ratings is
the second year_of a prOJect concerned with llnklng evaluatlon and fund-

ing decusuon maklnc 5 During the first year of the progect, the- research

K - by

related to funding declsron maklng was revnewed and the process was 4den-

' tlfled by-which evaluatlon data and data requested for fundnng declsuons

could be lanked The pllot work in the flrst .year suggested that raters

\
could: reach consensus on the maJor outcomes”that could be |ncluded in

the - evaluatlon of - vocatlonal education programs an‘ also consensus on the
..”predrctlve” impact varnablas for which information could be proynded

at the tlme of fundung The consensus expressed by those concerned wnth
,ﬁ

decxsxon making in .undlng general grants under Subpart 2 of the VEA

f

leglslatlon sugge<t°d that the second year ‘of- the prOJect should be de-

¥

voted to developlng a fihal set of both predlctnve and outcome varlables

for fundlng and evaluatnon respwctlvely,'and to examlnlng the consonsus

among fundlng dec|Ston makers and fundlng appllcants as one estlmate of

[E

_the ! valldlty" of the mayor varlables to be used in fundlng dec|5|on

mak:ng and evaluatlon.
The second year of the oroject, theh,.haé carrfed oht a Series of
’act|V|t|es de5|gned to result in‘a final llst‘of varlables with priority
in evaluatton and funding decnsuon maklng The actuvuties included the

deve!opment of a seraes of questlonnalres designed to assess the prlo

ities of two ma JOF groups concerned with evaluat on and decision maklng-—.

the Department of Occupatlonal Educatlon Supervns:on Staff and .the Local
I

-Educatton Authority (LEA) vocatlona] educatlon staff who. rece|ve fundlng

4. v . -

'under the basnc grants sectlon of the VEA of 1976 One;questionnaire was




2 : . S a |

designed which would permit each'grdyp to.eXpress their'rank order of

importance and rating for a set of variables which could be known at

e . ’

the tine~6T’funding (predfctive impact variables) A second set

Koutcome lmpact varlables) could be lncluded in evaluatlon of VEA grant

el ~ ) C
o+

programs. Th;\rank orders and ratnngs permltted the deve1qpment of two

T~

sets of data. The First%set was concerned with the consensus among LEA

- ' raters.in d:fFErent regions. and large cities of the state, and the ‘
! . . .

~ agreement of the LEA staff’ overall wqth the DOES”staff The.sec0nd-set

.. of data i's thetweiqhts or the degree of importance attached to the
i 'varlables recelvuno the highest. prlorlty among the sets of raters sur-" . _.ﬂ

veyed in the study

In addition to,detenminin the priority and criterion weights for |\

major predjctivejand'oUtcome v riablea,,two additional questionnaires . .

were desngned toiprQV|de estumates of the categorles on which proJects

th - mlght be descrlbe_;for each of the |mpact scales, That is, for a.varTable/:

determlned to;be (maJor prlorlty and g|ven a-hlgh weighting, such as o \54

7number of local Jobs avaulable in the area of the training program, some

%{ : ' '|ndex |s‘needed‘"ﬂ' ”late the. avallabllltv of emplovment to potential

number of gradhateago

'the~Program¢"0ne way of provfding a ”scoteﬁ’for a

ata related to. *he need to provude rater categorles These

at S__lecti g

two questlonnalres -had several purposes They eiamined”the amount of data

H kR



- outcomes and the ralationshi

//

greadily availat:ie a ELEAS) and‘they-dﬂso7provided for LEA staﬁf to_,.

v oy

suggest_—-that—the data wouldfhe avaflable’if;given advanced nct}ce or

wouid be-very difficult to-collect. The-qUestionna-res served the

.‘further purpose of. beginnlng a dlalogue be tween DOE and LEA staffs

- on the 1mportance of providing data for fundlng dec|5|on mak|ng and

evaluation of VEA- funded programs.

ln-Summary, the. flrstfyear of the project_examined the methods
cufrently avaiiabl: to DOES Itaff in establishjng.priorities for VEA

bétween'specifying important variables
\

for: fundpng dec|5|ons as they\related to evaluat|on of proJects. The ’,_5:
. - \ N
second year ‘has determ|ned one aspect of the val|d|ty of the ‘major

\

x varnables for /funding and evaluatlon, that is the relatlonshlp between

l
the prnorlttes established by Lﬁﬁ and DOES staff, and sebondly, has
/

provnded some estimate of the dlstrlbutlon (dlfferent vaﬂues proJects

may have on’ the impact varlablLs)\w1th a view toward estgbllshlng rat|ng

i
" v

’categornes for fundlng decnsnon maklng and outcome evaldatlon Ihe

\

“high srhooi level By DGES. \

" /
proeedures and results. of thejstudy are presented in Chapters/z 3, _and_Ae_e.
\

Chapter 5 prov\des an overalf~summary and recommendatlons for next stqps.

The second part of thls |ntrochtion descrlbes a recent’y conducted study

for»communlty col1eges whach is snmllar to the work be|ng dcv Ioped at ‘the

Recent Studaes

The review of the research llterature pre’ented in the flnal report‘

of the flrst year of the prOJect An Exploﬁatory Study of the Impact of

'hVocatlonal Educatlon: Impllcatlons for Fundunq described two areas of ,,.'

\
{

:researdh related to“the-current proJect. ‘The first area is the early

e




)

work in decision making which.'provides several ways to estimate, the

utilities or values attached to particular variables .or outcomes of
decisions and the second was a beginning area of research in linking .
studies of decision making to funding decision making. Two studies” =

have appeared in the past year whfch~merit'description in terms of

g

thelr.relatlonshlp te the current proJect.\ The f|rst is a revuew and

i -

A
set of studies by Einhorn ‘and Hogarth\(1978, in press) which’ examlnes

\. o
the confldence that juddes have in thenr\decision making They examined

\ f

% . the contradnctton between demonstrated evudence on the falllblllty of"

‘ ! ‘ .
‘) _ human judgment and th= ”seemnngly unshakeab}e confldence people exhiblt |

(o : in the|r juddgmental ab:1|ty-‘ They strejsed three key variables in the
v . : . "
judgment process. “he f|rst is the strﬁcture of the Judgment task the'
sec0nd is the extent to wh|ch people can observe the outcomes of their

judgments. As they note, most stud|es have snmply correlated Judgments

4>f' ' - with criteria. How |nd|V|duals or i dges then decnde the action to take'

e i -

3 ‘has been neglected. As they polnt out, tn real world sutuatlons, judgments
\ : .

are made for the purpose of choosing between act|ons. Thls .means- that

LI - outcome |nformat|on, such ‘as, evaluation data, whlch~is available only
after the actlons or fundlng decusuons are- ade, fs frehuently the onIy
source of feedback with whlch to compare Judgment. Thear thesis |s ‘that

in order to better understand Judgmental ablllty, |t is necessary to con-

ﬁ;l . B slder the Judgment, the actlons ‘taken, and the outcome feedback together.

Thelr argument provudes a further ratronale for the current proJects efforts

. to llnk the outcome and predictive |mpact statements so that evaluatJon

.data.can “feed-back“ to modify future Judgments,




" who are not funded.

.

L]

Einhorn and Hogarth also point to a research problem in strictly
‘correlating judgments of the'impact or success of projects and the judges'

- . ‘ e ‘
iditial~rating of projects. Research problems are that one can only
; | . : . _

\ X . . .
- look at ?ccepted projects to see 'if they have been successful, sirce un-

\ : :

- successful “applicants are not funded. The ideal validity study for -

jiidgments  would includqundfng both projects judged to be of hfgh impact

/and a smaller subset of those judged to be of low potential, and then to
/ . . oS

/ i .. -‘- - ’ ) .
' observe the success rate. However, for practical and ethical reasons this

type of study is never carried out. The result of this research design

-

problem is that the "treatment' of receiving a grant is completely com-

. founded with judgmental accuracy.. That is,:giving a LEA a grant may ‘give

. : NG .
them time and resources to do more and better work as'dppgzéﬁfto applicants .
: : ) ' L ’ .

~
i

" The limitations of cdrre1ating'judges'ratings of high .impact projects
. . ) . Ve {
with criterion or .independent judggs;rafings of high impatt\projects has

implications for the present project. The current project has, therefore,

_taken a somewhat different first approach to validation, and that is to

‘examine the relationship between LEA staff rankings and weightings of the’
&
priority. of impact variables with those of DOES staff,
The second study which is related to the work of the current project

was conducted by Ory, Harris, and Clark (1978) and also reported in-a

- !

second paper by Ory, Harris, Dueitt, and“Clark- (1978); This study devel-

1

bpgd and field tested a vocational education evaTuatf?n model for program$~
at'the community ccllege level. The metropofitan compunity colleges of
Kansas City, Missotri were involved in the study. AnTadyisory groﬂb‘df'»\

163 state and local ercators, legislators, college trustees, and business-.

men were asked. to rate six criteria for vocational education program eval-



uation. ;Thesé‘six criteria were:
1. The program's relationship to the job mari :t profile
2. The brogram's'su;cess in meeting vocational aspirations of

. clientele’ o .

a
,

The program's success in terms of student support

-

3
L. The program‘g,fé;el of commun'ity support 
= 5. TheApr;gégﬁ{s co§t4eff%cti;eness_.
6. Thelpcpﬁﬁam's success.;n reaching the handicapped
and Aigadvanfaged -/

These,six‘criterion statements were rated, each statem?nt paired aggfnStc

every other statement (in tHe-paired compafison_procedUre), and fod

uséblg'resgonsés‘ﬁere évail;ble frqm the surVey. 'These responses were
'ugéd ;6 deVeiob the criterion we{ghts; The three statements weighted

. most highly were: thg brograms’s relatfonship to the.joblmarket‘profile;

‘the program's 'success in meeting vocational aspiigtions of c]ienfele;

- N ’ O ) \. .
and the' program's success in terms of student performance.

The weights are used to emphasize.the important criteria for eval~
uating programs. A series of assessment instruments were developed so
that the vocational programs were assigned a quality rating of strong,

adequate, or weak (3, 2, or 1 points) on/each of the six criterion meas-

ures. The criterion quality points are/ then multiplied by their respect-

ive weights~and summed to provide a program's aggregated criterion score.

!

" The comparisons based on aggregated criterion scores as jndicators of
fljprﬁgrgm,qﬁélity are intendea to be useful in the decisions of maintaining,
medifying, or terminatihg a Vocationa1 program.

Of particular interest to the cgrrenf project was the definifién-

~of sub-criteria within each of the major criterion areas. Figure | shows



RS . _ L Figure 1, Evaluation Sc_o,re',Sheet " S A
L - (Ory, Harris, Dueitt, ané Clark, 1978, p.10):

3

o Attainment
‘% Ratings

& T &
R e £ G L .
! & " L L. . ’
¥ 3 & & =L ' Criterion I.- local Jch Yarlket Needs
e g (circle) C -
A 32 x 3@ 1 0 = (&The cccupational cormunity's exnréssed nerd for araduates
B 29 x ®2 1 0 = &1 Progrom cracuates' need for employment (% findina jobs)
C 28 3@ 0 = J4 The octcupetional conr-wnity's exnressed need for the type of
education offered by the procram . : : )
P 11 x 3 @“‘I 0:= 22 Projected enploymont needs reported by the X.L. Maznvower Peaort .
Total 229 X .30 = (2.7 Heiohted Criterion 1 Score
Criterion Xfl\ Past and Present Student Meeds
A é1 x @ 21 0 = : Employed araduate satisfaction with the pracran's job preparation
B 19 «x 1 0 = Employed oraduate sztisfaction with the Inowledge cffered - ’
€t 17 .x é 1 0 = Z¥Employed gracuate satisfaction with the skills trainino offered
D 16 x 2 1 0 = ?&Z Emplcved craduate ratinas of the pronram's euality
£ 10 x 3 1 0 = 25Current student satisfaction with the skills trainine cffered
F 9 x 3 i 0 = |2 Current student satisfaction:with the knoviedne o*fered
G 8 x @2 v 0 = @4 Current student ratincs of the program's quality
) Totz) 245X .26 = £3.7 Meichted Criterion 2 Score e
o Criterion 1I1. Gra.du,ate Job Performance 4 5
A 42 x 3 1 0 = g4 Emplaver satisfaéfipn with the graduate's overall nerforrance E
B 38 x 3 1 0 = 74 Employer ratings of the cuality of the graduate's overall performanc
/ i € 13 x 3 1 0 = zgp Employer reports of soending less, equal or more time on entry
- ~training = | ‘ L
- D 17 x 3 @ 1 0 = 4 Employer reports of saving, breakfng even; or losing money on entry
, training ) ! S T
Total Qpp X .24 = 49 Heighted Criterion 3 S:core. e S
' Criterfon IV. Occupational Community Subport '
; A 28 x % 2 1 0 = ¢4 Employer (of graduates) willingness to hire another araduste
B 26 x. 2 1 -0 = 78 Occupational Community villingness to hire prooran araduates
- 0 2 x 3@ 1 0 = y¢Emplover (of graduates) ratings of program auality
. D 4 x 3 1 0 = 3¢ Qccupational Cormunity ratings of program gualitv
E 10 x @ 2 1 0 = An Occupational Community awareness of.the program's existence
. . ot I . . )
/ , - Total Q4 X .08 = 2 ] Weighted Criterion 4 Score.-
' , Criterion V. Cost Fffectiveness
A 54 x 8 21 0. = JL2A Cost per Cred::it Hours
B 46 x ® 2 1 0 = )39Cost per Contact Hours /
v . Total 30DX .07 = &5 Weighted Criterion 5 Score \ S
Criterion VI. Success in Reaching Handicapped & hisédvantaéed '
A4 x®21 0« 12 3 Handicapped and disadvantaced student sat{sfacticn with proqrim
B 28 x 3 200 = _ag_ Availability of support services (i.e., tutoring, financial aid)
€ 19 x 3 @1 0 = 38 Facility construction and/or alternation to meet special needs
N2 x 3 2D 0 = Evidence of program's recruitment efforts ' '
' . Total »0f X .05.= {0.] Weighted Criterion 6 Score
" Composite Score = QI L (Sum of all six veighted criterion scores}
: Frigure 1. ‘Evaluation. Score Sheet - _I o
(€] : o g R RV
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an example of an evaluation score sheeét (Ory, Harris, Dueitt, and Clark,

1978). Each of theumajor criteria has sub-criteria,.sub-criteria weights,;j

and.a ratlng of strong, adequate; weak, or no data. For example, criterion
1 on local job market needs has)four sub-criterla: the occupational - com=
unity's expressed need for graduates; the program graduatesI need ﬁor
employment (% finding JObS), thewoccupatlonal community's expressed need

for the type of educatlon offered by the program; and proncted employ-

_e;__v_;;we;ment?needs reported.by.the Kansas/tlty_Manpower Repogt. These.data were

;/45/ _ collected from employer and student surveys in order. to provide individual

-program ratlngs of strongJ adequate or weak . ' .

The pro|ect establushed the rating categories in conJunctlon with’

-

. adm1n|strat|ve declslon~makers. Forlexample, in order for_a program to

be rated STRONG on sub criterion l “program graduatesl success in finding

-
by

employment,“ 0ry et al al report that at least 90% of the graduates needed i
to be~employed in tralnung-related fields. At least 752 needed to be ta
‘ employed for a ratlng of ADEQUATE, and below 75% programs recelved a ratlng

and less than 75% were used

5

of WEAK. The profic!ency levels of 90%, 75%
to assign the-attainment ratlngs of STRONG, ADEQUATE, OR WEAK,_respectlyLly,‘
to that particularvsub-criterion. The-unlque set of.proflciency leyels;
were based, as mentioned earl:er, on' .the standards o% quality desired by

\

‘the Inleldual college's admln stration. ' C .

