
'MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF:STANDARDS-1963-A



\ .
DOCUMENT RESUME.

ED 16,5 248

AUTHOR
TITLE

INSTITUTION

-:-SPONS AGENCY.
REPORT NO
.PUB DATE '

GRANT
NOTE

EDRS PRICE
DESCRIPTORS

IDENTIFIERS

EA 011 161

Tittle, Carol'Kehr; And Others.
A Study of the Validity and Feasibility of Impact
Ratings for Use in Funding and Evaluation.
City Univ. of New York, N.Y. Inst. for Research and
Development in OcCupational Education:; New York
StateEducation Dept., Albany.' Dive. of Occupational
Education Supervision.
Office of Education. (DHEW), Washington D.C.
/CASE-14-78
Aug 78
VEA-78-3A-540
115p.; Figure 1 may be illegible

MF-$0.83.HC-$6.01 Plus Postage.
Educational Research; Elementary 'Secondary Education;

______*Program Evaluation; *Program Validation;
Questionnaires; School Districts; *Vocational
Education
New York

ABSTRACT'
.

, This study was the second year of a project that-
attempted to .formulate criteria for ptoject evaluation and funding
decitions. Activities were designed to produce measures-of project
impact for vocational education projects. The second year,:s work

,focused on refinement of impact variables, hand a survey of directorA
of vocational education concerning their ptiOtities for impact
.variables. Local education agencies (LEAs)linliew York State were
asked their opinions about-Whether the impact variables were valid
and whether it Would be feasible for them t_ci. collect the data
required. Six project impact variables were considered the most_

. valid. (1), Students trained have positivelattitudes toward work. 2)
:increases student employment options. (3). EmployerS are

6.satisfied with graduates of the program. .(4) 'Graduates are working in
occupations for which they are trained. 14 Project objectives are
.fulfilled. (6) Trainingpbjectives are letfin.the most cost-efiectiVe
/manner. The LEAs queried indicated that .011ection of necessary data
mould'be feasible. but thatthey- could'use;support with data

_g,4collection in several_areat.:Thenext step required are a review of
the.impact.rating formS and Of dditional related rating
forms and the preparation of a funding and evaluation.handbook fot
LEAs. (Author/JM).

\\

***********************************************************************
* Reproductions supplied by EDRS ate the best that can be made *

* from the original document. , *
***********************************************************************



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH,
EOUCAT ION WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION

THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN. REPRO. t
.DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM :,;i1
THE PERSON OR ORGANIZATION OEIGIN
ATING IT. POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE.
SENT OFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR-POLICY.

A STUDY OF THE VALIDITY AND FEASIBILITY

OF IMPACT RATINGS FOR USE IN FUNDING

AND EVALUATION

CAROL KEHR TITTLE

MARA ZIBRIN

MARSHA GREEN

Institute for Research 'and Development
. in Occupational Education

Center for Advanced. Study in Education
The Graduate School and University Center
of the City University of New York

in cooperation with the
Division of Occupational Education Supervision
The New York State Education Department
University of the State of New York

CASE 14-78
August 1978

The pic,gram reported on herein was performed
under VEA Grant No. 78-3A-540



ABSTRACT

During 1977-19/8 the Department -of Occupational Education Super-
,-

vision 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 vocational education are important for bothJunding, that is the

allocations of/money to individual projects, and'to evaluation--pro-

viding guidance to local education agencies in determining important

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

funding decision making and in evaluation will assiE' both state de-

cision makers and local directors of vocational education to have

II

similar priorities.

During the first year of the project, the resea-ch related to

decision making and priorities was reviewed, an annotated bibliography

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

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

on further refinement of the "impact" variables to relate them to the
,

1976 Amendments (PL 94-482) and a survey of Directors of Vocations'.

Education to determine their priorities fJr impact variables, as well

as DOES staff priorities. Interviews with several directors assisted

IRDOE staff to refine draft questionnaires designed: 1) to obtain priorities

for impact variables; and 2) to obtain sample distribution data for the

predictive and outcome impact variables. Also, LEA opinions on the avail-

ability of data were collected. Responses to the questionnaires provide

one indication of validity (the relationship between DOES and LEA prior

ities) and feasibility (extent to which data are currently available or can

be made available).
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FOREWORD

As a downstate 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 prbblems or areas of concern in occupational education and

configure ways and means of ameliorating or eradicating 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 which proj-

ects, once funded and completed, were evaluated.

!n both cases, although personnel engaged in the tasks were

conscientiously applying their understandings of the terms to the

processes, it sei.med that, there were considerable variances in

definition of terms and criteria: Accordingly, in FY '75, IRDOE

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

of practices and, when satisfied that a need existed to standardize

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

This document reflects a two -year effort Clesigned to, first,

develop definitions and criteria applicable to funding decisions

arid, secondly, to test parallel criteria in the assessmert of proj-

ects funded and completed. That the report is timely is evidenced

by the DHEW's Office of Education' (OE) publishing, at this writing,

RFP 78-67, "Development of Criteria to Measure the Effectiveness

and implementation.of Demonstrations in VOcational Zducation."

It is hoped that the materials herein will contribute significantly

to the OE thrust as well as that of the lic.w York State Education.

Department.

Le-, Cohen, Ph.D.
Director, IRDOE
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Overview::

1. Introduction

This study of the validity and feasibility of impact ratings is

the second year of a project concerned with linking evaluation and fund-

ing decision makins , During the first year of the project, the'research

related to funding decision making was reviewed and the process was iden-

tified by which evaluation data and data requested for funding decisions

could be linked. The pilot work in the first year suggested that raters3

could reach consensus on the major outcomes4that could be included in

the evaluatiOn of vocational education programs an! also consensus on the

."predictive" impact variables for which information could be prcTided

at the time of funding. The consensus expressed by those concerned with

decision making in Funding general grants under Subpart 2 of the VEA

'legislation suggested that the second year of the project should be de-

voted to develOping a. fl'hal set of both predictive and outcome variables

for funding and evaluation respectively; and to examining the consensus

among funding-decision makers and funding applicants 35 one estimate of

the "valid -ity" of the major variables to be used 'in funding decision

making and evaluation.

The second year of the project, then, has carried out a 'series of

activities designed to ,result in .a final list of variables with priority

in evaluation and funding decision making.' The activities included the

development ofa Series Of questionnaires designed to assess the prior-'2

ities of two (4)0rAroups concerned wifh.evaluation and deciiion

the Department of'OcOpational Education.Supervision Staff "and..the Local

Education.AUthority (LEA) vocational education'staff who receive funding

under-the,basic grants section, of the YEA of 1976. One questionnaire was



designed which would permit eachgroup to express their rank order'of

Importer-ice and rating for a set of variables which could be known at

the time-OT funding (predictive impact variables). A second set

.(outcome impact riables) could be included in evaluation of VEA grant

.

programs. The-rank orders and ratings permitted the development of two

sets of data. The first set was-concerned with the consensus among LEA

raters in different regions and-(arge cities of the state, and the

agreement of the LEA staff overall with the DOES staff. The second set

of data is the weights or the degree of importance attached to the

variables recei:ving the highest.priOrity amcing the
1

veyed in the study.

sets of raters sur-'

In addition to determinin the priority and criterion weights for

major predictive and outcome v riables, two additional questionnaires

were designed sprovide estiMates of the categories on which projects

might be described for each of the impact scales. That is, for a variable/

determined to.-be aMajor priority and given a high weighting, such as

number of local jObSavailable in the erea of the training program, some

index is needed toelate the.availability of employment to potential

number of graduatesOfthe-program.,.- One way of providing a "score "' for a

.projectOn.the..01prvariables is to categorize each project into one

of three categorles;iirong, average and weak, on each impact variable.

In order to cetegbrize-projects, some idea cf the values for each of the

categories needs-to be avail;.ble through data or subjective estimates

(or a combination of, data and DOES/LEA staff estimates.)

The seCondWO'qUestionnaires designed.for'the study: were then aimed

at sollegt1001ata related to the need to provide rater categories. These

two questionnaires h d several purposes. They examined 'the amount of data



:,readily available .LEAs, and they M.sci'provided for EA staff to

suggest-that-Ve data would be available ifgiven advanced notice or

would be very difficult to .collect. Thequestionna res served the

further purpose of. beginning a dialogue between DOES and LEA staffs

on the importance of providing data for funding decision making and

evaluation of VEA-funded programs.
- \

,.

in.summary, the first..year of the project examined the methods

currently availabl:, to DOES
\

taff in establishing priorities for VEA

outcomes and the rflationshi between specifying important variables1

for funding decisions as.they\related to evaluation of projects. The

second year has determined one aspect of the validity of the major

I

k

variables for/funding and evaluation, that is the relatinship between

the priorities eszablished by LEA and;DOES staff,Sand secondly, has
\

'
provided some estimate of the Aistribution (different values projects

i .

i 1

may have on 'the impact varlabl
is)\with a view toward establishing rating

\
i

categories for funding decision making Fold outcome evaldation. The

procedures and results of 04.! stucly..arepresented in..Chapters/2, 3, -and 4.

Chapter 5 prmi\ides an overalt-summary and recommendations fOr next',steps..

.4 :

The second part of this introduction describes a recently-conducted,stUdy
. I

for community colleges which is similar. to the work being deillipA

high'school level 6y,DOES.

Recent Studies

t, \-
.The review of the research literatUre\presented in the final report

.

.

.

.

. . . .

. ,
.

_ .

. .
,_

of the first year of the project, An Exploratory Study .of the ilmpact of

Vocational Education: Implications :for. Fundng,described two areas of

research related to the current project. `They first area is the early
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4

w)rk in decision making which:provides several way-i-to estimate, the

utilities or values attached to particular variables or outcomes of

decisions and the second was a beginning area of reserrch in linking

studies of decision making to funding decision making,

have appeared in the past year which merit description in terms of

their/relationship to the current project. The firsf is a review and

set of studies by Enhorn and HogartH-;(1978, in press) which examines

the\confidenceuthat judjes have in their decision making. They examined

the contradiction between demonstrated evidence on the fallibility of'

/

human judgment and tha "seemingly unshakeabl)e confidence people exhibit

in their judgmental ability." They stress d three key variables in the

judgment process. The first, is the structure of the.judgment task, the

second is the extent to which people can obsetvele outcomes of their

judgments. As they note, most studies have simply correlated judgments

with criteria. How individuals or judges then decide the action to take

has been neglected. As they point out; in real world situations, judgments

are made. for the purpose of choosing beiween actions.., This means. that

outcome information, such es evaluation data, which-is available only

after the actions' or funding decisions are- ade. Is freuently the only

source of feedback with which to compare judgment. :Their thesis. is that

in order to better understand judgmental ability is necessary to con-

-sider the judgdent, the actions taken, and the outcome feedback together.

.,Their argument provides a further rationale for, the current projects efforts.

to link the outcome and
.1!

predictiVe imp&t.:,StateMents so that evaluation

.data.can ifeed-baCk" to modify future judgments.
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Einhorn and Hogarth also point to a research problem in strictly

'correlating judgments of the impact or success of projects and the judges'

initiallrating of projects. Research problems are that one can only

look at bccepted projects to see if they have been successful, srrJce un-

successful applicants are not funded. The ideal validity study for

judgments would includefunding both projects judged to be of high impact

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

'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 giant is completely com-
.

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

them time and resources to do more and better work as opposed-4to applicants

who are not funded.

The limitations of correlating judges' ratings of high ,impact projects

with criterion or independent judges \

ratings of high impaCtprojects has

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

taken a somewhat different first approach to validation, and that is t

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 coridUcted by Ory, Harris, and Clark (1978) and also reported in a

second paper by Ory, Harris, Dueitt, and'Clark. (1978): ,This study devel-,

Oped and field tested a vocational education model for programs

at the community ccllege level. The metropolitan com unity colleges of

Kansas City, Missoiri were involved in the study. An achiiisory group of

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

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

-.



cation. These criteria mere:

1. The program's relationship to the job mars profile

2. The Program's success in meeting vocational aspirations of

clientele

3. The program's success in terms of student support

4. The program'sjievel of community support.

- ; ,

5. The prog ram's cost-effectiveness

6. The Program's success An reaching the handicapped

and disadvantaged .

These six criterion statements were rated, each statement paired against

every other' statement (in the 'paired comparison procedure), and 100

usable responses were available from the survey. 'These responses were

used to develop the criterion weights. The three statements weighted

most highly were: the programs's relationship to the job market'profile;

the program's success in meeting vocPtional aspirations of clientele;

and the'program's success in terms of student perf6rmance.

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 ar 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 indicators of

,,,prbgram_oelity are intended to be useful in the decisions of maintaining,

modifying, or terminating a vocational program.

Of particular interest to the current project was the definition

of sub criteria within each of themajor criterion areas. Figure 1 shows
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Figure 1. Evaluation Score Sheet

(Ory, Harris, Dueitt, ane Clark, 1978, p.10)

Attainment
Ratings

%di

4
0 ttc.0 0

irL./" "
(circle)
3 Q 1 0

CD 1 0
3 0 1 0

D 11 x 3 al 0

eb 4
A 32. x
B 29 x
C 28 x

Total 122.2X

4

CriteriOn I. Local" Job t!arket Needs

The Occupational community's expressed
Progipm graduates'. need for employment
The occupational.mwunity's expressed
education offered by the prorram
Projected employe ilt needs reported by

.30 6g7 Weiohted Criterion 1 Score

noted for oreduates

(11:.finding jobs)
'ed for the type of

the K.C. ranuot,,tr renort

Criterion IL\ Past and Present Student Needs

,A 21 x 9 1 0 - Employed graduate satisfaction with. the pr)gram's joh.preparation
B 19 x 1 0 . Employed oraduate satisfaction with the mrledge offered
C 17 x 2 1 0 . ,26mplOyed graduate satisfaction with the stills training offered
D 16 x 2 1 0 =. 'j Employed graduate ratings of the' pronram's ouality
E , 10 .x 3 8 1 0 . =Current student satisfaction with the skills trairino offered
F 9 x 3 1 0.fiCurrent student satisfaction with the knowledne offered
G 8 x C 2, 1 0_,....,221Current student ratingS of the program's quality

Total?#SX .26 = 0.7 Weighted Criterion 2 Score

A
B

0

A
B

C
D
E

Criterion III. Graduate Job Performance
_ .