\

z~«~;“

‘\

In the present prOJect, in contrast, a flrst step nhas been to co

(3 M ) . /
Y
struct questionnaires to go to LEAs to co‘lect |nformat|on on the dis-

trlbutlon of major varlables _ One dlfference-between the present study

-

and the Ory et _al al study,'ns that the latter collected data on completed

' programs. One of the major problems, as reported later, is that the

>




funding decisions made}by DOES are not.alwafs;directly'program-linked. o

For example, some grants may'cover equipment for several programs.’ ?he
Yentity'" being funded is not as well defined as the program being eval--

uated in'th.éﬂom unTt_ college study

graduates, st yﬁi{» {;iocal business.persons, employers;'and program
) chairpersons. Among the:questionna}res wereievaluation cHeckifsts’for
facilitfes (to determine accessablllty for the’ physically handlcapped),
a program chalrperson S checkllst for level of program part|C|pat|on
offered to haadicapped and. dlsadvantaged stldents, and a cost- evaluatlon
form used by evaluatlon personnel |
J Ory es_al_reported that crlterion scores across all ten prograns
_ range from 0 to 300 whlle composute (weighted) scores had a range from
92 to 258 of the=ten programs used for field testing, three averaged
‘ criterion rat?ngs ot-STRONG six averaged ADEQUATE ratlngs and required r
| ' modifications (|n areas suggested by the program crlterlon rat|ngs) and
e one program was rated WEAK Accordlng”to the authors{ these_ratlngs
« supported SUbJeCEIVG judgments by admjniStrative personnelgprior to the
eyaluation and- informal data collected with the guestionna{re.
In summary, the two recent studies described'here suggest the im-
-portance of - Ilnklng outcome datato data that can be known at the time
of funding, and further sugoest the need for proV|dfng both evaluatlon
and fundlng decision makers with categorles tkat can be quantltatlvely

defined, either on the basis of'judgments by,loca]'administrators and

evaluators or by sample data reported in the present project.

“as

. ' . : .1 ry o )
. 8 . / N . v
Q. o : ' U
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. Development of Questlonnanres 1977~ 1978

pRatlng procedures |n use at SED 1977 78 o ‘ f\

0 _ ln line’ W|th the new. regulatlons for the. VEA of 1976 pro|ect.
| fproposals for flsca¢ year 1979 have followed a dufferent series of
r.procdg/’es in the departmen.._ Each prQJect applncation is flrst

]examvned on a, serles of screenihg criteria. The |ntt|al screening

cr|ter|a are in two areas. The. flrst is initial project"screening

V!

cr\tirua, comprISed of six .ktems which are checked xes or.no. _The

/-
/

L . six |tems_are as -follows® - /_
e - . 1. The agency was involved. in regional planning for

\ - occupational education.

S H_ S ',’;\\_There is written documentation of local advisory council
involvement in'developing the proposai
<

‘£ 3. "The agenoy has malntalned effort (aggregate or per cap1ta

expendltures) from the prevuous year. R .

4, The proposed activities are allowable under the leglslatlon
(use statement»of allowable actlth1es)
5.'.The proposed expendltures are. allowable under- the Ieglslatlon
){ : S .ﬂkuse statement of allowable expendltures)
| _6.. The agency has a pollcy on sex blas, stereotyplng and dis-

cr|m|nat|on on flle and propoSed actuvutles are’ consustent

«

wuth the pollcy b

¢

J The cecond set of screenlng criteria are on. economic and manpower

“needs documentation. There are fourwStatements in the economic/manpower

A

needs screening criteria and they are rated on a scale going from-high,

medium hlgh//nedlum low, to low, and rece|V|ng respeftlvely, L,3, 2, or 1

pounts The four screenlng cr|ter|a statements in this area are:
. N : ‘ ' .
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1. The proJect serves an area of h|gh economnc .need as ;

ev1denced by high rates of unem loyment, concentratlons
P

'of low lncome famllles and-other economjc indicators.

2.:'Intormation\on'labor market-needs'deals.speeificaiTy with

"~ needs of the\regiqn or area’served_hy—the educationaT agencf
(regional data preferable-fbr schools serying‘regional
~1abor~market}’statewide.data acceptable in cases where
agency has area-wideﬁor statewide area of placeoentx.
‘3. Information on labor market needs is based.on;ohjeotive
- data (not Timited to opinions, personal knouledge or testi-

"monials) and is eorroborated'by at least two data sources.

A “ - .

RE Informatlon on labor market needs |s d|rectly related to the RO J

speciflc program (instructional or support servuces)seeklng
funding under VEA . B
The proJects need/to receive a score of 8 or greater to continue
in the revnew proLess/ Figures % 3, and h show . the general flow charts
dfor the review and approval decision maklng process for each of the

'three main populatlon categorles under the VEA legislation = general

_populatlon, handncapped and d|sadvantaged, and adult populatlon

As shown in the flow charts, the present proce u;e-goes from the

screening statements, including regulatory issu s and economic/manpower
needs, to the ratings of |nstruct|onal program qnallty and program manage-
ment quality Program management quality and instructional programlquallty
~scales are shown in Appendlx A, The, management/crlterla |nclude
ratings from 1 low to 4 high }n the area of statement of“needs, objectives,

“activities, costs, continuation, evaluation, articulation, and

abency experience/ past .performance. The instructionaT projegt.guality

_"’1:).'

N
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Hcrlterla |nclude ratlngs on heeds, obJectlves, aCtIJItIeS, stafflng,

. . . ‘."" ]5 i .v

-

equlpment, fag;lltles, costs, and agency experience/past performance’

The state rat|ng sca?es for program management and’ |nstruct|onal

,quallty develop sub categorles for each of these areas and provide

four-polnt rat|ng scales.‘ These procedures may be‘contrasted with.

those reported by 0ry ctlal, where there was a joint effort by adminise.
— o . Z
trators and evaluators to set category deflnltlons, and with the effo t

in the present prOJect to, provnde -some estumates of values for the

——

'categorles based on prOJect questlonnalres. The next sectlon descrlbes

the ratlonale and the questlonnalres for the present prOJect.

Rationale'and major sectlons of study guestfonnalres._

A Followung the outcomes of the 1976~ 1977 study, a summary of outrome~
and predlctlve |mpact statements were deVeloped for discussion with. the :
staff of DOES. These summaries are bresented‘iniTables f and 2: IRDOE

and ‘DOES' staff met on January 16, 1978, to reView°the previousvyear's work .

~and to develgp the revnsed |mpact statements based On the 1976 VEA amend-

ments. At the meetlng it was decnded that LEAs should also rank order the

-

nimpact statements. Because Qf this.decisidn,'some“of'the impact state-

ments that prevuously had 1ow ranks were Ieft in the set. ' -

S ke

On - the basus of the: dlscu5510n~at the meetlng, three questlonnalres

were developed. Questlonnalre 1 provuded for rank|ng and rat|ng of
predictive and outcome impact statements. Questionnaire 2 provided for

the collection of data related to each predictlve impact statement, to .

- : 1

ascertain the.data which are readily available td.LEAs,hdata that could

)

be collected diVen advance notice, and data that LEAs considered’im{

possible to eo]lect. Similarly, Questionnaire-3 provided for the collection

v -
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‘-fgblegi,iOUTCOME iMPACT;STATEMBNTs F Janun-y 1075 / .
T ' ' ” p-,._ . /" -t

Statements that received the highest ratings and rankinkz'/
‘ b

A - :(A) Training objectives are met with minimal cost ser T
e “student. . | Skt *

(c) Program graduates are working in occupations for which SRR
i they were trained ‘ , e

»(E) Vocational education needs of special groups are.met.
() .. Training increases student employment options.
‘(J) Employers are. satisfied with graduates ‘of program. :
.(K) Job satisfaction of students trained is increased.
'_;' ."(L) Students trained have. a- more positive attitude toward work

- Statements that received low ratings and rankings,(but should be
reconsidered (Para11e1 forms were’ ranked high amorg predictive statementa) ’

(F) Students are trained for occupations traditionally dominated -
) by the oppasite sex. R g ; '

(H) Students 1earn career planning. ’

(D) Program can be replicated in other settings.

h‘ - Statements that receivcd low ratinks and might be de1eted°

., (B) Large numbers_of_students'are trained. -~ |

(I) Students trained continue their education.

. ,
:




:l'Tablegz.:PREDICTIVE“IMPACT STATEMENTS - Januaryvl978

i

Statements that received the Qighest ratings and- rankings.;

'(A) Treining objectives will be met with minimal cost per
L student.' : _

" Students will be trained for occupations where jobs are
available. - ,

(D)ﬁ.Program will be r-plicable in other settings.

I

i .
'S (E)i Vocational needs.of - special groups il be met.

(F} Students will be trained for occupations traditc ionally' .
dominated by the opposite sex. _ Ca S - -

{G) Training will be provided to increase students employment
' optioens. ' : .

%'._. - . ) 1Students will learn career planning - _ ’f\

‘New statements that should be conisidered (Parallel statements were
ranked high among - outcome statements) '

| (65 Students will be prepared to meet Job’‘requirements g8 . . -
' . specified by prospeﬂtive employers. .(e.g:, employes\s
ratings of program performance objectives in terms pf job
requirements) :
(X)  Training will increase students' job satisfaction. (e.g.,, )
prospective students will rate course goals/curriculumxin
relation to being able to do their work well)

Statements thst received low ratings and rankirg and might be dwleted.

(B) Large numbers of stuFents will be trained,

(1) uNew program will serve students interests (even though obs,‘
v . ‘are not_available- locally)
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of data for each of the outcome |mpact statements The procedures ,

for deve!oplng these questnonnalres were ‘to |dent|fy the‘h

for each lmpact statement, to develop an, :ndex or snngle number as.a l

i G
o

basis for grouplng or categorizlng prOJects on a ratlng scale on that

T statement, and to then reduce the amount o‘ data actua]ly asked for in

the questionnaire to the bare minimum. This Iatter undertaklng was
L e S . —- N
S assisted in large measure by the cooperatnon generously given by three
*f'.=u LEAs. ' Draft duestionnaires were'reviewed by Mr. Thomas Castei]i, by =~ . -

Br. Donna Santa and her staff and’ by Dr Howard Friedman and his. staff

~On the basns of thenr comments IRDOE staff s:mplnfled the questnonnalres
' .~

stlll further for the survey L i.f- ."' : PR o

The three questnonnalres used in the study’are'giuen jniAppendicesf

'B,", and D. The survey procedures areidescrnbed below

& R
o . . - :
B . : . o : : -

L8}




19 | ' :

1

Iil. Sample Survey

Procedures

IRDOE staff |dentlf|ed one completed proJect from FY 1976, and one
proJect appllcaf"on for FY 1979, for each BOCES to serve as the basus for

completing Questlonnatres 2 and 3 in. the survey. For the maJorlty of

EOCES and large cities,-there was no sample proJect selectlon, since
there were few projects listed and the selection crlterlon was to

draw on a general.populatioh; secondary level project as the first

. preference. In a few cases, adult or special population projects were
_ ‘ IR » _
used. : , ] /
. //

A separate procedure was followed for New York City for FY l976 and
FY 1979 proJect selection. In cooperatlon with Dr. Howard Friedman, of
the Board of Education Center for Career'and Occupational“Education, in=-
dividual projects were selected for New.York City.] Ten. were selected

. for the predictive and ten for the outcome questionnaires. The basis for

selection was to include a range in terms of the dollar amount allocated

to the'granta and a range 'in terms of the type of occupatjon covered

by the grant, .

During-April and early-May,'questionnaires were mailed to LEA and

large city dlrectors of vocatlonal education or, for New York City, to

A%

|nd|V|dual project dlrectors. The majority of questionnaires were sent

1

out with a letter requesting cooperation from Dale M.“Post, Director of

the Division of OcCupatiohal Education Supervision. The New York City.

]“Umbrella“ grants |nclud|ng a number of individual project are often
used for New York City. The most comparable data would be for in-
.dividual projects with the l|umbrella“ grant, so these were |dent|f|ed
for the survey

27



questionnaires went out"under the eover letter hdeeorge R. Quaries,
Chief Adninistrator for the Board of Education of the Cénter for”Career
and Occupationai“Education. 'FolioWing the_Directors‘I letters; a letter'.
~from the institute for Research and.Develooment in'dccupationai Education
requested cooperation also, explained the purpose of the survey in more .
detail, and identified the VEA numbers and project titles on the question-
naires. Also, the revivarocess was descrlbed asklng respondents to
|nclude data where. they were., avallable/but where data were not. avallable‘
to mark each question as to whether:/the data‘couid he supplied if glven
adyanced notice; the -data were not accessihle without considerab}e

effort; or the data were impossible to collect.

Returns: °

LEAs were requested to call if there were questlons about ‘the
'survey and to return the surveys wuthln approximately three weeks. Ques-
.tlonnalres were returned during May and June. Two telzphone follow-up
- calls were made‘for non- respondents and the final number of questlonnalres
returned were as follows QS BOCES questlonnalres were mailed and 39
returned, for a response rate of 87%. For the large cities, 63 question‘
naires uere‘mailed_out and 42 questionnaires were returned, for‘a.response
of 67%.. All three queationnairesvwere sent to_each BOCES.
All of the.oities"programs’received a Questionnaife l‘and either a
Questlonnalre 2 or 3 dependlng on whether that program'was funded in
FY. 76 or FY 79. ’ Out of the 29 Questlonnalre 2'5 that were sert out, 20 .
.(695) ‘were returned and 22 (65%) out of 34 Questlonnaire 3's were returned.
In cases where |t ‘was obvious that the ;ame person filled out more than one
‘copy of Questlonnalre.l, only one copY (Selected at random) was used in the;
data-analy5|s. Therefore, although h2 Questlonnaire 1's were returned,
only 33 unlque copies were‘uaedwfor the analysis reported in Part lll

—- - "‘\' .‘_ _.i‘:_',‘; . :
. X . . . - 'S
N ’ o .
' - - ¢ .,‘. . i |
- " . B . ) . . :. A




~iv. Results
o " A. Ratings and‘Rankings of ]mpact Statements_(QUeStiéhnaire 1)
Three groups responded to Questionnaire 1, providing rankings and
ratings ofiimportance of predictive and outeome impact Statements:% The
) tihst group fis comprised.of'directora or project directors in BO&ES |
(n=38),'the second group consiats of respondents from the five large -
cities in the state (n=33))_and the third group includes individuals who
are Superviaprs in DOLS (n=§). The data from the'rank orderfng?of.the
'Tmportance of the predictive and outcdme statements are given in:Tables B
3 and 5. The tables show the overall rank based on’ the mean ranks

given eaeh statement by each of the three groups and the total

group. Tables 4 and 6 provide the means' and standard deviations for the

rating of importance for each statement. The ratings were originally given

r —

~on a scale from one (low) td twenty (high), but were tfanaformedrto a3mean‘ '
of 50 and a standard devlation of 10. The transformatidh mas uaed to

place each rater's set ef tatings»on the same_scale, so that eomparable
ndmbera eeuld be used for summary pdtposes. o

The amount of agreement between raters was estimated~for the DOES

UStaff ratings. Kendall's Coeffucuent of Concordance (W) was. computed for
the ranks glven by DOES staff to the predlctlve and ‘outcome impact state-
ments. W had a value of .638 for the Predictive |mpact statement _ranks

(x2

. o(x2

.

28. 7 p<. 00]) and W = 689 for the Outcome impact statements

]

30. 9 P \.001) These values show a hlghly SIgnlflcant amount of agree-

. ment among the set of DOES staff judges. (W can take a value from 0 to
U S
" +1, and is deflned as the ratio of the obtained variance to the maximum

‘variance possible.)
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. Tablc ‘3. Overall Ranklng of Predictive Impact Statem=nts
' ' by BOCES, Large City, and DOES Staff

[

Predictive Impact Statements Ranking L
R : . Large ) .
‘ BOCES® cCitles?® DOES@  Overall

. . : s I : ‘ P B
1. Students will be trained for 4 ' 2 1- = 3

occupations where JObS are’ _ | o

avallable : ) ' Y

: — v ]

2, Project . objectives are stated 5 | 5. . 3 5

in measurable terms ' :

* 3. No sex discrimination will be "~| .7 72N I AR R A
made in ‘recruiting and placing ' “ > ' . : -
students in.vocational programs ‘ . . . 1 N

h.,Traonlng ObJeCtIVeS will be.met | <~ 6 | 6 4 6
- in the most cost effectlve : o i :
manner
5, Large number of students will 10 9 10.. ' 9 k
; . be trained : : - L
6. Training will be provided to .| 1 | '3 |- 55 / 2 |

increase students' employ- ' L
- ment optlons ' : ’

7. Students will be. prepared to 2. ] o2 1
meet entry level skill require- : : ) )
ments as specnf:ed\by prospect- ' ; .

- dive employefs. (e.g ™employer's : ‘ R I

- ratings of program performance | ' '

objectives in terms of -job re-

quirements).