42 x 3 1 0 - Employer satisfaction with the graduate's tiverall performance

g38 x 3 1 0 .. va Employer ratings of the ouality of the graduate's dverall performance
13 x 3 1 0 = ja Employer reports of spending:less, equal or more time on entry

training
17 x 3 (2) i .

0 . L4 Employer reports of saving, breaking even-:Or losing money on entry
training

Total Zlia X .24 . qi. Weighted Criterion 3 SCore

28 x
26 x- 2

? 1

1

22 x 3 1

14 x. 3 1

10 x C) 2 1

A 54 x 2
B 46 x 2

Criterion IV. Occupational Community Support

0 P Q/ Employer (of graduates) willingness to hire another graduate
0 . 22.0ccupational Community willingness to hire prooram praduates
0 51 Employer (of graduates) ratings of program cuality
0 . As:Occupational Community ratings of program quality
0 = .11 Occupational Community awareness of, the program's existence

Tot#1 vil x = Weighted Criterion 4 Score.-

Criterion V.

1 0 8 1A. Cost per Credit Hours
1 0 . 132 Cost per Contact Hours

Total app21 .07 = j Weighted Criterion 5 Score

Criterion VI: SucCess in' fleaching Handicapped A. nisidvantaged

A 41 x al 2 1 0 m 11.3 Handicapped and disadvantaged student satisfaCtion with program
B 28 x 3 2 m 0 . AB Availability of support services (i.e., tutoring, financial aid)
C 19 x 3 0 1 0 = -.tal Facility construction and/or alternation to meet special needs
0 /12 x 3 2 Cr) 0= .11 Evidence of program's recruitment efforts

Total At X .05.. 0.1 Weighted Criterion 6 Score,

Composite Score. . .A41. (Sum of all six weighted criterion scores)

Figure 1. Evaluation Score Sheet 1
40

Cost Effectiveness
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an example of an evaluation score.sheit (Ory, Marris Dueitt, and Clark,

1978). Each of the major criteria has sub-criteria, sub-criteria weights,...

and a rating of strong, adequate; weak, or no data. For example, criterion

1 on local job market needs hasjour sub-criteria: the occupational com-
_

Unity's expressed need for graduates; the program graduates' need for

employment (% flnd;ng jobs); the occupational community's expressed need

for the type of education offered by the program; and projected employ

needs reported by the Kansas /City. Manpower Repo&t. These data were

collected from employer and student surveys in order to provide individual

prbgram ratings of strong, adequate or weak.

The project established the rating categories in conjunction with

administrative decisionmakers. 'For example, in order fora program to

be rated STRONG on sub-criterion 1, "program graduates' success in finding

employment," Ory et al report that at least 90% of the graduates needed

to be-employed in training-related fields. At least 75% needed to be

employed for a rating of ADEQUATE, and below 75% programs ,received a rating

of WEAK. The proficiency levels of 90%, 75%, and less than 75% were used

to assign the attainment ratings of STRONG, ADEQUATE, OR WEAK, respectlyelY,

to that particular sub-criterion. The unique set of proficiency levels

were based, as mentioned earlier, on', the standards of quality desired by

the individual college's administration.

\,1

In the present project, in contrast, a first step has been to con-
.

,. i

)

struct questionnaires to go to LEAs to collect information on the dis-

tribution of major variables-. One difference \between the present study

and the Ory et al study, is that the latter collected data on completed

prograMs. One oU the major problems, as reported later, is that the

1 6



funding decisions madeby DOES are not.always directly program-linked.

For example, some grants may cover equipment for several programs. The

"entity" being funded is not as well defined as the program being eval

uated in th oirigiMA college study.

In t,data to evaluate ten vocational programs of

tI'e Kan as .City metrOpolrian community colleges, over 16,000 question-

naires .e sent...to vart us data sources, including current students,
:

graduates, st ,..local business persons, employers, and program

chairpersons. Among the.questionnarres, were,-.evaluation checklists for

facilities (to determine accesSability for the' physically handicapped),
_

a program chairperson's checklist for level of program participation

offered to handicapped and disadvantaged st !dents, and a cost-evaluation

form used by evaluation personnel.

Ory et al reported that criterion scores across all ten programs

range from 0 to 300, while composite (weighted) scores had a range from

92 to 258. Of the ten programs used for field testing, three averaged

criterion ratings of STRONG, six averaged ADEQUATE ratings and required

modifications (in areas suggested by the program criterion ratings), and

. one program was rated WEAK. According to the authors, these ratings

supported subjective judgments by administrative personnel ,prior to the

evaluation and informal data collected with the questionnaire.

In summary, the two recent studies described here suggest the im-

.Portance of-.linking outcome datato data,that can ,1;:ie known at the time

!/offunding, and further suggest the need for providing both evaluation

and funding decision makers with categories that can be quantitatively

defined, either on the.basis of judgments by local 'administrators and

evaluators or by sample data reported In the present project.
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II. Developmentof QuestiOnnaires 197721978

.Rating procedures in use at SED 1977-78

In linewith the new regulations for the VEA.of 1976, Project

proposal ha.'efor fiscal year 1979 hee followed a different series of
,e'

\

procdgures in the department. Each project application is first

examined on a series of screening criteria. The initial screening

criteria are in two areas. The first is initial project screening .

criteria, comprised of six.i-tems which are checked yes or. no. The

six items are as follows'.

1. The agency was involved. in regional planning for

occupational education.

There is written documentation of local advisory council

Involvement in develOping the proposal.

The agency has maintained effort (aggre§ate or per capita

expenditures) from the previous var.

4. The proposed activities are allowable under the legislation

(use statementl,of allowable activities).

The proposed e*penditUres are.allowable under the legislation'

(use statement of allowable expenditures).

6. Thd agency has a policy on sex bias, ,stereotyping and dis-

.

crimf.natio6 on file and proposed activities are consistent

with the policy.

The second set of -screening criteria are on economic and manpower

`needs documentation. 'There are four statements in the economic/manpower

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

medium high/medium low, to low, and receiving respectively, 4,3,2, or 1

points. The four screening criteria statements in this area are:

16
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I. The project serves an area of high economic need as

evidenced by'hiri rates of unemployment, concentrations

oflow income families and other economic indicators.

. _

2. Information on labor market needs deals specifically with

needs of the\region or area servedbythe educational agency

(regional data preferable P6r schools serving regional

labor market:Istatewide data acceptable in cases where

agency has area-widp or statewide area of placement).

Information on labor market 'needs is based on objective

data (not limited to opinions, personal knowledge or testi-

monials) and is corroborated by at least two data sources.

4 Information on labor market needs is directly related to the

specific progra0-(instruttional-or support services)seeking

funding under
4
VEA:

The projects need/to receive a score of 8 or greater to continue

in the review procesSi Figures 4, 3, and .4.shOw the general flow charts

for the review and approval decision making process,for each of the

three main populatiOn categories under the VEA legislation = general

population, handicapped and disadvantaged, and adult population

As shown in the flow charts, the present proce ure.goes from the

screening statements, including regulatory issu s and economic/manpower

needs, to the ratings of instructional program q ality and program manage-

ment quality. Program management quality and instructional programlqualily

scales are shown in Appendix A. The management - criteria include

ratings from 1 low to 4 high in the area of statement of'needs, objectives,

activities, costs, continuation, evaluation, articulation, and

agency experience! past performance. The instructional project quality.
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Figure k

Chart of VEA Review and Approval Decision Making Process:

GENERAL POPtLATION

/
'general Population

Projects
.

N./

Does Project Meet'Economic/Manpower* Needs:
Regional, Scat g, National

.

Medium

2nd priority_
Low
'3rd priority

High 1st priority'

I

What is the Program Stater/
tobd followed

.
...

'Continuation of
EA Programs

Quality anking

}Improving Existing
Programs

Equipment! Requested
No.

Yes:

Quality of
rogram

Quality off
Program:

Quality Ranking Ouality Ranking

,/

Seca Ptograms

Quality of
:law Program

01-10.1tY Ranking

igh
5th 1st

Medium. High
6th 2nd

4.-

)&conomicl/Manpower Need
N3ack to 2nd priority o

1 _ _

igh
7th .":1

1

.' %Lot/

1

Nedium High
Sth 4th

'1
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Figure 3

Flow Chart of VEA Review and ApproVal Decision Making Process:
c'

Handicapped A Disadvan/taged Popultflons'

Handicapped.Disadvantaged
Erniects

.Does project give .students-entry
'level job:/skills:of give students
remedial /,preparatory inittuctlOn.

If teMedial or
preparatory

If jOb.skills.---,
Use flow chart' for
adult population

/What is the .Program Strategy
'to be fOl ad .

Continuation of
VEA Program

I

Past. Performance
of Program.

[Quality of
Continuation
Program

Qualiti. sinking

Medium High
4th 1st.

Improving Existing! ! Hew Programs
Programs

10dalitv of Pro

Quality Ranking

Medium gh
5th 2nd

Quality of
New Program.

s.

Quality Ranking,:

.17\t
High

6th. 3rd



'
Chartof'VEA ReViewand.Approval Decision .raking Procets':.

i$ult PoPillations

Figure 4

Adult
7/7 :Projects

Jaes Project Meet Economic /Manpower
'Aeiional,:State, National r

Medium.

_2nd_prioritv
Low
3rd rioritv stop

priority

What is the Program,Strategv
to be followed

!Continuation of
! VEA Programs

Past Performance I
of Program

Quality of
Continuation
,Program

Quality( Ranking

Tow.

.

tedium ign
4th 1st

, ,..,

ve

=priming Existing
Programs

:

Quality of
Program

.

New' Programs

/7

./
Quality of I

New PograM!

1

. /
Quality Ranking QualitylRanking.

Low

Medium.fligh
-5th 2nd
ve

Back to- 2nd priority

on Economic/Manpower Needs

1

,

:tedium High
6th 3rd

. 1
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criteria include ratings on heeds, objectives, activities, staffing,

equipment, facilities, costs, and agency experience/past performance.

The state rating scales for program management and instructional

quality develop sub - categories for each of these areas and provide

four-point rating scales. These procedures may be contrasted with

those reported by Ory et al, where there was a joint effort by adminis:

trators and evaluators to set category definitions,,and'with the effort

in the present project to, provide.some estimates of values for the

categories based on project. questionnaires. The next section describes

the rationale, and-the questionnaires for the present project-

Rationale'and major sections Of study ques,tionnaires.'

Following the outcomes of the 1976 -1977 study, a summary of outcome

and predictive impact statements were developed for discussion with the

staff of DOES. These summaries are presented in'Tables 1 and 2. IRDOE

and DOES' staff met on January 16, 1578,.to reviewethe previous year's work.

and to develop the revised- impact statements based-on the 1576,VEA'amend-
.

ments. At the meeting it was decided that LEAs shouldalso Tank order the

impact .statements. BecaUse.of thjs. decision, 'some' of the impact state-

ments that previously had low ranks were left in the set.

On the basis'of the:discussion-at the_meeting, three questionnaires
. I

were developed. Questionnaire 1 provided for ranking and rating of

predictive and outcome impact statements. Questionnaire 2 provided for

the collection of data related to each predictive impact- statement, to

ascertain the data whidh are readily available to LEAs, data that could

be collected given advance notice, and data that LEAs consideredim-.

possible to collect. Similarly, QueStionnaire3 providecrforthe collection

I-



OUTCOME IMPACT:STATEMENTS r January l9?
.

Statements that received the highest ratings and rankin0:

(A) Training nbjectiyes are met with minimal cost
c..ar,

student.

(C) Program graduates are working in occupations for which
they were trained.

(E) Vocational education needs of special Tgroups are met.

(G) Training increases student employment options.

(J) Employers are, satisfied with graduates of program.

(K) Job satisfaction of students trained is increased.

-(0 Students trained have.a-more, positive attitudertowardWork.

Statements thatreceived low ratings and:rankinga,,,bUt should be
reconsidered (Parallel forms were ranked high among predictive statetenti)I.

(F) Students are trained for occupationitraditiOiiallY dominated
by the'opposite sex::

(H). Students learn career planning.

(D) Program can be replicated in other settings.

Statements that received low ratias and might be deleted:

.,(B) Large numbers of students are trained.

(I) Students trained continue their education..



Table 2. PREDICTIVE. IMPACT STATEMENTS - January 1978

Statements that received the highest ratings and rankings:,

(A) Training' objectives will be met with minimal cost per
student.

(C)' StudentS will be trained for occupationd where jobs tire
available.'

(I)) Program will be replicable in other settings.

(E)I

I

Vocational needsaf groupd\Wi 1' be met.

(F) Students will .be trained fOr. occupations traditionally'
dominated by'the opposite sex.

o

(G) Training will be proyided to increase students'. emOloymeut
options.

(H) Students will learn career planning

.

New statements that should bejcbasidered (Parallel statements were
ranked high among outcome statements):

(3)

(K)

Students will prepared to meet job'requirements
specified by prospective employers.. (e.g:, employee.&-
ratings of program performance objectives in terms of job
requirements)

. .