8.,Program will serve students' 3 : L . 5.5 'U
~ interests.
i o ' : .
1 9. Program is. artlculated with 8 8 ,£>>' 8
) ‘local post secondary - _ ’ ¥ -
|nst|tut|ons i _ ’
0. Program wull be repllcable in ) 10° 9 - { 1o
‘ other LEAs . : ' :

aOverall‘rank based 6n mean ranks. See Appendix F.

+

W= 896 .
e X2 (9 dF) = 24.18 01< p <001




R Table 4. Ratings of Predictive Impact Statefments by BOCES, . -
ST Large City, and DOES Staffs: Mean and Standard -

T _ - . - peviation of Standardized (T) Scores. )
_ BOCES Cities Sdpervisors - AN
Predictive Impact (N=38) N=33) - (N=5) (N =76)
Statements ' - -Mean S.D. . Mean -$.D. . Mean S.D. _Mean  S.D.
1. Students wil be 53.35 7.12| 56.93 7.10 | 60.03 3.31 | 55.34 7.19

trained for occu-
v pations where jobs
—{-_--are-available.

| 2. Project fobjectives | 51.36 7.77. 51,87 8.85 | 53.82 2.66 [.51.74 8.00
} ’ ~ arfe statied in meas- i - : : N :

.urable terms.

P

7] 3. No .sex discrimina- 48.31 6.47.| 47.09 7.27 | 51.48 9.79 | 47.99 7.0b

s tion will be made - o » e o .t
' in recruiting and _ ' '
placing students )
in vocational . : 4 : : ,
programs - ; \ ' . !

4. Training object- 52.75 5.92| u48.22 6.17 | 51.91 8.98 | 50.72 6.54
ives will be met - ~ . : ' '
in the most cost o '

effective manner | . - _ . - : _
: // ’ . ) ) . ' A

5. Large/numbers 39.35 6.03 | 40.74 "~ 7.56 | 36.95 3.27 | 39.80 6.63

- ~of studénts \ B D \ ' :
will be trained . S »

. 6. Training will be |. 59.80 5.32| 53.83 7.03| 53.01 .5.32 56.76 6.78

. /provided to in- L - o : :

/ eranas '

/ 'crease students
/- employment options

EEEAY

(W)

3 //;. Students will be 56.90 5.93| 57.26 7.42 ] 59.01
b/ prepared to meet o S C :

Vf, . entry level skill

‘ requirements as
specified by pros-
pective employers -

.84 | 57.19 647

8. Program will serve | 55.35  6.83 | 53.38 7.9 | sh.12 3.3 | sh.4l 6.97

students' interests|

Ny .9. Program is articu-| 43.53 .5.33| 43.88 5.66 | 42.45 6.95 | 43.61 5.46
: .. lated with local , 2 - .
post secondary . . o . o S -

institutions

10. Programwill'be . | 36.50 4.bg' | 37.28 6.11|.37.33 7.46.| 36.89 5.38
" replicable in ' R ’ - A
other LFAs.




Table 5. Overall Ranklngs of Outcome lmpact Statements

“?ﬁfﬁ‘“ﬂ““.tT:;u

by BOCES Large Clty and DOES Staffs

' ﬁanking

in other LEAs

butcome“impact Statements =
‘ - ) Large 3 ‘
. BOCES® . Cities  DOES Overall
T N . . . . H
1. Program graduates are 5 2 S [ P T
" working in occupations ' i
for which they were .
trained
2. ProjJect objectives ”_6. “ .5 5
. are fulfilled :
3. No sex dlscrnmlnationi 7 8 - 7 -7
- occurred ‘in student
, seiectnon, tranning,
" and job placement
'hf. Training objectlves are . - A 6 2 6
met in the most cost B
effectiwe’manner
5. Large numbers of students 9 9 9 9
are trained '
6. Training increases student ] 3- 4 -2
» .empioyment thlons : - ¢ '
7. Emp]oyers are satlsfned . '3 5. .3e. 3
with graduates of program o
8. Students trained have ) Ty ‘é. 1
o positive attntudes toward o .
work '
9. “Students trained continue . 8 7 -8 8
their eduCation ‘ )
10, Progcam can be repilcated 10 10 iO. 10

Foveral rank'based on mean ranks,
T

Y X.zw

.809

(9 df) = 21.84

See Appendix F.

01 < p <.001




. e e e Vit Lt &eD

N e ’ ,

FresirTable 6 Ratlngs of Outcome lmpact Statements by BOCES
T o Large Clty, "and DOES ‘Staffs: Mean and
"-Standard Deviatlon ‘of Standardized. (T) Scores..

S o | BOCES ' Cities . Supervisors  _  All -
- Outcome Impact = . > . (N=38) (N=33) . N=5) - (N=76)
. Statements . Meah S.D. #Mean - S.D. Mean = S.D. Mean S.D.

1. Program graduates - | 51.06 ~7.12| 54.87 8.21| 57.64 6.14| 53.15. 7.79
are workih in occu- i g : S ' !
pations for.which ‘ o , »

,they are traine& ‘ s - t - -,

| 2. Project object- | 52.02 " 8.17] s6.05 9.41|v 5115 s5.49 - 53.71  8.75
) ives are ful- ‘ S , , P - ,, .
é; . fllled o :

qlo3) No sex discrim- b7.14 . 6.62f 46.13 6.96| 49.80,..'9.33| 46.88 6.9
' ination occurred . '
in student select-
"~ fon,training,and . ) .
Job;placement' - ] . ‘ .

b Traunlng obJect-‘_ ] 52.94 5.70] 48.24 6.18| 57.07 .1.62 51.17  6.34
1 ives)are met in - - . o .
the" most cost: ; L ‘ S
effectlve manneér . A e

| 5. varge numbers of | 38.95 " 5.9 40,23 7.70] 35.44 .1.27| 39.27 6.67
.|~ students are _ O S - ' L
tFained :~

3446; Tralniné |ncrea§e;: 1 58.77. 5.79 52.83 - 7.08 57.23 3.79. 56.09 6.86

student employment

? \\\ optlons
j . / . Cos j i . . i .

iI"7. Employers are.satis-| 57.03 4.95| 53.96 7.25|.57.66. 3.19 " 55.74  6.12
< fied with graduates N L ' R
- of program ’ ]

"8. Students trained " 58.16. 5.86( 54.73 " 6.03| 54.23 . 6.31].56.41  6.14 -
-+ "have positive 1 S ' ‘ v
attitudes toward i Co S oo T .
work o - o

9. Students trained | 44.00 6.20| 45.96 8.46| 41.65 . 7.89 4470 7.37
continue their
ol - education

|10, Program can be | 37.13 43| 37.46  5.39| 38.10 .3.60| 37.35 b.64

replicated in.

other .LEAs* - L L *

SRR
Cou.
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SimiTarly, !;was'computed for. the.Fanks given.Qy the three sets’

of ju
'Jment

the p

s

dges: 'thE/BOCéS, Large;?ity,eanquOES staffsf The degree ot agree-

among the overail rank

/

/

redictive impact statement’

= .896 (x2 = 24.18, .01< p<.001) ;"

oqger given by the three groups was”high. = For

»~

and for- the outcome impact'statements\w = .809 (th%721-84,.Ql<}><:091).

The hlgh W coefflclents are reflected also .in the snmllarlty in the

i ~

[

rankings and ratings for the predlctlve |mpact statements, and s|m|Iar

S

agreement for - the outcome |mpact statements.

were

L

The six hlghest statements |n the Eredlctlve ranklngs and rat|ngs

(|n overall order of prlorlty) o e

Students will be prepared to meet. entry level sklll

: requirements as- SpeleIed by prospectlve employers.

Tra|n|ng will be provnded to ihcrease students’ empl oy~

ment optlons. -

Students wi'll be traLned for oscupatlons where jobs are
avallable - . :

Program will serve students' interests

&,

'Project“objeotfves-are stated in measirable terms""

Less‘prlorlty'was given to the other four statements tha't were concerned

‘e

i /’\

Training obJectlves wnll ‘be met |n the most cost effectlve -

manner

wnth sex d|scr|m|nat|on, the number of students trained, art|culat|on

with local post secondary |nst|tut|ons, and program repltcablllty in other

i

, LEAs. These four-statements all .received ratgngs below the mean of the

1
I}

o

scale, when the.ratings were averaged across all 76 raters (i.e., a mean

rating of_ less than 50).



“

students contunu:ng the|r educatlon, and program repllcablllty in other

_27 r:. o . sg ' ;g

© "The sux outcome |mpact statements that recéuved the h|ghest rank -
order and rat|ngs were: - ' ' ;r' -

'.Students trained'have'positive attitudes toward work

Tralnlng |ncreases student employment optlons
'Employers are\satlsfled w:th graduates of program

Program graduates are working in- occupatlons for
which they were tralned

ProJect ObJeCtIVeS are fulfllled

Training QbJeCtIVeS are me t in the most cost effectlve
manner ’ ’ :

¢

Again, lower priorities were given to the four‘statements that were con-

cerned wnth sex d|scr|m|nat|on, tra|n|ng large numbers of students,;‘

i

LEAs._-'

1

fThe_signjficant agreement both betweer the raters in each set of

. . . . . ‘

i predictive and'outcomeﬂimpact statements, and the agreement between the

‘_prlorlty given: thgaitatements in the rank|ng and ratlnq tasks, |ndicates

that the furtherca hrt to develop more obJectlve or quantatlve |nducator57~'

~.-for the h|gh pr:or:ty statements is worthwhlle Slmllarly,.the ‘extent *

of agreement between the s:x statements that were . h|ghest in the pred|ct|ve

set and the six hlghest in the outcome set are encouragnng " The

Ay

. BOCES the large cltles, and the DOES’ staff can work further’ to develop

a system.for fund|ng‘decg5|ons and for evaluatlon that w|ll provide data

6 .

for decision maklng that should be satlsfactory to all groups concerned.

The focus in these slx statements is somewhat dlfferent from the

set of six statements used by Dueltt'et al {1977). The six statements .

‘I
used in that study of ‘communi ty coll ges descrlbed earller, were the

3
o

'program s relation.to the JOb market meet|ng vocatuonaF*aprratlons.'

x\
.

\
ot N
Cox

U
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.\

SN of students, program posltrvely supported by students, program s level

/
of communlty support, cost eFfectnveness, and success f" reaching the

/!

'dJsadVantaged and hand1capped.' The two sets of sn; statements dlffer

in the emphasis‘on student and commun i ty support;of the program and in

t
'

servnng the speCIal populatlons of d|sadvantagec and handlcapped The

statements in, the present study had only one statement concerned with

l

ranked hlghly nor glven average ratlngs of |mpor3ahce above the average
/ T
for the scale used. W|th the exceptlon of meetlng the- needs of special

groups, the six statements ln the present pFOJeCt seem more directly

~relate¢ to the VFA fundlng regulatlons, as |s.fu|table in view of the

purpose of the project and its focus ‘on programs and projects receuvnng

federal funding. - . 4 : o
. [ ) [ /; .

The next sectlon examines the problem Pf developlng Eategorles for

“'placing project appllcants on a scale (STRGNG AVERAGE, and WEAK) for
.,each of the |mpact statements used in the/study The LEA ratrngs of
:avallabnlnty of data for each statementpare also reported,

L
/

‘/"/‘ | b 1

| I

' speCIal needs--that of sex dlscrlminatlon--and tha; statementvwas not -

.



g, Pred|ct|ve lmpact Statements (Questlbnnaire 2)

: the proJect. The data'on-feasiblllty'and distributions for ‘cateégories

;on actual proJect applicatlons and evaluatlons over the next few years. .

"Both Judgment and dlstrlbutlon data should be used in developlng scale

29 ! ' . . .. \ : ¢l‘..

{IL‘

Quest|onna|res 2 and 3 were: deslgned tq*obtaln lnformation in
. ' ¥
two areas. The f|rst #rea was the feasnblllty of- collectlng data on
each,#mpact statement, predlctlve or outcome. The second was the devel-

opment of prellmlnary dl\trlbutlon data for each |ndex to proV|de a

first approxnmatlon to scale categorles of STRONG AVERAGE, and WEAK: o

~ that c¢an be used:.in fundlng.and evaluat|on decusnon making:. These two

- areas. provlde the f|rst step toward development*oi a ratung scheme for

g?oJects that WIll have obJectlvely assngned rat|ng categorles and can |

‘ serve.to provnde a total score for each prOJeCt appllcatlon or eval-

-

uat|on that |nd|cates the degree of impact (hlgh or average or low) of

v .
P . . 7

cén be used by DOES in two. ways. Theﬁfirst.is to provide the.basls/for
further discussion of the |mplementat|on of data collectlon by LEAs on:

each 1mpact'statement. The second |s to provude an’in‘t al set of cate~

v

».~‘gor|es for scales that can be adJusted on. the ba5|s of data collected ’

PRI

categorles that are accepted and realustlc to DOES and LEAs._

,The data~on.feaslb|l|ty and |nd|ces"for each pred|ct|ve.|mpact state-

: ment are presented"below. The indlées have-been-grouped"lnto three cate-

AN

- gor|es for the - |mpact statement: where possible, given the distribution

h)

of the data on the respectlve |nd|ces. There are moderate to severe

]

limitations to the data reported below. The use of questlonnalres to
collect the dlstribution data has an inherent llmltatlon |n~terms of

communlcatlon with the respondent and lnterpretatlon of the request for '

—

.. for, ﬁata. Some respondents clearly provnded.lnapproprlate data, and



1

By,

o

*data thCh d|d not meet a test of "reasonableness" were not used for

the lndex d|str|but|on involved Also, the amount of data avarlable
varled greatly from Jmpact statement to impact statement Rather than .
impose an undue (and lwkely to be unmet)’ burden,'respondents were in-

structed to indicate the availability of data where it could not be

'Aqujck1y-proyided:' A letter of instruction to LEAs requested'that the

followung process be used to revuew and. provnde data for the |mpact .

statements

3

' a. fili out the questlonnalre using the appropr|ate project
> as’ listed;

~using the fiscal and program reports, do not attempt to
" complete the item. But, WHERE YOU OMIT DATA, PLEASE MARK
EACH ITEM IN THIS MANNER

OK if the data could be supplled glven adVance notice or

NA |f the data are not accessubre wuthout consuderable effort or

«A

M f the data. are ImEOSSIb]e to collect.» T 4/’

/ ~r

Respondents were requested to mark an’ OK NA, or 1M for each |tem left

b}ank - Thus, in exam|n|ng the data whlch follow, consﬂderable cautlon

‘should be used. Although the number of respondents for BOCES is hlgh

¥

the tables on data avallablllty wull usually |nd|cate that consuderably

fewer BOCES (and Iarge c!tles) supplled partlcular data. Also,.fhe'

partlcular LEAs supplylng data varles/f/om questlon to questlon.' With

these caveats in m|nd, the followin data proV|de a basus for a ,provi-

..