Training will increase students' job satisfaction. (e.g.,
prospective student's will rate course goals /curriculum in
relation to being able to do their work.well)

Stitements that received lbw ratings and ranking and might be deleted:

(B) Large numbers of stdpents will be trained.

(I) New program will serve studentsl-itterestela though jobs,
are not Available-16CaIly)
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of data for each of the outcome impact statements. The'.'Procedures

t

developing these questionnaires were to identify the Para' e, iVoired

for each impact statement, to develop an, index or single number as.a

basis for grouping or categorizing projects on a rating scale on that

statement, and to then reduce the amount of data actually asked for in

the questionnaire to the bare minimum. This batter undertaking was

----
assisted in large measure by the cooperation generously given by three

LEAs. Draft questionnaires were reviewed by Mr. Thomas Castelli, by

Or. Donna Santa and her staff, and by Dr. Howard Friedman and his. staff.

On the basis'of their comments IRDOE staff simplified the questionnaires

still further for the survey,.
*14,

The three questionnaires used in the study are given in Appendices

B, C, and D. The survey procedures are idescribed below.

Ag.
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III. Sample Survey

Procedures

IRDOE staff identified one completed project from FY 1976;. and one

project applAcet-Ton for FY 1979, for each BOCEt to serve as the basis for

completing Questionnaires 2 and ) in the survey. For the majority of

BOCES and large_ cities,',there was no sample project selection,
since

there were few projects listed and the selection criterion was to

draw on a general .population, secondary level project as the first

. preference. In a few cases, adult or special population projects were

used. /

A separate procedure was followed for New York City for FY 1976 and

FY 1979 project selection. In cooperation with Dr. Howard Friedman, of

the Board of Education Center for Career and Occupational Education, in-

' 1dlitvalioal projects were selected for NewYork 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 lrants, and a range 'in terms of the type Of occuPation covered

by the grant.

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

large dity directors of vocational education or, for New York City, to

individual project directors. The majority of questionnaires were sent

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

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

"Umbrella" grants including a number of individual project are often
used for New York City. The most comparable data would be for in-
dividual projects with the "umbrella" grant, so these were identified
for the survey.



questionnaires went out under the cover letter by George R. Quarles,

Chief Administrator for the Board of Education of the Center for Career

and Occupational Education. Following the. Directors' letters; a letter

from the institute for Research and Development in Occupational 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 review process was described asking respondents to

include data where they were,available/but where data were not available

to mark each question as to whether: the data could be supplied if given

advanced notice; the data were not accessible without considerable

effort; or the data were impossible to collect.

Returns:

LEAs were requested to call if there were questions about the

survey and to return the surveys within approximately three weeks. Ques-
'?

tionnaires were returned during May and June. Two telephone follow-up

calls were made for non-respondents and the final number of questionnaires

returned were as follows: 45 BOCES questionnaires were mailed and 39

returned, for a response rate of 87%. For the large cities, 63 question-

naires were mailed out and 42 questionnaires were returned, for a response

of 67%., All three qUestionnaires were sent to each BOCES.

All of the,Cities' programS'received a Questionnaire 1 and either a

Questlonnaire 2 or 3 depen\dirig on whether that program'was funded in

FY. 76 or FY 79.' OUt of the 29 Questionnaire 2's that were sent out, 20
, .

.(695). were returned ai;c1)22''(65%).out of 34 Questionnaire 3's were returned.

In cases wherelt ).:Nas obviOus that the same person filled out more than one

copy of Questionnaire I; only'one.POPY. jselected at rand 0,M).was used in the

dataanalysis'. Therefore, althedgM'-42:-Questionnaire l's vier., returned,.

only 33 unique copies mere used .for-the analysis reported in. Part 111.



IV. Results

A. Ratings and Rankings of Impact Statements (Questionnaire 1)

Three groups responded to Questionnaire 1, providing rankings and

ratings of importaAce of predictive and outcome impact statements: The

first group is comprised of directors or project directors in BOCES

(n=38), the second group consists of respondents from the five large

cities in the state (n=33), and the third group includes individuals who

are supervisors in DOES (n=5). The data from the rank ordering of the
1'

importance of the predictive and outcome statements are given in Tables

3 and 5. The tables show the overall rank based on the mean ranks

given each 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

on a scale from one (low) to twenty (high),but were transformed to a mean

of 50 and a standard deviation of 10. The transformation was used to

place each rater's set of ratings on the same scale, so that comparable

numbers could be used for summary purposes.

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

staff ratings. KendalL's.Coefficient of Concordance (W) was computed for

the ranks given by DOES staff to the predictive and outcome impact'state-
,

.

ment's. W.had a value of .638 for the Predictive impact-statement.ranks

(X2 = 28.7 p<.001) and W = .689 for the Outcome impact statements.

(X2 = 30.9 p 4/.001). These values show a highly significant amount of agree-

ment among the set of DOES staff judges. (4 can take a value from 0 to

+1, and is defined as the ratio of the obtained variance to the maximum

variance possible.)

t-,
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Table 3. Overall Ranking.of Predictive Impact Statements
by BOCES, Large City, and DOES Staff

Predictive Impact' Statements

BOCES

iS

Ranking
Large

Citiesa D.OESa Overall......

1. Students will be trained for
occupations where job's are
available'

4 2 1

,

.

2. Project objectives are stated
in measurable terms

5 5 3

3. No sex discrimination will be
made in'recruiting and placing
students in vocational programs

...-

. 7
c

7

4. Training objectives will be met
in the most cost effective

4manner ,

4

,r

5. Large number of students will
be,trained

10 9 10.. 9

,

6. Training will be provided to
increase, students' employ-
ment options

1 5.5
-

,2

7. _Students will be.prepared to
meet entry levels*ill require-
ments as specified: by prospect-
lye employel-s. (e.g:'employer's

_ ratings of program performance
objectives in terms of-job re-
quirements).

'

2 1

.

,:. 2

,,

1

8. Program will serve students'
interests.

3 4 , 5.5

!

9. Program is articulated with
local post secondary
institutions .

8 8

10. Program will be replicable in
other LEAs

. 9 10' 9 10

a0verall rank based on mean ranks,. See Appendix F.

W = .896

X2W (9 df) = 24.18 .01<( p <.001



Table 4. Ratings of Predictive Impact Statements by BOCES,
Large City, and DOES.S.taffs: Mean and Standard

Deviation of Standardized (T) Scores.

Predictive Impact
Statements

BOCES Cities

(N=38) (N =33).

.Mean S.D. Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Supervisors
(if=5)

All

(N =76)
Mean S.D.

I. Students wil be
trained for occu-
pations where jobs

53.35 7.12 56.93 7.10 60.03 3.31 55.34 7.19

-- are available.

2. Project objectives
are sta ed in meas-
urable terms.

51.36 7.77 51.87 8.85 53..82 2.66 .51.74 8.00

3. No sex discrimina-
tion will be made
in recruiting and
placing students
in vocational
programs

48.31

'

6.47 47.09 7.27

.

51.48 9.79 47.99 7.04

,

4. Training object-
ives will be met
in the most cost
effiCtive manner

52.75 5.92 48.22 6.17 51.91 8.98 50.72 6.54

/

Large/numbers
-of students
will be trained

39.35 ,6.03 40.74 7.56 36.95 3.27 39.80

.

6.63
/=

/

. Training will be
/provided to in-

/ crease students'
/ employment options

59.80 5.32 53.83 7.03 53.01 -5.32 56.76 6.78

Students will be
prepared to meet
entry level skill
requirements as
specified by pros-
.ective em.lo ers

56.90 5.93 57.26 7.42 59.01

-

3.84

.

57.19 6A7

8. Program will serve
students' interests

55.35 6.83 53.38 7.49 54.12
-

3.43 54.41 -6.97

9. Program is articu-
lated with local
post secondary
institutions

43.53 5.33 43.88 5.66
,

42.45 6.95 43.61 5.46

10. Programm111 be
replicable in

other LEAs

36.50 4.49 37.28 6.11 .37.23 7.46, 36.89 5.38
,



Table 5. Overall Rankings of Outcome.1Mpact Statements
by BOCES, Large City and DOES Staffs

Outcome mpact Statements Ranking

Large
BOCESa Cities DOES Overall

4

1. Program graduates are
working in occupations
for which they were
trained.

" 5
.

_

2

,

1.

,

4
.

1

2. Project objectives
are fulfilled

-1 5 5

3. No sex discrimination
occurred in student
selection, training,
and, job placement

4. Training objectives are
met in the most cost
affectiNe 'manner

5. Large numbers of. students
are trained

9 9 9 9

- '

6. Training increases student
employment options

1

-

3- LI 2

.

7. Employers are satisfied ,

with graduates of program
3

8. Students trained have
positive attitudes toward
work

2 4 6. 1

9. 7Students trained continue
their education '/

.

10, Program can be replicated
in other LEAs

10 10

k

10 :,10

a
verall rank based on mean ranks. See Appendix

.8o9

X
2w

(9 df) = 21.84 '.01 p <.001

.?4,14,tis



----Table 6. Ratings of Outcome Impact :Statements by BOCES,,..
Large-CitY,:and DOES'Staffs: Mean and

Standard Deviation 'of Standardized.(T) .Scores.

Outcome Impact
Statements

BOCES

(14=38)
Mean S.D.

Cities Supervisors
(0=33) .(4=5)

'*Mean S.D. Mean Mean

A11
N=76)

S.D.

1. Program graduates .

are workin in occu-
pations fo'r which

,they are trained

51.06 7.12 54.87

,

8.21

,

57.64
.

i

6.14 53.15

,

7.79

2. Project object-
ives are ful-
filled .

52.02 8.17 56.05
,

'9.41 ; 51.15 5.49
.

53.71 8.75

3.

,

No sex discrim-
ination occurred
in student select-
ion,trAining,and
job placement

0.14 .6.62 46.13 6.96 49.80, 9.33
.

,

46.88 6.91

.

,

.

4. Training object-
iveS;are met in
the 'most cost

effective manner

52.94
.

5.70 48.24 6.18

'

57.07 -1.62 51.17 6.34

.

5. Large numbers of
students are
teained

38.95
.

5.97 40,23 7.70_ 35.44
-

1.27
,

39.27
. .

6.67

6.

\,..

Trainingincreases
student employment
4tions

58..77 5.79

.

52.83 7.08

.

57.23 3.79. 56.09

4

6.86

y7. Employers are satis-
fled with graduates
of program

57.03 4.95 :53.96 7.25 57.66 3.19 55.74 6.12

8. Students trained
have positive
attitudes toward
work

.

8.16

.

5.86 54.73 6.03 54.23 6.31 56.41 6.14
v

-

9. Students trained
continue their
education

44.00 6.20 45.96 8.46

0

41.69 7.89 44.70

.
.

,,

7.37

z

10. Program can be
replicated in
other .LEAs`'

37.13 4.13 37.46 5.39 '38.10

a

3.60 37.35 4.64
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Similarly, EwaS computed for the ranks given.ily the three sits'

of .D.maes: the BOLES, Lar e.City,and.DOES staffs: The degree of agree-
,/

ment among the overall rank order given by the three groups was high. For

the 'predictive impact statement W = .896 (X2 = .01< p.001),.:

and fore the outcome impact stateffients,W,= .809 (X2 4:11.84,.01<p4(.001).

The high W coefficients are reflected also in the similarity in the

rankings and ratings for the predidtive impact statements, and similar
--r

agreement for the outcome impactsatements.

The six highest statements in the predictive rankings and ratings

were (in overall order of priority):

StUdents will be prepared to meet entry level skill
requirements as specified by prospective employers.

Training will be provided to increase students' employ-
ment options.

. .

Students will .be trained for occupations where jobs are;--
-

available' ...--, '\

7,

. r
. i

Program will serve students' interests
L

Project` objectives. stated inm eaStrable terms'

Training objectives will .be met in the most cost effective
manner

Less priority was given to the other four statements that were concerned

with sex discrimination, the number of students trained, articulation

with local post secondary institutions, and program replicability in other

LEAs. These four statements all received ratings below the mean of the

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

rating of,less than 50).



The six outcome impact statements that received the highest rank

order and ratings were:

Students trained:have positive attitudes toward work

Training increases student employMent options

Employers are\satisfied with graduates of program

Program graduates are working inoccupations for:
which they were trained

Project objectives are fulfilled

Training objectives are met in the most cost effective

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

manner,

cerned with sex discrimination, training large-numbers of students;

students continuing their education, and programeplicability in other

LEAs.

The significant agreement both betweeri the raters in each set of

predictive and outcome
Aimpact

statements, and the agreement betWeen the
I

.priority given th statements in the ranking and ratitty tasks,. indicates

that the further effort to.develop more objectrve or quantativeindicators

for-the high priority statements is worthwhile. 'Similarly,the extent '

ofjgreement between the six-statements that were highest in the predictive:

set and the six highest in thtoutcOme set are encouraging. The

BOCES, the large cities, and the DOES-Staff tap work further.to develop

a system. for funding-decisions and for evaluation that will provide data

for decision making.that should be satisfactory to:all groups concerned.

The focus in theSe six statements is somewhat dlfferent fromthe

set of six statements used by Dueittet al (1977). The six statements.

used in that study of community coil ,g.A described earlier; were the

f7
program's relation-to the- jab market, meeting vocational -L.aspitations.

AN.
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. 0 .