'5|onal ratlng form, as summar|zed in Part V. of this report.
0y P

b. for |tems requestlng data that are not readily avallable a Y

Lk



Predictive l@pact*Statements

1. Students_wi]lzhe trained for occUpations where jobé'are available.

3;‘i 3 Table 7 éhows-that a.majoritghof BbCES‘and large cities—could ejther

| supply the data on Job openlngs or indicated tha%/zhe data could be

supplied. Five. Boces and flve large cities indicated the data were not
' | Table 7.; Dataxavallable on Job Openings

~ . Data = = Not. Imposs- No. - e

B Supplied’  OK _ Accessible - ible ' Response " TOTAL
 BOCES | 24 - | 4 5 | 5 | 39
Cocmes{ 8 | 71 s o} - -] 20,

acceaéible without«considerable effort, and one indicated the data o&
AR

job openings were |mpoSS|ble to supplwy. Slnce the predlctlve |mpact ’

statements asked for data on a FY 1979 grant appllcatlon, there is an

i T apparent lack for some LEAs in the‘ba5|c data that are- needed to. support

b

a VEA appllcatlon o . .
The index developed for thié'impact statement consisted of the ratio

" " Total number of local jobs available -~
“ Total number of <tudents expected to particupate

Th|s index was computed for each of the 32 LEAs that supplled data and

three.categorles were established based on the ratio above.. The numbers

e

‘e

of BOCES and Large Cities ﬁalling.in each category.are shown below:

" Scale " . No. of Jobs v | s
CategorYf No. of Students BOCES CITIES
Weak &l |9 b
. Average Z1<2 1 : 7 ‘ ?.
" Strong . ->,2'- | 8 © 5 ,

ilntuitiveiy,‘the funhding applicant who shows that less than.one job per

expected studentjis availahle is a weaker applicant or is lesailikely

s

e



hia.available.

32

3

_to have an impact than one- for whom at least one job'and{les§ than 2 ;

'Stronger apblicdnts prdVide data'that'more than two-jobs”

are, avallable |n thelocal area for each. trainee 'in the occupatlonal

progrdm._ These three categorles can provude the basis. fé?‘WEAK AVERAGE

and $TRO

A

of these
supplylng data-ls very high.

to see whether changes in the Iabor market wa{rant adJustlng ‘the

\’

c\&egorles can be checked wuth LEASs and the feasnbllltJ of

definitions.

2. ProjeCt objectives are stated in measdrable terms.

_Table 8 snows that a maJorlty of BOCES and large C|t|es can. provnderﬂgig,:;

‘l;'f

€

!

Data from succeedlng years can be

e

program ratings on this lmpact statement. The acceptablTlty

examlned-

2 category

\

- a count of the number of obJectlves they have and the number that are

\

stated in "meas U

BOCES

CITIES

" Table 8.

ble“ terme

Data avallable on prOJeCt obJectlves

§
o Data . . Not Imposs~ "Ng S IR
. Supplied 0K Accessible. ible .° .Response TQTAL ﬂ;i#
2 | 0 2 B 5 11 39,
18 - = ; i : Zdb i"ﬁd
b;The index computed“was the ratio: - |
: "humber.of measurable ogjectlpes o
Total- number of onJectlves
fThe d|str|but|on of, the ihdex is shown below: /
chale No. Meas . ._. o .
Fategory * Total No. BOCE§ _ CITIES ,
Veak 0 _ év_ 2 .
. Average' . 201 B 8 4
Str%ng el :lk ' 12° ‘

This obJectle relies upon the Judgment of the BOES staff to deflne‘A

y«measurabllity.

N

fl()

The deflnltlon of measurablllty used in the FY 1979




i

.fundtng.broeesalcan be used here: '‘two people ‘can agree on what

constitutes achlevement of the obJect«ve.” Projects which do not

provnde measurable objectives would be eonsudered WEAK on this impact

" statement, those where the ratio .was between-zero and one (i.e., some,

" but not all, objectives are considered measurable) wculd be categor-

- ized as an AVERAGE,QrojeCt, and those where all objecfives were meas-

,_urablepruld.be.rated STRONG on- this particularvimpact statement.

3. No sex dlscrlmlnatlon wull be made in recrultlng and platlng
students in vocational programs.

The data requested'for this atatement are checks of the activities

in vocatlonal education prograﬁg'that will assist in sex equity. These

activities are listed beiow, along wuth the percent of BOCES (N = 39)

" and large cutles (N 20) . cheCking each activity.

-

Check each acthnty below that wull be carrled out prior to or durlng
this project.  °° . : ) : . .

Percent checking:
BOCES CITIES .

85 100 Vocatlonal courses -are equally available
T~ to jlgﬁie’and male students upon request.
Ly 45 Female and male students will be recruited

in approximately equal numbers.

7% 100 A1l course instructional material will be
free of sex bias.and sex role stereotyping.

28 25 Program- teachers will equa]ly represent
7 females and males.

51 65 ““Role models'' of ‘the 'montraditiohal' sex
for the occupation will visit the program.

79 90 All career materials will be free of sex
bias and sex role stereotyping.

79 95 Men and women students are provided in-
formation about their rights to equal
.educational and employment opportunltles
under ‘the law.



Percent checking:

'BOCES - :CITIES

i

3% 85

A program will be conducted for

5

parents
which will assist them to work with

_their daughters and sons to consider all

69 ,-85

will be provided to females .and

educational and employment opportunities.

Special support services or counseling
males - °

who select a nontraditional occupatuonal

P I"OQ ram

79 - 75
' | ments for females and'males.

69 65. .

. personnel will be provided the ‘i

. training necessary for the delivery of sex-

Equal emphasis will be placed on finéncia]
_support and. cooperative educational place-

-Program instructional and related guidance

nservice

fair instruction and counseling for students.

- Table 9 shows that these are very feasible data to collect,. and the

Table 9. Data aVailable on sex discrimination checklist.

Data Not" Imposs- No /
Supplied 0K * Accessible ible Response TOTAL
BOCES 33 1 R S A 39,
CITIES 20 - - 1 - - 20
index that was used for this statement was:
Number of sex'&iscrfmination i tems checked’
Total number of items (eleven)
The distribution of‘the index is shown beloy
.'Scale . iNo. i tems chefked o
.Category 11 BOCES CITIES
Weak o - < .50 | _v. h. ]
_ Averagé‘ >.50<$.75 14 \ 14
~ Strong > .75 | ‘]5 5

A first approximation of three categories was devised based on the ratio

above, with a weak pfﬁgram (as_defined here) checking less than half of

¢

the-possible activities to assure sex equity in recruiting and placing

l




ik
&

«

' opportunutles (BOCES), and providing |nserV|ce training necessary for

35
students in vocational programs. An-average program checked between
. : : i

half and three-fourfhslof the activities, and a strcng program 75

percent or more of the activities. As indicated in the percents

checking each activity,~the most difTﬁcult areas of activities are:

/

recruiting approximately equal numbers of female and male students;

_having '‘role models'' of the nphtradjtional sex (for the occupation)

'“visft'the.program; representing females and males equally as program -~

teachers, conducting programs with’parents'td assist ‘them to work with

their daughters and sons to consider all educational and employment

the dellvery of sex-fair |nstruct|on and counseling for students_(large:?

. cities)l

-

k. Training objectives will be met in.the most cost effective manner.
Table 10 summarizes the data availability on program.costs; As

Table 10. Data available on program cost.

Data S . Not Jmposs- No
Supplied 0K - Accessible ible -Response TOTAL .
BOCES . 27 l o l o - I 10 39
CITIES 18 1 K I - - ] 2 20

indicated,.these data are typically evailébia. ’The index for this state-
ment was computed in two ways. The first was a direct ratio of costlzo

numbek of ‘students, the :second was a ratio of the cost per student to the
percent of program cost (estimated py LEA) to be covered by the VEA grant.

The-gcele categories developed for each of these ratios are shown below.

Scale - : o
Category Cost per student BOCES CITIES
WEAK - > $1000 . 8 | 9
AVERAGE . > $200£$1000 noo| 8
STRONG < $200 | 8 1




Bl ‘ Ca::;oiy C cost/stddent/% covered- BOCESa : CITIES* = | .~
WEAK. S > 152500 1 7 4 |
| ‘ AVERAGE - > $750 € $2500 vl o |
- STRONG - sz/ 5750 . | 76 2 | /
P ;__*Some programs report}n; costs did nojyéstimate 2 coveredv {

" ‘The cost estimates used;nn the ratios herfe include capltal costs. 'Unhess BRI
capital costs are tncléﬁed, a majority of BOCES grants cannot have cost
‘per student computed. There were 29 BOCES grants reportlng data on. _‘ S

/- ‘
cost and number of students in the program. Fifteen of these grants| were

|

for equlpment only The proportlon of large city grants ﬁor equipment
only was lower:— three of l8 grants for which data are reported were
equlpment only grants - | |

) AdJustlng the cost per student ratio by the “percent of program'
covered by the grant“ proV|des a rough estimate. of the totai per pup|l
program costs, and the: categor|es are for larger dollar amountS.as shown

- above. The dollar amount increases . by a factor of about 2 1/2 to 3
The'change in ratip resultlng from the adjustment by percent of program
costs covered does not affect the BOCES d|str|butions |nto scale cate-
gorles There are more large_cuty grants where a smaller proportion

VOF the program'costs‘are covered by VEA tunds,”resulting in a ¢hange:
toward higher per student costsy andstemer l.'s.trc‘>1ng“ projects on.the
criterion of adjusted cost per student.
5. Large numbers of‘students will be trained. . : :_»

Tabie ll summarizes the data availability on numbets of students

 to be trained. As indicated, these data are readily available. The .

o
[IaN




- students. Given the emphasus of the statement, the categories developed ”

37

Table l].‘Data available on nUmber of:students

. - Data o o Not ™ - Imposs- - No i

* Supplied 0K Accessible. ible Response - TOTAL .
BOCES 27 . 1 R R DR 9 39
CITIES | 17 - . — - 3 20

index for thlS statement was the frequency distrlbutlon of numbers of

-

| 4.C:§29];r! " Number of Students |  BOCES | CITIES
WEAK < 100 S R VAR R

i AVERAGE %100 500 5
STRONG o > 500 | s | g

here. ’show afskewed distribution for the BOCES. As the BOCE§ are gener;
I

ally conducting smaller programs the scale categories are not as approp-

5

riate for them However, the tale categorles are shown here for l]]uSJ

\ o

tratlve purposes only and no aﬂtempt was made to change the category de-

f[nitlons.for the. BOCES. This impaCt statement recelved a low pr|ority

ratfng and would not be4|ncluded in a ratlng scheme,

6. Training will be provided to increase students' employment options.

Table 12 summarizes the data availability on employment options pro-

' vided by the vocational educatlon program - The variabie was defined by -

thi's |nstruction
Use the OE code to list the number ‘and titles of occupatlonal , A
areas for which graduates of this project are prepared (e.g. ,
07.0904 Medical Assnstant 07 0906 Health Aide )

As shown Jn Table 12, over half of the BOCES were able to provide this

'-information, as:well as over three-quarters of the large cities.
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Table 12. Data available on employment'options.

- ", Data 7 Not Imposs- . No T

: . _Supplied 0K *  Accessible’ ._ibJe . . Response . TOTAL o

| ?OFES . - 21 - - 6 “' - 3 ". , - . L ‘? . 39 :Mmﬁﬂ
. ./cmes 17 o ' 1 | - 1 20 ’

The distribution of number'of employment optians is shown-below;Yand'

.

gt Number of options | boces | CiTies
WEAK - g8 | 4
- S AVERAGE - >1 <5 B 8 9"
STRONG C»s 5 1 4

indicates for this criterion-of%impaot that there were a number of BOCES

and cities-(S and 4, respectively)~mho provide only 1'ocCppational title a
‘ for which graduates of their program are prepared As'is true of all

the scale categorles reported here, the range for the average and atrong'

categorles may be too wnde or too narrow The categorles should be re-

exam1ﬁed in light of the general expectatlons of the number ‘of employment op-

tions that it |s Fgasonable for a program to attaln And, it is well to con-

.’

: suder that th|s |mpact statement is only one of gix or seven that mlght
. A s '
'. appear on a flnal version of a rating form: " Programs that appeared in

o=

a weak category here might well appear in strong categorles on other
K ':' statements. )
7. ptudents will be prepared.to meet entry level.skill requirements as
~ specified by prospective employers (e.g. employer'a'ratings of
performance obJectlves in terms of job requurements)
Table 13 presents the summary'of data’ that are available for this

impactbstatement. Slightly. Iess than half of the BOCES could elther 1

supply these data or could supply them with advance not|ce Half of the

' -~
- ) . o s . ,4.'
o | U
4 ) .
R . . £l
: ¥ ¢
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'large city respondents either had or could supply the data

Table 13 Data available on employers' skill requIrements

1Data S “Not- ~1mposs- No}a.
\ Supplied:- "0K © .  Accessible: ible  Response TOTAL
. BOCES |12 oo g7 3 I 13- -394
. ’CITI'ES 7 ) i3 .8 | - I 2 20|
% ‘ The |ndex used to establlsh scale categorles was,:
Number of entry level skllls checked by employers -
Number of entry level skllls listed by ‘school
The scale categorles could range from zero, none of the entry level skllls

y / I

AR

checked by employers, to one -(1), the same number of entry level 'skills

checked by employers as provided by the school

% ‘ Scale No. checked by emplovers .
' Category No. listed by schools BOCES CITIES .
) WEAK ) | < .70 0 0 ’
| AVERAGE Z .70 < 2 0
STRONG | 1 10 7.

B

These data must be oonsidered very tentative, since so"few respondenté'

.could supply data. Also, there was a wide range in the number of skills

that BOCES partlcularly said had been listed for the program and/or

employers._ BOCES1isted from 14 to well over. 500 skllls as entry level

skills. The range for the CItIeS appears. more reallst ts from 3 to 30: ;

entry level skills. The implementation of this impagy statement will

apparently reqpire‘more effort in defining e%&ryriaxéi skills and

contact{ng employers to determine the overlap betweon‘BOCES skill re-

4

. - / -— :
quirements #nd‘emplOyer skill requirements.

- 8. Program will serve: students . interests.

The data for thss statement were to be based on a source such as




‘ utotal number of students surveyed, and 2. the number of students select-'

‘ lng th|s (thé program) occupat|onal area’ as f|rst or. Second cho|ce (of

‘these data, so no, indexis presented here. However, an lndex which’ can

Y 1

a career |nterest survey Respondents were asked to indicate. 1. .

-

interest to them) Table 14 presents the ava|lab|l|ty of data on, student

L

interest in the program occupatlon..¢

s

Table 14, Data- avallable on students' fAterests’ )

_Data f ',‘. ~ Not - ‘lmposs- ;_ No:o o

Supplied . 0K 'Accessihle . ible Response TOTAL B
soces | 9 | g l : 7 2 l ETEREREETE
CITIES | 7 5-_ i - 1' "_“‘*" A 20

As the table |nd|cates, few BOCES or large c|t|es were able to supply

be used is" -

Number of students to be served by pggg;am
* Number of students selecting area flrst .or second

* An examlnatlon of the few grant applicants supplynng these data showed

that ratios obta|ned :or BOCES programs were: 1.5, 2. 6 l, and l 7\“ That
: '?

llS, there were at least as many interested students -for enrollment as

there were program places. For the large c|t|esvthe following data were ¥g
. : ; l
available: 2. h 1,1, 2.l, and .78. Only in the last |nstance, apparentlw

were there fewer |nterested students identified than program openings. .
Possible scale categories are: ! - : .

3
4

Scale Categony No. lniprogram
o No, interested

WEAK ~ ~ <

AVERAGE .~ - >l €2 .+ : )

STRONG o D2
’ B R IO | o :



Sincej>e§\LEAs were abie to suppiy data, but at ieast as many sa|d R iﬁiy

data couid\beasuppiled wuth advance notlcn ‘|t wouid be lmportant to.

- . \.,f. Ca

carefuiiy deflne the procedures for a: survey and’ the data belng requested -f:ff

Whiie some LEAs indicated that these. data were most approprlate for new
u, '

, programs, they may also be |mportant to Justify requestS\for program

‘1
.

|mprovement and especlaiiy equupment grants. Th|s appears to be im-
portant |n light of the fact. that a minorlty of ‘grants are. given for new

programs for the LEA(T1] of the 39 BOCES grants, 30%, and 5 of 20 iarge

cities grants, 25%). For the program improvement grants, 23 of 25 to

BOCES were grants with’ an equipment emphasis--equlpment costs

N v
S\\f , - were 50% or more of the total grant cost. For the iarge cutles, 6 of 11

program |mprovement grants had a s|m|iar equipment emphasns.