``of student positiwely supported by students, program's. level
1,

of community support', cost effectiveness, and success inn reaching the

disadvantaged and handicapPed. The two sets of six statements differ

//

in the emphasis on student and community support of the program and in

serving the special populations of disadvantaged and,' handicapped. The

'statements in the present study had only one stateme/nt concerned with

special needs- -that of sex discriminationand that statement was not

/I
ranked highly nor given average ratings 'of importa/nce above the average

for the scale used. With the exception of meeting the needs of special

groups, the six, statements In the present project seem more directly

relatectt to the VEA funding regulations, as is s/u/ itable in view of the

purpose of the project and its focuson programs and projects receiving

federal funding.
///

The next section examines the problem Of developing categories for

placing project applicants on a scale (STRONG, AVERAGE; and WEAK) for

,

.each of.the impact statement's used in fheistUdY. The LEA ratings of

Availability of data for each statement are alsO reportedr
;

36
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Predictive, Impact Statements (Questionnaire 2).

Ciuestionhaires2and3weredesighed to obtain information in

two areas. The first rea was the feasibility of collecting data on

each,-Npact Statement, predictive or outcome. The second was the devel-

opment of preliminary distribution data for each index to provide a

first approximatiba to scale categories of STRONG, AVERAGE, and WEAK

that can be used.in fUnding, and evaluation decision making These two

areas provide the first step toward developmenv-o.f a rating scheme for

projects that will have objectively assigned rating categories and can

serve to provide a total score for each projeCt application or eval.-

uation ,that indicates "the degree of impact (high o'r average or low) Of

the project. The data on feasibility and distributions for categories

can be used by DOES in two ways. The first is to provide the basis for

furtherdiscussion of the implementation.of-data collection by LEAs on

each impact statement. The second is to provide an initial set of'cate-

gories for scales that can be adjusted on the basis of data collected

on actual project applications and evaluations over the next few years.

Both judgment and distribution data should,be used in developing scale

categories. that are 'accepted and realistic to DOES and LEAs.

The data on feasibility and indices for each predictive impact state-
,

ment are presented below. The, indices have been grouped-into three cate-

gories for the impact statement where possible, given the distribution

of the. data on the respective indices. There are moderate to severe

limitations to the data'reported below.' The use of questionnaires to

collect the distribution data has an inherent limitation in terms of

communication with the, respondent and interpretation of the request for

for data. Some respondents clearly provided inappropriate data, and
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data which did not neet'a test' of "reasonableness" were.not used for

the index distribution involved. Also, the amount of data available

varied greatly from impact statement to impact statement. Rather than

impose an undue (and likely to be unmet) burden, respondents were in-

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

quickly provided. A letter of instruction to LEAs requested that the

following _process

statements:

a. fill out the questionnaire using the appropriate project
as'listed;

be used. to review anCprovide data for th'e impact
, .

b. for items requesting data that are not readily available-.
:using the fisCal and program reports, do not attempt to
complete the item. But, WHERE YOU OMIT,OATA, PLEASE MARK.
EACH ITEM IN THIS MANNER:

OK if the data could be supplied given advance notice or

NA if the data are not accessible without considerable effort or

IM if the data are impossible to collect.-

Respondents were requested to mark an OK, NA, `or IM for each item left

blank. Thus, in examining tha data which follow, considerable caution

should be used. Although the number of reipo6dents for BOCES -is high,

the.tableS on data availabjlityvill. usually indicate that considerably

fewer BOCES (and large cities) supplied particular data. Also, the

particular LEAs supplying data varies---Km.question to queStion. With

these caveats in mind, the followin "\data provide a basis for a,provi-
..

sionar,rating form, as summarized i% Part V. of thii report.
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Predictive Impact-Statements

1: Students will be trained for occupations where jobs are available.

Table 7 shows that a majoriqkof BOCES and large cities could either

supply the data on job openings.or indicated t the data could be

supplied. Five.Boces and five large cities iriditated the data were not

Table 7. : Data available on Job Openings

BOCES

CITIES

Data
Supplied' OK

Not. tmposs- No
ccessible ible Response TOTAL

24 .. 4 .5 5, 39

5 20

accessible without *considerable effort, and one indicated the data on;

job openings were impossible to supply. Since the predictive impact

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

apparent lack for some LEAs in the basic" data that areneeded to.support,

a VEA application.-

The index developed for this impact statement consisted of the ratio

Total number of local jobs available -

Total number of students expected to participate

This index was computed for each of the 32 LEAs that supplied data and

threecategories were established based on the ratio above. The numbers

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

Scale No. of Jobs
BOCES CITIESCategory' No. of Students

Weak <1 9 1

Average 7-:.?' 1c2 7 2

Strong s...> 2 8 5

.Intuitively, the fuhd-ing applicant who shows that less than:one job per

expected student :is available is a weaker applicant or is less likely



to have an impact than one for whom at least one job and...less than 2

is,available. Stronger applicahts proVide data that more than two jobs
\

s.

amavailable in the local area for each trainee.in the occupational

program._ These three categories can provide the basis fcie7WEAK, AVERAGE,
1

and 4TRO .program ratings_ on this impact statement. The acceptability
\ ' \

of these categories can be checked with LEAs and the feasibiit. of

supplying data' is very high. Data from succeediAg years can be examined

to.see whether changes in the labor market warrant adjusting th? category

32

definitions.
C.

2. Project objectives are stated in measurable terms.

_Table 8 shows that a majority of BOCES and large cities canproVIde

\

a count of the humbler of objectives they have and the number that are

stated in nmeasIble_terros--v:77,
. -: .:,7::::::::...:::..

.

Table 8. Data available On project objectives.

Data
. Not Imposs No

. Supplied 'OK AcceSsible ible ReponSe

BOCES 24

. .

CITIES

11

TOTAL

39

20

The index computed was the ratio:

' Number of measurable ob'ectives
Total number of objectives

The distribution ofhe index is shown below:

Scale
Category

No Meas
BOCES'Total No.

Weak O. 2

Average 70<1 8

Strc\ng r 14
. 4

ThiS objectives' relies upog the

CITIES

2

4

12.

judgment of the DOES staff to define

measurability. definitiOn.Of-#easurabilitY used in the FY 1979`.

4 0
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fund!rig process can be used here: 'two people can agree on what

constitutes achievement of the objective." Projects which do not

provide measurable objectives would be considered WEAK on this impact

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

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

ized as an AVERAGE project, and those where all objectives were meas-

. urable would be rated STRONG on this particular impact statement.

3. No sex discrimination will be made in recruiting and placing

students in vocational programs.

The data requested for this statement are checks of the activities

in vocational education programs that will assist in sex equity. These

activities are listed below, along with the percent of BOCES = 39)

and large cities (N = 20) checking each activity.

Check each activity below that will be carried out prior to or, during

this project.

Percent checking:
BOCES CITIES

Vocational courses are equally available
to femal-eand male students upon request.

85 100

44 45

74 100

28 25

51 65

79 90

79 95

Female and male students will be recruited
in approximately equal numbers.

All course instructional material will be
free of sex bias.nd sex role stereotyping:

Program teachers will equally represent
females and males.

"Role models" of the "nontraditional" sex
for the occupation will visit the program.

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

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

41

0



Percent checking:
BOCES CITIES

34.

36 85. '' A program will be conducted for parents
Which will assist them to.work with
.their daughters and sons to consider all
educational and employment opportunities...