9. Program |s articulated wuth iocai post secondary |nst|tutions.,

The data ava|]able on program articulatlon requested weré the numbers

L N " v
S of local post secondary |nst|tut|ons where students couid cont|nue in the
o same occupat|onai fueid The data avaiiabiiity a2 presented in Tabie 15.

Tabie 15. Data avauiable on artlcuiatnon

\Pata .  Not . Imposs- ~ ‘No_ : . -
Supplied 0K Accessible ible ~ Response TOTAL
. ’ K . . 4 . . _- [
R " BOCES 21 3 L2 : 3 . 10 .39
S CITIEs ] 18 |\ - 1 = - 20,

Again, a maJority of BOCES and iarge c|t|es “can suppiy these data.

The |ndex that ‘was examlned for scaie categories was the number of iocai

post secondatry |nst|tutlons. Tentatlve scaie categories are g|ven beiow.

Scales
Categories No of |nst|tutions | BOCES CITIES.
: WEAK . . 0. ’ 7° B 1 .
r - . L. ' . - &
 AVERAGE 1= 2 _ ' 5 oy :
: ' , : . L s R
STRONG ~ =~ . 3 or more- 9 13 )




a0

the dlsparlty and possnble |nequnty because of he” locatlon of partncular

‘,clties.

/ s

tthlS is one of the lmpact statements that re

K3

fundlng ratJng.scheme.

‘19.'

at

Program Qiil be replicable in other LEAs.

The fnformation requested;

Percent checklng

r

"7 course outline"

lesson-plans - -

student assessment forms (tests or

/ratnng forms)
{

project- developed slndes/AV materlals/

AV materlals

list of suppJnersfand vendors

teacher program guide.

.project'proposal

BOCES CITIES. ltem
77 95 -
46 . 50 e
13 '55 .
62. . 90 '
T T
o films
72 100
67 90 ‘
33 55 -
77 100

program evaPuation report--data and

sample forms-

\

)

LEAs will not be of concern if this statement is

" checked and'the percent checknng each |¢em were:

a

.

' project-d&veloped’ student”workbook/
'\student |nstruct|ona1 materials

'.lnStltUtIOn, whlle onlyl large c|ty report d no artlculatnon.

‘list of recommended equipment/textbooks/

e

However;

“in a.program that codld be reproduced and sent to another school,-

Seven BOCES reported no artlcul tlon wnth a post'secondary

|ved a Iow pr|or|ty, SO

ot used as part of a

S

iﬁ”ﬁ%

\.

AN

W\

\

N

ot

The items

.in.thfs statement was a check of the ”itehs“



S #3ﬁ,

*‘;The iteMs For repllcabllltm that were least frequently avallable were - e

ﬁ» lesson plans, prOJect developed student workbook/student nstrpctlonal

:'materlals, slldes/AV/fllms, and teacher program guudes The'nunbers of

programs reportlng th|s |nformat|on is guven in Table 16

Table 16. Data available on® replicablllty

. I Data - T _:' . Not . lmpqu' ) ___;‘ . No';.. - .
Supplied 0K _Accessible ible Response TOTAL-

BOCES 31 - a1 1 e oL 6 _ 35
CITIES 20 |- . S 0o

All. of ‘the ]arge cutles and a maJorlty of BOCES coild readlly supply .

he |nformat|on

The |ndex for thCh scale categorles were developed is:

. Number of items- checked as belng repllcable
' Total number of |tems

”The scale categorles for the lndex are shown below

Scale &',No. of items checked o .
Category  ““TJotal no. of items. »aoc_es:‘_- CITIES
‘WEAK . S S5 "8 .. L
AVERAGE - > seg o3 . 7
STRONG o >8 10 g * ,

o

&

The index has a;range-from 0 to 1.0,'and,a majority of the programs:re- )
porting data would be classi%(ed as average or strong using thTs‘type of
t index., - . R - L (i' -

In addltlon to developlng lndlces for the predlctlve impact statements,
the survey included another questlonnalre, QUestnonnalre 3, which was inf
tended to provide the basis for developlng sumllar |nd|ces for the outcome
|mPact statements. The results Qf]th'S analysis are'presented in - the

next’ section.



.C Outcome Impact Statements. (Questlonnalre 3) v .
: . LI i . .
The outcome statements are evaluatlon data that“would b2 sub-* <

,\ . .

’;nngned as part of the flnal prOJect report and evaluatlon. he outcome Co

AHN

~ and predlct:ve lmpact'statements are parallel in content, although
dlfferlng sometlmes in the exact type of |nformatton to be presented
Thus there .may be the same |ndex for the predlct|ve and outcome state- :
'ments (as” in the repltcablllty statement) or the |ndex may be dlfferent

,‘.as in the case of the sex d|scr|m|natlon statement The |ndeXes for the
outcome statements are presented below, along with the |nformat|on on

data ava|lab|ltty

0utcome I mpact Statements _ ; ' i C .

- Program graduates are worklng in occupatlons for’ whlch they were: traxned
Several of the outcome statements are based on a program |
graduate survey (see Appendlx D Questlonnalre 3, for the form) Overall,
28 BOCES (of 39) and lh cities (of 22) supplledhsome data on the form
However, the numbers shownng “data supplied" wull vary between |mpact
statements s|nCe not all LEAs respondnnggave the same |nformat|on
. Table l7 summarlzes the -data ava|lab|l|ty for outcome |mpact state-

. ment 1. A maJorlty of both the BOCES and large cttles |nd|cated that

Table l7.rData ava|lable on’ graduate employment

Data . ‘Not Imposs- " No-
« _ _Supplied . OK. Accessible _ible Response TOTAL -
-BOCES | . 24 3y - - 12 39
CITIES o |2 | 2 2 | .6 ] 2

~ the data were supplled or could be suppl|ed wi'th. advance notice. The -

ay,, -

.

“.large number of’ “no responses“ ‘probably’ |nd|ca‘és that these LEAs do not

routlnely follow-up program graduates.




- 'The index for th|s statement |s

. S o
vl Number employed in fleld for which tra|ned
o Total avallable for full time employment

The base for the |ndex |s the total number cf program“gra uates avall-

able for full time emoloyment Excluded are those - looklnc for part tlme n \\§<

'employment and those not avallable for full time employme . because

<

'they are attendlng school,lare in mllltary SerV|ce, or.-ar: homemakers .

. The |ndex ranges from 0. to- 1, and the scale categories arg ghown below.

~

Scale _ iNo.xEmployed_; : o
Category No. Available EOCES plTlEg )
& .. WEAK.' 25 | 9 Ty | R
AVERAGE 555 7 o oy
STRONG._ o >75' T R -

‘The scale categorles shown are a-oitrary, and should be . consudered ln l|ght
. of what are consmdered satisfactory placement and employment rates for
vocatlonal educatfon programs. Further collection of data on placement .
rate experlence for\BOCES and large cutles would be' useful in establ|sh|ng
T scale categorles for this |ndex i f the data are collected routlnely,
' and scale categories establlshed on the basis of experlence, weaker programs
can be’ |dent|fled and assisted to improve thelr program or - placement efforts
. o . .
‘2. ProJect objectives are fulfilled : C . N
Table‘18 summarlzes theravailablllty of data. for this.objective.
The questionnaire asked'for'the number of measurable project objectives
listed in the proposalﬂand the number of measurable project‘objectlves 5
met. A “measurable obJectlve" was defined as. a proJect outcome that can be
stated as a count, proportlon, percentage, or another quantlty."A

Yok - large majority of7LEAs can supply the  information.

-




BOCES - -

'CITIES

I

~

’

A
.

[}

Lé.

Table 18. Data avallable on proJect obJectlves

Data ‘ _ Not B .Imposs- : ,No.' o
Suppliied = 0K -.. Accessible ible" Response CTOTAL
26 - 2 ¢ ;o 6 39
fZl ] - - - 22 .

. The nndex for th|s statement |s

3

1

i

Number of measurable obJectlves met .

Total.. number of measurable obJectlves'

e

The scale categorles are shown below, and |nd|cate that a maJorlty

Scale . No. Meas}- ObJ Met
- Category Total No meas. obj. BOCES CITIES
WEAK 0 '3 .0‘
AVERAGE >0 w1 3 -3
STRONG o 20 18

.met or not met.

of LEAs can meet this outcome impact statement

-One difficulty with this
|ndex ls that there ls no |nd|cat|on of the type of obJectlve that is
However, the use of the |ndex may help to strengthen"

the l|st|ng of ObJECtIVES and the specnflcsty of proJect plannlng

3. No sex dlscrlmlnatlon occurred in student selectlon, tra|n|ng and

job placement

»

The data for th|s obJectlve appear on the program graduate survey

'form in Questlonnalre 3.

The data on 4n|t|al enrollment, graduates,

: employment, and SO on, are collected for females, males and total group

'Somewhat fewer programs were able. to supply these data. than the data for

statement 1.

The |nformat|on on data. ava|lab|llty are in Table 19.

o ; . - Table l9 Data ava|lable on sex dlscrlmlnatlon
Data _ ‘Not Imposs- HNo : '
, Supplied 0K Accessible ible . Response  TOTAL
BOCES 22 5 1 0 1 39
CITIES 9"~ 2 h o 1 6 22




|Program4Total- ) Program Total"“
IF fhere are bo;h'females and malesvin ghé program it is possible to
' comﬁute\what:arg‘labglfgd\bélow as index B and inaéx c. If the;e 6nly
:males’or only females .in the program, indexes B and C are not meaning-
- ful, ‘The scale categorieé for Index A are given below:u

Scale e

Category .  Index A - . BOCES CITIES .
o WEAK [ T U T B
) AVERAGE <12.25 7 I
STRONG ~.25] . 2 -0

As indicated by the vélues for the scale categories, an index of ''l"
means- that the program enrolled either all males or Slllfemales. The
further thé;ihdex is from 1, the more equal is the numbers -of females

. and males enrolled.

Index B consists of the following ratios:

INDEX B: Number of female graauates- minus ~ Number of male grad
: : Number of females enrotled " Number -of males enr

A

‘The scale categories for_lndeg B are- shown below and, as indicated, fhe
Lo “smaller thé'difference between the two ratios, ﬁhe less discrepancy betwe

the numbers of females and males enrolled and graduated.
T, : S

Scale _ : S
Category Index B | BOCES CITIES
WEAK 2351 o
AVERAGE <.357,..10‘ 2 0 .
' STRONG <o 3 3 7

-----
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Index C is based on the ratios of females and males employed t? those'

avallable for full time employment Index C is computed as follows
INDEX C. Number of females employ;d minus  Number of males employed
' Number of females available Number of males available

A\
The scale categorles for Index C are shown below and the |nterpretat|on
. .
is sumllar to that for Index B: The smaller the difference between the./
two ratios, the greater the agreement on the proportions of females and

~males finding employment.

. Scale .
- Category .-~ - Index C BOCES | CITIES
WEAK = 3 1 e
AVERAGE < .35210| 4 o
STRONG < .10] T3 2

The data shown in-the three indexes indlcates.that there are successively

fewer programs that can supply the data, that'ouer half of the programs

'reportino data enrolled only females'or males, and that there appear to

be program differences ln placing males and females using the scale

categories devised for the indexes B and C. /

b, Tralning'objectiyes arezmet.in the most cost effeetlve manner.
'This'outcome statement is the same as the predictive statement,

, except “that the outcome statement s based_on'the actual VEA monies

expended on the grant. Table 20 summarizes the numbers of LEAs providing

{
data. .
Table 20. Data-available on cost per student
Data - . Not Imposs- No
' Supplied. 0K - Accessible ible Response  TOTAL -
‘BOCES 30 2| 2 I - .5 39 I
CITIES | 22 - - | - - 22 I

As indicated, these data are readily available. The Index here is the
. B !

[}
- o¢ B




cost per student,

by the number of students\Served by the ‘grant.

ney spent per student,

b -

obtained by dividing ‘the total grant monies expended

The scale categorles are shown below.

The less the amount of

the “stronger“ ‘the program s on thls criterion.

Caizgoix Cost per student BOCES CITIES

WEAK . >>$1000 9 2 g
AVERAGE 4200 £$1000 12 1

'STRONG < $200 9 9

As with the predictive |mpact statement on cost per student, a second

index has been computed

.in Table 21.

[N

The data ava|lable “for this |ndex are shown

The adJusted |ndex takes into con5|derat|on the percent
Table 2]; Data available on cost and percent covered.
Data Not. Imposs- “No | |
Supplied 0K Accessible ible Response TOTAL
BOCES 2k 3 3 | - s _39
_ CITIES 20 - - = - -2 '22.

of the project/program costs-coveredugy the grant and s computed by

using:

cost per'student
percent program covered by grant
Since programs differ in the amount-or percent of the costs covered by

4

a VEA grant, the category‘scales are different and the project distribu-

tions shift.

Scale Cost per student/ ' \&\
Category.. ...% covered by grant _BOCES CITIES
WEAK 52000 12 N
AVERAGE 6500 <$2000 9 4
STRONG ~ &500 3 5

" Different programs would be_identlfledc?s
. . =

"average'' or ''weak'' and as

——t



50
'U.haV|ng higher program costs per student, as opposed to hlgher per student
costs |n grantinonles on;y It is arguable which lndex is preferable
for evaluation data, and perhaps both should be examlned
5. Large numbers of students are tra|ned. _
The data avallable for this outcome statement are prnsented in
Table 22,

Table 22. Data available on numbers of students..

Data E Not Imposs=- - No

i " Supplied 0K Accessible Response . = TOTAL
/ BOCES. | 31 | 2 |. | S 19
coemes a2 | - - |- - 22

The index is the number of students and the ‘scale categories are pres- -
E - . I

ented below;/’

‘Scale - o - \
Categories’ No. of Students BOCES CITIES
weak 0 <o |23 8
AVERAGE > 100 < 300 N 3 5
 STRONG | o > 300 s .'9-~ -

As shown, the’ scale category d|str|but|ons dlffer for the BOCES and
large cltles There is no satlsfactory way to set the scale categorles
in lsolatlon from other varuables, and since thls.statement recelved a
low prlorlty ranklng, it should probably not be used in & rat|ng scheme
€. ;ralnlng {nereases student employment optlons.

This statement-reqUested the OE code numbers.and tftles of bthpa-
tional areas for which graduates of the particular program were prepared

and the statement is' comparzble to the predictive statement for this

variable. The numbers of programs'supplying data are shown in Table 23.




.
B
!

" programs were identified as qpose providing students with. the opfion of .

vy P T
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 Table 23. Data available on ‘OE employment codes.

-Data . Not lhpo%s-'  No .
) Supplied - 0K Accessible ible Bespon;e TOTAL
BoCES | . 23 y | o3 -.l S B l .39
CITIES RTINS 1 1 S : 22 |
As shown,.é'majority of LEAs iﬁdicage that data are availaﬁle or éoUld be
suppliéd. LEAs.should'probablbee supplied with a Iisg of ‘the OE'codes,_
if they ?o not have them;~lThe }nAex for the stg;ement-is the number of -
employment options (éodgs) listed. .The_gcalé caﬁegoriésfare shown below.
Scale . . T ‘
Category  No. of Options .BOCES 1 CITIES ' ' . B
WEAK | R ! 6 - o
AVERAGE M1 <3 , . 57 3 "f - .
§TR0NG _ ‘ ;>:3 5 BTN - /

The scale categorje§<Qefinéd‘a'“weak“ program on ‘this statement as é'program

for which students were qualified for only.one OE employhentvcodé; “Strong"

0 employment in three or more OE occupational codes.

“seeking
7: Employérs are satfsfigd with graduatgs.of'pfogram.>
--There wefe few pro;rams who subplied'data oﬁ.this Statemeht and about.“
half of the LEAs rated this tequest as data ;ot.easiiy accessiblé_prlaS-
“impossible to colleﬁt.’_Howevgr~13, 33% of thngOCES.éfther'suppTi%d data
or fnéicated it would be OK to supply the data given advénce notice.. The.
" data are summarized in Table 24.

Table 24. Data available.on employer survey.

Data Not . Imposs=- No ’
Supplied 0K accessible ible Response TOTAL
BOCES 9 | & 9 |1 3 14 39
CITIes |1 ) 8 3 9. |- 22



The |ndex for. this statement was computed on the smal-l amounts of

data that were submltted The |ndex was;

Number of students Fated:by ‘employers as Excellent or Good
Total number of students rated by employers

“The dlstrlbutlon and the scale categorles are shown below

Scale Exc. or Good ) : .
‘Categories - Ratlngs/No. Students | BOCES_ CITIES
WEAK . <s 0 o °
.A\'IEABAGE . > s <. 3 0
STRONG I B " S

. Thése scale categories- should be ‘discussed by DOES supervisors, since so

few'BotES and-only 1 large city reported-data for the statementl
8l: Students trained have positive attitudes toward work.
. ‘ 7. - The question that Supplled data for th|s statement appeared in Quest-
. ‘ ;onnalre 3, the Program Graduate Survey page . The data were based on students

2

‘.glVlng ratqngs of JOb sathfaetlon,.one indicator of positiVe attitudes toWard

work. Three pategories of ratings were-assumen: Excellent/Very ‘Good; Good/

Average;_and Fair/Poor ' The data avallable to look at the index categorles
- ! . Lt

is presented in Table 25 - : e -
) 1 Table 25. Data on student work satlsfactlon
| ~ Data S . Not - Imposs; " No o K
. Supplied 0K _ Apcessible B ib}e .. Response TOTAL
S oces | .12 | - 5 - | e 39”0
A S ~ o - s : -
i CITIES - y | 2] s 3 8 | 22

v The index calculated for this statement was:

Number of students rating job satisfaction as
Excellent/Very Good and Good/Average

Total number .of students rating .their job satisfaction




~ Agaln, a small number of BOCES and large cntles were able to supply data

‘on thls statement The scale categorles based on these small numbers of

g LEA; are below. o N . o oo . _' | o
]}/ o | Soale \ " Job satisfaction - e L
f/ ' Categories ' Index BOCES CITIES
o WEAK | =2 .90 I
AVERAGE 5 .9001.00 R ..
JELLCTC I N I |

'As |nd|cated by” the scale categories, there were few proportlons below .90.

Over half the proportlons were elther 1.0 or between .90 ‘and 1,0." " For the

I

sample avallable here, most. students report themselves as average or above’

“in. satlsfactlon wnth thelr Jobs If this |nformat|on IS desired as part

: of the final evaluatson report for LEAs, effort should be devoted to devel-

<

.oplng a common follow-up form for students (and for employers, for state-

.ment 7.)

9. -Students tralned continue thelr educat|0n

-+
e

The data for thls statement aga|n appeared in the Program Graduate
" Survey page in Questlonnazre 3. Four categories were Ilsted for students

contlnunng thelr educatlon Technlcal School contlnulng in same fleld

__and Col‘ege-ln d|fferent fleld " The data aVailable for th|s statemen%

','presented in Table 26.°
/T g

Tab]e 26. Data available on continuing education‘ . - : -

-l

Data - . Not flmpoas- . No

" Supplied 0K Accessible - ible Response  TOTAL
BOCES 15 5 2 - 17 39
CiTies | -8 2 3 2 | g . 22

v

The index for this statement used two of the four categories for con-:

o

. tinuing education--technical school and college in the same field.




Number of students contlnuing h ‘same field (technical school and College)
B ~Total number of" program graduates :
The scale. categories for this |ndex are narrow in- range; since not all

L s - \

™ h
program graduates cont|nue educatlon. The scale categorles are.snown below:

-

3

‘? Scale. y':‘ o :: L . ' 1.; SR
-Categories ‘No. Students/No.:Grads: BOCES - CITIES

VV}I\EAI_( e a S

AVERAGE .1 7 b s 3

sTRONG .~k ; 3 o

E - Although tnis 1ndex can be used, it d|d not recelve a h|gh pr|or|ty rat|ng “

" or ranklng, SO |t is unlikely to appear on any final rat|ng of Project

,|mgact. However, continuing education ‘is a legitlmate VEA outcome ang.acknow-

b .
. . . L

v

~ledged in the 1976 legislation, so LEAs and states.record keeping need to

" make proV|sIon for record: keeplng in this or a 5|m|lar set of categorles.

-

io. Program can be repllcated in other LEAs.'f . R : .
_The,data for this statement were the number,of items thét the LEA .
checked thatfcould be reproduced'and sent to-another.school  1The items

'are Ilsted below, along with . the percent of BOCES and Iarge cntles respondlng

v

for each |tem (that it could be sent to.another school)

‘f ‘: S ) Percent,checkqngz, - -:_ e -
- BOCES 'CITIES' . Item N _
82 - Si"ﬂf ;_ cour%e outline ’ .
_ W eh L lesson plans :
26- ; 36 - . project- developed student workbook/

student “instructional. mater|als

77 6k | student assessment forms (tests or
: : rat|ng forms)

23 9 project-developed slldes/AV materJals/
fllms . , .

list .of recommended equ1pment/textbooks/
AV/materIals

t)’)

; e S TR AR R
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. ' ,Peroent cHeCkingt o _ \*_‘ . L .\
_BOCES - "CITIES - Item N \
llb . .77 B Bé - ll?t ofdsuppliers and vendors” | \
‘ . | 53 | teacher.proéram-gnlde
| . 82 | .95 o prOJect proposal ; \7_\ " L.
: 72 0 77 _‘: program. evaluatnon report data |

and sample_ forms

The items that were least frequently ava|lable for reproductlon for -

u

_ another school were: lesson plans, proJect developed student work-

book/student instructional mater|als, proJect developed slndes/AV

-materials/films; and teacher program guides. The numbers oﬁ LEAs

~

reporting dataxayailapllity'are shown in Table 27.. v

Table 27. Data ayailabllgty on program replication items..

’ Data’ : . = . Not' : Ihposs-', R No . I
Supplied 0K accessible ~ . ible. Response TOTAL

Boces |~ 31 .} 1| - 1 - - 1 6 39

CITIES T [ -1 - - D Y

These dataLare readily available from LEAs,

: Theilndex.for this statement is the same as the predictive impact

}sv\\ ' statement:
_ o Number of [tems checked _
S ., ' . 'Total number of items

‘The scale tategories are shown below

N 'Scale_ : T 3
Categories - No. checked ° BOCES CITIES
WEAK . s« | 7 | e N
AVERAGE 5.8 o g. -
STRONG > .8 10 6 o




o AS'shown_bY the cateoorbes; well ober haif of the LEAs checked 5.or
more of the stateﬁents, resufting in proportiohs of S’or'hore.
. The next sectlon of this report presents a samp]e rat|ng scheme
that |ncorporates the predlctlye impact statements along WIth other
1— DOES categorles used in FY 79. Further comment on the outcome (eval-

»

~uation) statements appears in the Summary.
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V. _Recommended Rating Form: PredictiVe Impact Statements

The predictive lmpact'statements that were given the hlghest

.ranks and ratings'Were seven‘in number. “A further check of the lnden-‘

tlflcatnon of the seven hlghest statements was made by derlving weights,
for the seven var|ables usnng a method for treatnng rank data as-

though a parred‘comparlson'scal|pg had been carr|ed out (Guilford, 1954) .

-itTheiwelghts were derived using the'rank'orderlng given by the DOES

" supervisors,  (The weights could have been derived-from the total sample,

but the computational time involved was not consideréd justified; : The -~

set of five ranks provnded by the DOES supervnsors was a practrcal com-

. 13
3

:promlse,'slnce there was satnsfactory agreement among all three sets

three categories of'Weak'

. of ranks provnded by<the BOCES large cltles, and DOES superV|sors).

A

The actual procedures used for computlng the welghts for the seven

pred|ctlve |mpact statements is g|ven ln Appendlx G, along wuth the

descrnptlon of the method . and the welghts for the outcome |mpact state-'

' ments. The scaled~welghts were approxnmated by uS|ng~whole number’

-

weights*of-3, 2, -and 1. Flgure 5. presents a recommended‘rat-

ety

“lng ?er for ProJect Quallty Crlter|a°' fmpact-- In'Flgure 5 are the

‘seven predictive imp ct statements g|ven the hlghest pr|or|t|es, the "

v|ndex developed for eacn\i:atement the scale category values for the -

veraée, and Strong,  the weight‘for'each

————

\

- statement and a column to record the scale category value of l(Weak)

3

Z(Average), and 3(Strong) mult|pl|ed by the statement we|ght The
total "impact score'-l for a project proposal can range.from 11 (ratings
of weak on all impact statements) to 33 (ratings of strong on all state-

ments multiplied by.statement.weights).

ot
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Aslpart of the process of developing the—lmpact.rating form,
the FY 1979 DOES Screening crlterla and'project guality rating oy
forms for management and instruction were also reviewed (Appendlx _
s » A). Thla reV|ew provided ‘'some further suggestions for consudera- f‘-

| tion in any contemplated reV|5|on of. the DOES rating procedures
A review- of all three documents together led to these suggestlons

L - Some economic. manpower |nformat|on screen|ng criteria should

be placed on the checklist w|th the’ In|t|al ProJect Screen—

i. Information on labor market needs is d|rectly related
| to the speclflc program seek|ng fundlng under VEA
(Yes [ or Nno []). ' Y o |
i Informatlon on labor market needs dealé §pecitlcally
i. with needs of the reg|on or area served by the educa-:
. ' t|onal agency (Yes [:]or_No [:]). ?.
i .Informatlon onllabor.market needs is‘based on oblec-
R . _ | ‘tive data and is corroborated by at least two data .
G - o Scurces. (Yes [:]' -No [:]) ﬁ;':4 i C L
Qf" —— : b, The flrst economlc/manpower needs screenlng cr|ter|a (#l) .
. | "The prOJect serves an area of h|gh econom|c need as evi-

.

denced by h|gh rates of unemployment, concentratlon of

.'low |ncome famnlles, 2. can appear on ‘the proposed (see’

R C A v below) quallty ratlng form for Management/Plannlng

Some statements that appear for rating now in the manage-

-

ment and'lnstructlonal quality forms should appear.in‘the

v




screenlng crlterla.or in a\Secono_level.screening on
; ‘ management'and lnstructlon]equlpmentf-
E d;_'The remaiﬁlng statements {n.tne management guality.and'
\ _ ‘ﬂ‘ lnstructlonal quallty;forms should bevdivided:into twol
| parts: - L -
-Part 1: a.checkllst of items thatlare crlterla,the,
Project“should meet'or be revised/rewrltten R o
.to meet (e.g.; Fnstructional/curricUIumf.‘.' |
‘objectlves'are.achlevable within the dura-
tion of the:projectl; ‘
‘. L ‘t . Part 2:.t§‘set,of rating scales tnat call for.jodgments‘
| ( of the-guality ofkthe item being rateo (e'g;, ; ~: .
How lmportant are- the proJect obJectlves? |
nghly lmportant, average in lmportance, of
- low lmportance? AND How quallfled are the
'?‘x . .' - S prOJect staff? hlghly quallfled, average in
. | lquallflcatlons, below. average in quallflcatlons?
;AND What ls the quallty of the past performance '
_ of agency management? Excellent management
average in management skllls, below average: in
,_management skllls?
¥ the last suggestlon above lS examlned; qualltv ratlng scales
for Management/Plannxng and Instructnonal/Equnpment mlght.have_the
rating scales suggested in anures 6 and 7 The divlslon of the

a&\ -

present forms into the checkllst and quallty ratlng scales may assist B -
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2 2 FIGURE 5 _ S
i= " Project Quality Criteria: Impact _ '
% - _ Impact Statement Scale Categories ' SCALE
o , E - _ N . ' S X
;f ‘ _ "_'WERKjY : QVERAGE STRONG - WEIGHT . WEIGHT
- 1. _Students will be Total number of local jobs. ‘
. trained for occupations Total number of program students _ v
;: where._jobs are a\{all.l'_able. 3l 1¢2 _ /}2 L | : -. o
' qj‘;;Tﬂ. glxs;s = .
2. Students will be pre- 'No. entry level skills checkéd by Employer e
_pared to meet entry level No. skills listed by school : ' o
skill -‘requirements of oo . \, L
H\employers -£.7 ."‘ZéJ - 1 — -
| : ; Tz 3 xfe o=
3 3. Project objectivés are No..measiurable objectives ’ :
v stated in measurable terms. Total no. of objectives 3
: e o
0 ;vOLI 1 . b
. _ , 3 X 2 = -
L. Training objectives - Total grant $ > i
~ Will be met in the most Total no. " students’ served o
cost effective manner. . _ RER
o o *2,$1000 >~$200<_$looo; 'é$2-op - L
. ~ - T 7 - T ox 1=
.5. No sex d|scr|m|nat|on No. ‘sex dlscrlm:nat|on items checked .

will be made in recru|t|ng
.. and. placnng students |n
-vocational programs. . ?

o : ‘
Training will be pro-
vided to! increase Students'.
« employment options.

PR

Program will serve
interests.

7.

students'

Total™no. of items to check’

25 %5 275 1y

W

X 1

Tz

Number of employment optlons (0E code)

I
=T E

s
N
.

Number of students to be served

No. students selecting area Ist or Znd
L1 > &2 22 |
1 2 3 X

Impact Score:

Totel (Maximum 33) .




. FIGURE 6

Project Quality Criteria:” Manaéeﬁeht/Planhing

v

Area _ o - Scale Categorieés ' - i Rating -

1. The project serves Level of unemployment and low income
an area of high economic : . ‘ ' .
. . Below average Average ~Above average
need as evidenced by high : . .t .
: for region for region for region

unemployment and high con-

centration pf -low income . : . .-
families. | E%:] A [;;] L__, S
2. The project serves a. Proportion of handicapped served in

high proportion of handi- relation to similar agencies
capped students among

Below average Average Above éverage
- program students. for region for region for region
1 2 3 )

3. The quality of project Below average Average Above average
objectives in relation to o

similar projects is: D _ ] ]
R 1 3 3

4. The management and Below average:. - Average  Above aQerage_
planning activities of the

project, compared to . [::] t::] | [::]

similar projects is: 1 . 2 3
5. The quality of the Below average Average Above average
management personnel for ' ' -
the grant is: |—_-_-| - D D
1 2 3 , .
" h. The quality of the eval-Below average Averééé‘ Above average
‘uation plan, compared to - -
similar programs, is: E;j [;;] E;]
7. The quality of the | Below average Average Above average

agency management and plan-
ning in past performance [;:] ] . E::] -

has been: 3

Total possible (unweighted) points = 21

A
bl
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- FIGURE 7

Project Quality Criteria: Instructional/Equipment

Area

1. - The importance of the

instructional nbjectives
of the project is:

2. The quality (qualifi-

cations) of the instruc-
tional staff is:

3. The quality of the
curriculum for this occu-

pational area is:

the equipment/skills the
project proposes to pur-

chase/develop is:

5. The facilities avail-

able or proposed for. the

instructional program/

activities and student

population are:

instructional materials/
equipment (in relation to
costs for similar occupa-

., tional prograps) are:
7. qualitﬁ'of the
~dgency's past or present

instructional programs is:

A

Scale Categories.

Below average
[::]
1
Below average

.o .
: A

1 '

Below average

4. The life expectancy of Bélow above

1
Beiow average

-

- 6. The costs of the staff/ Above average

~-COSts

] .

Below average

3

1

Total possible:

A

Average Above average
2 3
Average - Above a frage
—1 - [
2 - 3 '/
'Average Above a@erage

TG

2

Average Above average

] (]
5 3

Average Ab ve average

7 /g

2
Average Lower than '
" costs average costs
]
[ 3
Average: Above average
7 3

(unweighted) points = 21

Ratingw



63

in cléfifying tHe nature ofrthe rétiné task, as well as emphasizi&é _
to LEA's that there are minimum standards suggested by-the éheck
Iist;thét'mugt be met. In addition, projeét‘applicants,will know

that there are qualitative sténdafd§ which will be applied to the-
proposal n the areas of management/planning, instrﬁctional/;quip-'
ment, and "'impact,''--the predicted'effectiVeness-of the project on
variables reiated to highly important outcome variaBles. If there
is'arde;ision to use Quality ratipg scales in the twé areas suggestgd,
then it wod]d be possible to establish weights for the statements
within eédh a;ea using a method similar to the one for the impact
‘statements (perhaps using 661y'the éroup»of supervisors' rankings).

It may aléo be desfrable»to weight the three areas' totaj scores .
equally as can occur with thé sémple forms presented which contain
the same number of statements for each.of the three areas (7),~as
well as the same numbeF of scofe pofnts alloted to ea§h scale N
cateﬁory -- 1, 2, or 3. There only need to be weights for the
.statemehté or'weights %or the total scores. The summary'of the
projeét and of the recommended next steps are gfven in the next

section.



o,

V1. Summary and Mext Steps

v

Summ | ary. . - -‘f. ‘l 4/¢/

“During 1976-77 the Department of Occupational Educagﬂon f

Superv1510n funded a study to develop definitions of préject

"impact' and to- relate these def|n|t|ons to fundlng decisions
made by DOES Prellmlnary statements of impact were defined and
ratings of priority assigned by DOES supervisors. In 1977-78, . the

q .

second year 6f the pr0Ject has concentrated of furt

|nement——w\\\\m

‘of the impact statements, both predictive and outcome, in line with

“the 1976 Amendments (PL 94-482). In addition, it was'desired to

collect data related to botn the “ya]idtty“ qf’the inpact statements
for funding decision making and evaluation of VEA funded projecta,
and the "feasibility' of collecting data on the ‘impact statements
Valldlty for the lmpact statements was deflned in terms of the
agreement-anong DOES supervisors, BOCES d|rectors, and large c|t|es
project directqrs in their rankings and ratings of the |mportance
of the predictive and outcome impact statements. Feasibility was
defined by asking LEAs td.complete questionnaires for two sample
(but real) projects that would provide data on npw readily available
certain pieces_ofAinformation were or how:difficult it might be to
provide the information. One project that had been_completed in
1976‘was jdenti;}ed for each BOCES.and a minimum of five forveach
of the large cities (with 10 for New York City), and similarly
project applicatlons for FY 1979 funding were identified; The

LEAs completed three questionnalres altogether, and the DOES
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supervisors completed one--the ranking of importance of the prédic-
tive and outcome impact statements.

The outcome impacf statements that tecéived.the highest rank

: order and ratings:Qere:
Stu&énts trained have.positivéxaptitudes toward work
Training increases stu@ent eﬁploYment options
Employers are’satisfiedNWIth graduates of brogram'v

PP&éran graduates are working in occupatlons for
whlch they were trained

Project objectives are fulfilled
Training objectives are met in the most cost effective -

manner

The six predictive statements that received the highest rank
order and ratings were:

Students will be prepared to meet entry level skill
requirements as specufled by prospectlve employers

Training wnll be provuded to increase students employ-
ment options : )

Students will be tralned for occupatlons whe.e Jobs are
available S . =

Program will serve students' interests
Project objectives}are stétéd in measurable terms

Training objectives will be met in the most cost effec-
"tive manner -

-Questionnaires 2 and 3 provided the data on feasibility and
also the sample distributions of data for the indexes developed for

each of the predictive and outcome impact statements. For the

~ outcome impact statements there were LEAs who had_broVided or would

g oo
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- :
: be able to provide the»data'requested{ :The numbers oF LEAslvaried"
from statement to statement, but generalizationstcan bepmade for
lareas uhere DOES could provnde suppo't to LEAs. The support
may take the. form of sample or model forms for follow up surveys
of employers and students, prov:dlng the OE codes so they are
readily available for LEAs to determine the number of student
employment options, and assustlng LEAs to proV|de data on selectlon,
training, and placement by females and males, so rat|os or |ndexes
are available to check for sex discrimination. Also, since the
“attainment of projeet objectives“uwas Highly rated byfall groups,

_ wedb—stated measurable project obJectlves ShOUld be identified from

T a wude range of proJects (with dlfferent emphasis, such as |nstruc-

t|onal and equ|pment) to have some commonallty among the objectives’
checked as being attained. The DOES cr|ter|a for measurable prOJect
objectives is that\two staff can agree that they are measurable;
the detinition used'in the‘Questionnaires for this project stated
that a measurable objective was one which resulted in a eount,-prom
portion, or otherlquantitative'summary of data. CP15|der|n sample
statements provided by LEAs, there is a need to provide model state-
ments over a W|de range of prOJect objectives.

| In the summary of the results for the Eredlct|ve |mpact state-'
ments it was also. noté!.%hat several steps might be helpful in pro-
vndlng support to LEAs to implement the collection of information

for the priority statements. The majority of LEAs were ablefto

provide some information on local job openings, but this was variable.

.

by



' requ1rements and the surveys of stu

.|ng documents and procedures can.

57wi

It mlght be useful to agaln prov1de examples of the. sources of data

for Job openlngs and the manner in which the data can be comp|led

l
OE codes were sometlmes available and sometlmes not, and, need to:

be provnded to LEAs or. they should be |nformed of how to obta|n

the codes-. The two indexes for which sample forms and procedures

should be developed are ‘the employer ratings of entry level skill

nt interests. Model forms and

procedures would assist LEAs to collec the information to sUbatan-

't|ate the program need in terms of st dent interest and up to dateness_w

: W|th'respect to employer needs. Samjle statements of measurable

project objectives‘are also needed fpr LEAs. Many of these support-

e developed by IRDOE in conJunctlon

with DOES, and then also dlacussed and examlned by representatnves

of LEAs, both BOCES and large cntles hls w1ll be espeC|ally val-
uable if the evaluatlon and funding handbook is developed, as recom-

mended below. | .

. The results of the analyses of data ava|lable and the d|str|-

butions of lndexes developed for each |mpact statement were used

to develop a sample rating form, tentatlvely t|tled ProJect Qualltx-

"‘f“*“ﬁrlterla Impact The form is reproduced in this report as Flgure 5,.

and contalns seven |mpact statements with scale categorles and weights
for each each of the seven statements. The.weights for the statements
were derlved for the ranks of the statements made by DOES supervisors

(see Appendix G). The data requnred ‘from LEAs are feasible g|ven -

advance lnformation on the specific pieces of information requr/ed.
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: jn;fact,‘LEAslchfd also be given the rating fprms'with the'descrfpj-

~

ﬁ?‘;\‘ - . tion ofAthe indé;es‘and weighijto PF@Vide the ihformation regdy
\;>[for 5ummaky'by.bOES. L ‘ v-  I -
' 'A brief Eev?ew of the FY 1979 DOES rating'for%s”and screening. '1'ﬂ
. 'c}ritei’ia'resulted' in several Fe;:'omméndatin in Pért V of thi.s :
5 f‘, " report.- The main recommendation was to separese’ the minimum standards |

or, screening statements in the rating forms from the implicit quality S

rating and to make_explicit'stateménts of the quality statements that
: - . . : . _ o
need to be rated in the areas.of Management/Planning and Instruction/-— " .
. Equipment. ‘The Next Steps, discussed below, include fhdse'recpmmendatibns.

Next Steps : ‘ | I o L ‘_ | { _ .“;
Thé Pext‘stép§ needed as a foliqw up to the rétings.ahd‘weights =
deve]bped-for the'predic;ive'impact’statemeﬁts are as follows:
1. Reviéw by_DOES of the Impact»rgfiﬁg.form and'wéights;
2. Review by DOES of the recommendations for the screening\“
.Erfteria, Managehent ;nd P1ahﬁ{n§ﬁQuaI}ty_Ratings, and
instfuctionaj/Equjpment ratings; )

3. Meeting with IRDOE staff to consider procedures/rating

{f _statements if weights.are desired for the Management/.
N\ i . - -

.

_P]anning;and.Instructional/Equipment ratings (fevisibn
“of statéments and rank order-form);‘gnd
L. Q;veléﬁﬁent of the other q;ality rating forms‘and
o o - ﬁ wgights'and'néeded‘revisions.of the Impact rating form.
| After these sfeps are cérried out, it.would:be useful to review the

pfocgdures and data with groups of LEA directorélpr representative
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- : N
" directors. ThlS step wull .continue the dialogue started w:th the

;}7 : B -_ questlonnalres, but will also ensure further LEA |nput into. the
: substantive areas- of the proJect |nform|ng them of the pres-
sures for -the effort to provude data for both fundlng decusnons and
'evaluatlon (outcome) of grants awarded At this stage it would also
be useful to include d|scu55|ons of the Vocatlonal Educatlon Data
System (VEDS) and be 'sure that -the |mpact data are |ncluded in a
form amenable for the VEDS system also.
FQllowing,up on these discussions, a funding and'evaluation
:handbook should be'prepared.for'LEAs;_ This handbooklwill include}i
‘jsample forms and procedures foriall the major datajneeded;for the
\.'5:impact ratings and the VEDS system The funding'and evaluation
,handBook should -be developed in consultatlon with DOES and LEAs,
.piloted wnth LEAs to obtaln formatlve evaluatlon feedback on the
i handbook |tself, and probably prepared in a loose leaf format so
that changes and addltions can be made by DOES wnthout requ|r|ng
a new publication. The development'of'such a handbook should
serve several purposes,. including |mproVIng the fundlng decusuon
making process; assustlng LEAs to prOVide more accurate and’useful
‘data in. both apply|ng for grants and provuding evaluat|on of completed

'grants, and further |mprove program qual|ty by helplng DOES to
]
identify LEAs where speCIal effort should be devoted to assisting
them"to‘meet VEA grant requirements

In summary, the recommended next steps are desugned to meet

"the evaluation requirements of PL 94 -482 and, to provnde the foundatlon

o~
\_)’
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Q( . - for “lnstructnonal"materlals for LEAs” dlrected toward lmproV|ng the,f

£

|mpaet” of VEA supported programs and proJects 5 The recommended
Ehandbook and’ data collection for fundlng and evaluatlon wnll assist
.DOES in supportlng proJects designed to meet’ |mportant outcomes.in..'. 4
'Vocatlonal educatlon and to’ assist LEAs to |dent|fy and |mprove

[

the|r grant appllcat|o1s and evaluatlons.

In order to provide another form of summary and |nd|cate the-
final system that would operate to revnew proJect proposals, a flow-

chart of the process has been made and is given in Figure 8. The -

figure shows the outllne of the review process as |t would functlon
wuth the: |nclu5|on of the predlctlve and outcome Impact statements

.The details of the revnew process would be those that are currently

\
\
scheduled in the DOES Prétedures for ReV|eW|ng VEA Appllcatlons o

(Appendlx,A). In ‘addition to the general project review process, it
was recommended-that there be proV|5|on.for annual review of the
weights and scale categories for both.the~prediotivevand outcome
impact statements. Figure 9 suggests this annual revision process,

'

‘ again in outline form. The process includes using welghts during one
fiscal year, co]}ecting data on the impact statements after oroject S e
evaluations have oocurred, and.using?the;data for all projecté to form .
.dlstrlbutlons on the |ndexes for the impact statements These distri-
'butlons can be examlned to determlne if the scale categories stlll
seem approprlate or need to be ”ralsed“ or “lowered” on the basns of
proJect attannments. As mentnoned above, these processes should assfet

DOES and LEAs to improve programs and fundlng decnsnons on the basis of

M - both "objective'' and '‘subjective' information from many sources.
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R S Flgure8
- ‘REVIGW Process for VEA Grant ppl|cat|ons U5|ng Pred|ct|ve X
- and 0utcome Impact Statements
ls  [Took at Qutcome | LEA Local' Support :
Project | Impact «for Past | or Decision'to
Continuation Project ‘| Terminate Project
Yes :
“;EvalﬁateiPrbposai' | [Evaluate Progran VAR
Projection: L LEA Profect | - On Outcome Impact)  /* Project . °
1 Screenirig Criteria Tes ‘rFunded~J'» .{) Crlterla " Proposed
|| Qualnty Ratings on:” . . | | for - ,
-~ Managenent/Plamning .| ‘ Continuatio i
Instruction/Equipnent- | o / B
i Ampact N i
;f  o e o | Yes

Improvements
 Made
1

| Make. Reconmen-
—— dations for
Improvements

< W) o Y
1 No o ‘ | ' | ‘,’ R : : a | K . ) ‘ E;()‘

 .1 ' Rejeét Project‘Proposal
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Annual ReV|S|on of Impact Statement Weughts
- - - and Scale Categories '

>ﬁPred|ct|ve Impatt Wenghts
" and Scale Categories. Used

‘o : t_;p Rate I.’roposed.Pro_]_ect Ly , .
A. .Jﬁ ‘ S‘Project.EVaiuated Using.
' . Established Outcome Impagt
_ 7| Weights and SCF!“ Categ ies
o ' el —

Data Collected f6r all . _
.| Projects on Predictive .and _ i U 4
, : a Outcome ‘|mpact Scale o | .
7 A | Categories ' Vo : L

St D _ ' . Scale Categorie
, H o ' in Last FY Yes

Still Appropriate

\ o . New Weights and Scale Categorles _
- for Predictive and Outcome Impact
Statements Established
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Appendix A L1

| : .
Procedures for Reviewing VEA Aoplications

[

N

1. Projects batched by planning region during intake process, distributed
to review team members. :

2. Review team develops a schedule for review of projects.

3. Review team reviews projects on the six initial screening criteria;
projects meeting all screening criteria continue on in review
process; projects not meeting these screening criteria stoppe
until problems are resolved. f

be Review team determines the primary'target population of the project
. (general, adul:, disadvantaged, handicapped); target population is
noted on 'cover page of manaéement program cualitv scales. T

5. a. PReview tex®n rates projects for general and adult peﬁﬁlations
on the zeotipmic/manpower needs screening criteria. Disadvantaged
and hsndicapved projects designed to give students job skills
. should alro he rated on the economic/manpower needs screening
critexfas all projects are placed in high, medium and low
” categoriem. R :

b. Fer projects with disadvantaged &nd handicapoed populations that
are designed to give students remedial and preparatory instruction
and services, the manpower needs criteria should be considered
as part of the management prozram quality criteria (see step 9).

6... a. For projects in high or nedium categories on the economic/manpower
nezds screening criteria:

(1) Review team determines program strategy assignment for a
the project using the. following criteria. \\
/
continuation project: those projects previously funded

- : : _ ' under VEA for which the Education
- ' Department has a moral obligation
“(up to 3 years)

improving existing ‘ those projects designed to improve

programs : p existing occupational programs for
,// . adulr, disadvantaged or handicapped
: oopulations
improving existing thcre projects designed to improve
programs : " existing occupational programs for
(equipment emphasis;  gemeral populations which have

requec<s for equipment that amdunt
to 50% or greater of the- total
sroject - ast

[~
4

/

. 'ly

Xan




improving existing those projects designed to improve

' programs: existing occupational progress for
(staff emphasis) general populations which have

requests for equipment that amount
to less than 50% of the total
project cost

new programs: those projects that provose program
' activities not previously offered
by the local agency

(2) Review tean determines technical reviewer assignwent
: (except for general population projects which are for
work study).

(3) Review team determines if a special reviewer (handicapped,
adult handicapped, bilingual) is required; project assigned
to the special reviewer..

Ty, For'projects in low category .on manpower needs screening criterie:

-

(1) Review process is stopped. /\.

a. Copy of the proposal 1s sent to each technical reviewer assigned
to<the~projeCt with requested date for‘completion of review.

'b. Copy of the proposal is sent to the special reviewer when required'

with requesteé date for completion of review.

a. Technical reviewer rates project using instructional program
qualitv- scales.

b.\ Special reviewer Comments on project using the special reviewer

- . comment sheet. _ ] [

BN
~

Review team rates project using manacement proerem quality scales
(for disadvantaged and handicapped projects that are designed to

o give student remegial and preparatory inetruction and services,

10.

the manpower needs criteria should be used as part of the
management program quality scales).

Technical and speciai reviewers return proposal and review sheet
to reviewer by completion date.



i
i

11. Review team meets to discuss project after all review sheets are
~ completed. .

a, Discrepancies in ratings are discussed and resolved.

b, Technical- reviewer ratings and special reviewer comments
_are discussed and request made to technical ‘and special
reviewers for consultation when ratings or comments
appear to be inconflict with other ratingsfof project.
. M - \
c. If necessary, requests made to educational agency for
clarification of certain points by review team member
responsible for that particular agency. : . /'

Y

- d. If conflicts in ratings exist that cannot be reconciled,
- project review sheets and summary of differences are
sent to the arbitration panel (D. Post and W. Van Ryn)

////' C e. Arbitration panel review information available and makes
‘determination on what score the project should receive.

i

f. Arbitration panel notifies review team of final ratlng.

12. Review team gives project an overall ranking based on/ program quality
ratings within program strategy assignment (i.e. continuation,
imnroving existing ‘programs, new programs). /. ) »

*13. Review team ranks proJects across program strategy ASsignment within [
economic/manpower needs category (i;ey/ﬁigh 1, 2, Sr..n; medium 1, 2;_3.an)

- 14. Ranked projects are eapplied against dollar allocations for the region;
summaries for region are developed. : :

*15, Review teams meet with D Belton and M. - Van R®ym ro nrecenr cummaries
ror regions. : '

*16. Budget negotiations with applicants are conducted by the member of - -
the review team responsible for that agency; weak aspects of the
proposal are revised during this time by the applicant (e.g. items

~receiving low ratings) :

*17. Review team discusses negotiated budgets and proposal revisions,
final recommendations made.

*18. Recommended projects with negotiated budgets are submitted to

' D. Belton (secondary) and M. Van Ryn (postsecondary) for review
and approval (Belton should be carboned for postsecondary projects,
Van Ryn carbomed for secondary projects)

N

FA T
U/
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*19. ‘ApprdVed projects -are packaged and grant award letfe:S'are prepared
by respective units; packages sent to fin;nce officer for check on -
fund availability. -

*20. Finance officer makes check for fund availability. If funds are
: available, proposal and grant award letter sent to Assistant
Cormissioner for final approval and signature. If funds are not
'évail7ble, Proposal and grant award letter returned to appropriate
bureau.. ’ : -

' Y

) \ ’ ‘ e
'*21.. Assistant Commissioner approves project.
*zé. Approved préject.returﬁéﬂ to finance offihgi\to be logged in.

*23. @rant award letter mailed to ap?licant; qopiés of letter sent
to finance,o?fiter and responsible. bureau chief.
. - e ~

i




selection, training, and job placement.

. effective manner. - . - .

' Trannnng nncreases student emp?oyment optaons..h

_ _ | Appendix B A
QUESTIONNAIRE B ‘RANKING AND RATING OF IHPACT STATEMENTS.

lnstructlons for Qutcome Impact Statements. - Rank Order

Listed below are statements deallng with the possible: lmpact of
VEA proJects eligible for financing from the State's ''Basic. Grant' .
monies. Please rank these statements in the order of their Importance

. as project -outcomes.

. Write a "l" in the right hand column OppOSIte the statement that
you feel describes the most Important impact, a ''2'" opposite the second
most important statement, etc. until all 10 statements have been ranked. .-
The least lmportant statement of impact of a. project will be ranked "ID "

Oustcome lmoact Statements o ~+ + . Rank Order -

Program graduates are working in occupatnons for which
they were-trained.

Project obJectlves are fulfilled.

No sex discnimination occurred in student

Training objectives are met in the most cost

Large numbers of'students are trained.

'Empiuvers are satlsfled'wnth graduates of program.

Students trained have posrtrve.attltudes toward work.

tudents ‘trained continue their education.

Program can be reolicated in other LEAs.

-

Please add any sutcome statements that you feel are important

and should be |nc1uded .but do not rank them with the others.

[nstitute for Research and Development
in Occupational Education
. Center .for Advanced Study in Education
-~ Graduate School & University Center, CUNY -

LT? o N 5ﬁ8h L - li-“
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lnatructions for Ratinag OutCOme Impact Statements. ' ~
_ o
Llsted below is a set of outcome :mpact statements. How important.

is each outcome? Give each statement points on a- scale from 1 to 20
where ,

~

20'represents a highlv imndrtant'eutCome,fthe maximum number of points

1 represents a very un:mnortant ‘outcoms, the .lowest number of points

Write the number of po:nts from 1 (low rating) to -20 (hlghest rating)
opposite each of the follawing impact statements accord:ng to lts |mportance
as a consnderatlon in the fundlng of VEA' projects.

Qutcome innact Statem-nts _ . - B ' Ratings
- . - 1 *® e 0.0 0 0 a0 .'; .. .20
~ - L N ~ S . Lowest Highest

/

mProorfm graduates are worklng |n occupations
for wh:ch they were trained.

PFOJeCt obJectlves are fulfldled o -~

'No sex dlscrlmlnatlon¢occuﬁred ‘in student
selection, tra}ning, and job plahement.
\
Tra;nlng obJectlves are met in the" most
cost effectlve manner. "\
3 ) .\‘\
Large numbers‘df students are trained N

Traunxng increases student employment opt:ons.
. \
-:mp]oyers are satls.led w:th graduates

S

of - program. - o AN
'Students trained have posituve att;tudes _ ‘\_:
toward work - B .

. . . L ' N ) \\.:
Students trained continue their education. RN

"Program canlbe‘replicated in other'LEAs,




'Predlctlve lmoact Statements

- employment optnons.

Program will serve students ulnterests.-

'Program is artlculated wlth loca] post secondary
-lnstltutlons.

Instructions for Predictive Impact Statements == Rank Order

Listed below arebstatements.deallng wnth"predlctive impact, that

_ is, outcomes: which might be expected to result if proposed VEW projects

were to be Implemented. Please rank each of these statements in.the

‘order of ‘their Importance as posslble outcomes to. be considered in ‘

making fundlng decisions.

\ P

( Write a '"1" in the rlght hand column opposnte the statement. you
feell describes the most important type of predictive impact, a ''2"
opposnte the second most important statement, etc., until all 10 state-
ments- have been ranked. The least important statement cf predlcted
project. impact will be ranked ”IO” : e Tan

RankrOrder

'Students will. be tranned for occupat:ons where jobs

are avallab]e. _ )
) & . < ——

v N\

. Project objectives are stated in measurable termsk\-

No sex discrimination will oe‘mode in recruiting
and placing students in vocational programs.

_ Trasnung objectives will be met in the. most cost

effectlve ‘manner. . .

Large numbcr of students will Be trained

Trzining wu11 be—proVIded to increase students'

- Students will be prepared to meet entry level ski]l
‘requiremsnts as specified by prospective employers.

(e.g., employer's ratings of performance objectives
in-terms of job requlrements)

'Program wn]] be repllcable in other LEAs.

-

Please add any predlctlvc impact: statements that you feel are ,
lmportant and shou]d be included “but do not rank them with the others.
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'ihétruétidhs'FOF.Ratiha Predictive Impact Statements.

_ Listed below is a set of predictive impéct_statements. How - important ~

" is - each predictive-outbome?..Give-each statement pcints_on a scale from

1 to 20" where . . : . :

20 represents a.hidhly\imbbrtaﬁt.E}edictive statement, the_méximhm .
number of points. ST - '

. =

l_rgpresgnts a8 verv unimoortant predictive stétement, the lowest
‘number ‘of points. T ' : '

Write the humber of'points from 1 (low ratfng)jtd 20 (highest rating)
“opposite each of the following predictive impact statements according to
its importance -as a consideration in the funding of VEA projects.’ ‘

Predictive Imoact Statements . .. Ratinas
) ]..u-s...._.-..ZO’
Lowest "Highest .
- Students will be trained for occupations where jobs - P
are available. ' Co . ' '
Project objectives are stated in measurable terms. ]
" No sex discrimiﬁétioh:wil] be made iﬁhtecruiting ' .
and placing students in vocational programs.. :
Training objectives will be met in the most cost. | |
effective manner. ) S ' :
Large number of students will be trained. -~ i .
Trainin§ will be provided to increase étudents' L
employment options. - ' )
. Students will be prepatéd]to meet entry level skill 3 i
reQUirgments as specified by,prospectlve.employers. : L
(e.g., employer's ratings of program performance. B
objectives in terms of job requi rements). L
Program will serve students' interests. ,
Program is articulated with Tocal post secondary : o ‘Q
institutions. ’ . e ' . S
K{J'Prbgram will be resli;éble in other LEAs. i - ~ k///
AN ' ( .
\ \ / 91 “



QUESTIONNAIRE 2: PREDICTIVE IMPACT STATEMENTS
' * Spring 1978 study
‘Pleasg'comblete this page for thg‘project proposal li;ted in the letter.

o . - /
Project Title : /

Name of Agency : ) . ' /W
Project VEA Number =~ '~“' " Fiscal year of grant )
The preéent grant covers _ % of the program's costs.

Grade ]evel(s)'bf program (circle): 9 10 .11 12 . po;tsecondary adult

Student type:

General. _No. % Disadvan-  No. . % Handi- . No. - %
N - - taged* - . capped ‘

Thfs'prdjeét is to be funded in the following (purpose) cgtggory(s):’

‘General f’ Disadvantaged*| . ' Handicapped

The grant is primarily for a continuation project a new program- (not:

R . : previously offered
by LEA)

improving existing programs with staff emphasis : equipment -
' ‘ R (equipment costs emphasis .
~.less than 50% of - "(equipment

. ‘project costs) _  costs=50%
) : . .. or more of
= . o , ‘ ' © the total

project cos

If a continuation project, which.year is the project?

sffgar . " of a 1 or 2 or’- 3 vyear project:‘
. o (circ]e one) -
Project Summary: It will be helpful in interpreting your questionnaire

responses to have a brief project description (a 200~300 word. summary). - -
Please attach the summary to the completed questionnaire.- ) '
ﬁ?qrsbhs (othe} than handicapped persons) who have atademi; or ecghomlc '
disadvantages and require special services, assistance;or,programs in

~order to enable them to succeed in vocational education programs.

Institute for Research and Development -. ) _ _
- in Occupational Education . = - S S

" Center .fof Advanced Study in Education . | L s
‘Graduate~School & University Center, CUNY . :

BRI 92
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' PREDleIVE" Students wull be trained for occupations where JObS are avanlable.'

1. How many local JObS are or will be.available for students trained in. thns

project? - _(Employment data- callected be tween = and
' oo . mo./year : \
mo./year " f
Number of Jobs 'Data.Source |

Newspaper ads

€State employment otflce
: rrivate employment agencies
Direct contact of employers - N
"(Number of employers contacted ),
| :

*LEA Placement of‘Flce ,

1 Unions - | T -

[TETE

Other (describe source)

Total number of jobs
" P
2. How many jobs are or wnll be available in the reglon?

. State employment.offlce
Ve , :

/// S d' 0ther'(describe'source)
7 . | ’ .

i
..

) — ) , Total number of reglonal Jobs

'PREDICTIVE' ProJect ob)ectives are stated in measurable terms

. ">" 7 Number of measurable* project obJectlves {'?/

Total Number of proJect obJectlves .

/
[

-

. _./‘./ .
*A l'measurabh- obJectIVe” is defined as a project outcome that can be stated
as a- count, proportlon, percentage or another quantlty

e

T
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- .EREDlCT]VE:' No_sex discrimination will be made in recruiting and placing |
: students in vocational. programs.. : - -

[ aad

*Checkleach'activity'below'that will be carried out prior to ‘or during this'proje;;}“

Vocational courses.are'equafly available to female and male -
students upon request. ' ' '

Female and~na1e students will be recruited In approximately
equal numbers. - . : ' ' :

A1l course instructional matefial,will be free of sex bias
and sex role stereotyping. : '

> N : P JeEs . . . 3
Program teachers will equally represent females and males.

will visit the program.

"Role models' of the "noﬁtraditioha1” sex for the occupation

A1l career materiéls_wil] be free of sex bias and sex role
stereotyping. ' :

;

. . v / : o
Men and women students are provided information about' their _
. rights to equal educational and employment opportunities. under
1 the law. ' ' S ~

A preram will be coﬁd#;ted.fof parents Whiéﬁ'will assist them to
work with their daughters and sons to consider all educational
~and employment opportunities. : ‘ : ‘

. Specfa] support:services or counseling will be provided to
S ‘ ' females and males who select a nontraditional occupational program.

Equal emphasis wilf be placed on financial support and .
cooperative educational placements for females and males.

! .

'_“Erogggm instructional and related guidance personnel will be

provided the inservice training necessary for the delivery
A of sex-fair instruction and counseling for students.

. PREDICTIVE: Training will be provided to increase student's employment options.

Use the OE.code to_fist:the’ndﬁbéf and tj&Ies of‘occuéétional areas for which
graduates of this project are prepared (e.g., 07.0904 Medical Assistant, 07.0906
Health Aide). -~ T

N
— ™
S
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FREDICTIVE: Tra|n|ng,obJect|ves W|ll be met in the most cost effect|ve manner

Estimated PrOJect Costs Listed in’ VEA Budget

All of the following questions pertaln nlx to the estimated ‘costs of the program
financed by the VEA grant and for the duration -F the VEA grant Use the FA-10
Budget Summary page for the totals below. o

v

1.: Current VEA Costs ) Current costs are the monies .from codes 200 (200 250
* “Instruction), 300 (Guidance), 400 (Health), 500 (Transportatnon) 600 -
(Operation), 700 (Maintenance), 830 (Rental), 9oo (Food) 1000 (Co-curric.),
1100 -(Comm.-H rela. ), and Ind|rect costs)
(FA =10 Summary Page)

Total Curren Costs.; ..... e P

2. Capital VEA Costs. Capital costs are the monies from codes 260 (Staff develop-
ment), 1220.3 (Minor remod. ), and 1230 (Equip.)

per school ear)

6. In order t qual|fy for the job for which the
: is preparlnP ‘the students, will they have to/c ntinue training -

/ - beyond the ‘time covered by the grant (one year)? . ;- - ;
- o Yes | No ;\
i . | . I
¢ 7. 0f yes; for how long? ‘

requirements as

PREDICTIVE: Students will.be prepared to meet entry-level” skill
: sp_c|f|ed by prospectlve emgquers T~

~.

Agreement between number of essentlal entry level skllls checked by occupat|onal

‘advisory committee of employers and union representa ives and number of essential
entry level.skllls llsted by LEA.

a. Number of skllls llsted by school . ’ . o e . -

b, - Number of sklils checked as essentlal

5 - entry level skills by.employers (and/or
L advisory committee) :

"c. . Number of employers {(committee members) - !
~ reviewing essential skills list. .




.
—_—

. _ , } S | J” | 3 - c5
--PREDICTIVE: Proaram will ‘be replicable |n other LEA

——— \

Check each Item that could be reproduced and sent to another school:

. . ’_/ - LN . \
‘course outline o )
lesson plans R . o s |
. ' // . .
h project developed sﬁudent workbook/student instructnonal
materials 7
student assessment forms (tests or raﬁ} g forms)
proJect-developed slldes/AV mater/;)s/f!lms - _ o I ;‘-j
llst of recommended equlpment/t; tbooks/AV maternals #
. //llst of suppllers and venders/’ ' | (
. / i = - L. : .
. Ll teacher program guide // / \
project proposal _ "_// / d ' S 115
! : # e . . — v :
program evaluat!cn report--data and sample forms L R
iﬁ. i Total Number checked S _ . : S "

'f Based on: the |tEms checked above, what percent "of the rogramddo you
‘ est\mate,will be transferable to another school?l 2l ‘

. ”, . ‘ .‘v ) — N y /‘
.PREDICTIVE Program will serve students' interests, . : i A

- . .ot !

Data Source' A Career |nterest survey can be conducted to prov:de an

estlmate of the following numbers L o E
PN “‘/~ . ] . - . ] . "J . S
{- ' }. Total number of students‘surveyed./ﬂ , ' . A o
. feo o - / i
: \ .- -2.5~Numbe?—of-s*udentsiselecting this _ N T E
: occupational area as first or second ; - ' / :
. -choice (of Interest to them) - - .
Y ' i
o " PREDICTIVE:. Prooram is artlculated with local pos econdary |nst|tut|ons.7- Vi
L / 2
peo _ . N
o Number of local post secondary lnstitutl ﬁ? where 7 N
R : students could contlnue in the same occupatlonal : VR