69 85 Special support services or counseling
will be provided to females and males
who select a nontraditional occupational
program _

Equal emphasis will be placed on financial
support and cooperative educational place:7
ments for females and males.

69 65 Program instructional and related guidance
personnel will be provided the inservice
training necessary for the delivery of sex-
fair instruction and counseling for students.

79 715

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

Table 9. Data

BOCES

CITIES

Data
Supplied

available on sex discrimination checklist.

Imposs- No
OK Accessible ible Response

Not'

TOTAL

33 1 1 14 39

20 20'

index that was used for this. statement was:.

Number of sex discrimination items checked
Total number of items (eleven)

The distributi,on of the index is shown below

Scale No. items checked
Category 11

Weak 4. .50

Average iP.501;.75

Strong .75

BOCES CITIES

4

14

15

1

14

5

,

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

above, with a weak program (as defined here) checking less than half of

the,possible activities to assure sex equity in recruiting and placing
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students in vocational programs. An-average program checked between

half and three-fourths of the activities, and a strong program 75

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

checking each activity, the most difficult areas of activities are:

recruiting approximately equal numbers of female and male students;

having "role models" of the nontraditional sex (for the occupation)

visit the program; representing females and males equally as program

teachers, conducting programs with parents to assist them to work with

their daughters and sons to'consider all educational and employment

opportunities (BOCES), and providing inservice training necessary fOr

the delivery of sex-fair instruction and counseling for students (large '

cities).

4. 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.

BOCES

CITIES

Data
Supplied

Not Imposs- No
OK Accessible ible Response TOTAL

27 1 1

18

10 '39

2 20

indicated, these data are typically available. The index for this state-

ment was computed in two ways. The first was a direct ratio of cost to

number of students, the second was a ratio of the cost per student to the

percent of .program cost (estimated by LEA) to be covered by the VEA grant.

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

Scale
Category Cost er student BOCES CITIES

WEAK > $1000 8
9

AVERAGE > $200<$1000 11 8

STRONG 4: $200 8 1



Scale.

Category

WEAK,

AVERAGE

STRONG

cost/student/% covered BOCES* / CITIES*

> $2500 7. .4

.

> $750 S $2500 11 11

i

5 $750 . / 6 2

/ /
/

*Some programs reporti,rg costs did no estimate % covered

/. . .. .

cost
. . _

The cost estimates used An' the ratios he,the include capital costs. Unratios

capital costs are incl4id, a majority of BOCES grants cannot have c st

less

per student computed. There were 29 BOCES grants reporting data On.

cost and number of students in the PrograM. Fifteen of these grants! were

for equipment only. The propOrtion of large city grants for equipment

Ionly was lower: three of ,18 grants'for which data are reported were
.

.

J

i
equipment only grants.

Adjusting the cost per student ratio by the "percent of program

covered by the,grant" provides a rough estimateof the total per pupil

program costs, and the categories 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 ratio resulting from the adjustment by percent of program

costs covered does not affect the BOCES distributions into scale cate-

gories. There are more large city grants where a smaller proportion

Of the program costs are covered by'VEA fdrids, resulting in a change-

toward higher per student costs', and fewer "strong" projects on -the

criterion of adjusted cost per student.

5. Large numbers of students will be trained.

Table 1.1. summarizes the data availability on numbers of students

to be trained. As indicated, these data are readily available. The
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Table 11. Data available on number of students

Data
Supplied

BOCES 27

CITIES 17

Not Impost-
OK Accessible ible Response TOTAL

No-

1 1 9 39'

3 20

index for this statement was the frequency distribution of numbers of

students. Given the emphasis of the statementl the categories developed

Scale
_Category Number of Students BOCES ". CITIES

WEAK 100 17 - .7

AVERAGE 5 4

STRONG 7 500 5 6

here. 'show a :skewed disteibutiOn for the BOCES. As the BOCES are gener-

ally conducting smaller programs the scale categories are hot as approp-

riate for them. However, the tale categories are shown here for illus-

trat(ive purposes only and no attempt was made to change the category de-
\

.

finitions for the BOCES. This impatt, statement received a low priority

rating and would not be included in a rating scheme.

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

TaMe 12 summarizes the data availability on emplOymrit options pro-

vided by the vocational education program. The variable was defined by

this instruction:

Use the OE code to list the number and titles Of occupational
areas for which. graduates of this project areprepared (e.g.,
07.0904 Medical Astistant, 07,0906 Health Aide.)

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

information, as well as over three-quarters of the large cities.

4.5



BOCES

/CITIES

Table' 12.. Data

Data

Supplied

38

available on employment options.

Not Imposs- No
OK ' Accessible' ibJe ReSponse TOTAL

21 6 3 9 39

l7 1

The distribution of number of employment options is shown below,`.and

Scale
-Category NUmber of o tiOns BOCES CITIES

WEAK 1 8 4

AVERAGE > 1 5 .8

STRONG 5 5 4

20

indicates for this criterion of impact that there were a number of BOCES

and cities (8 and 4, respectively) who provide only 1 occupational title

for which graduates of their program are prepared.,. As is true of all
r.

the scale categdries reported here, the range for.the average and strong

categories may be too wide or too narrow. The categories should be re-

examined in light of the general expectations of the number 'of employment op-

tions that it is reasonable for a program to attain. And, It is loell to con-
-

sider that this impact statement i,s only one of six or seven that might

appear on a final version of a rating form.' Programs that appeared in

a weak category here might well appear in strong categories on other

statements.

7. Students will be prepared to meet entry level .skill requirements as

specified by prospective employers. (e.g. employer's ratings of

performance-objectivesin terms of job requirements).

Table 13 presents the summary of data'that are available for this

impact statement. Slightly less than half 'of the BOCES could either

supply these data or could supply them with advance notice. Half of the



large city respondentS either had or could supply the data.'

'Table 13. Data avaitOle on employers'. skill requirements.

BOCES

CITIES

/Data

Supplied. OK
Not

Accessible
-Imposs-

ible

No
Response TOTAL

.
.

12 3 . 13' .39.

7 . 3 8 . 2 20

The index used to establish scale categories was,:

Number of entry level.Skills checked by. employers
Number of entry level skills listed .by school

The scale categories could range from zero, none of the entry level skills

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

checked by employers as provided by the school.
I

Scale

Category
No. checked by employers

BOCES CITIESNo. listed by schools

WEAK < .70 0 0

AVERAGE .70 es 1 2 0

STRONG 10 7

These data must be considered very tentative, since so few respondents

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

that BOCES particularly said had been listed fothe program and/or

employers. BOCES listed from 14 to well over. 500 skills as entry level

skills. The range for the cities appears:more realist from 3 to 30

entry level skills. The implementation of this imp0t 'statement will

apparently require more effort . in defin4ng volelec; skills and

contacting employers to determine the overlap between BOCES skill re-

quirements and'emplOyer skill requirements.

8. 'Program 'will serve' students'. interests.

The data for this .statement were to be based ona source such as



40

career:interest,survey.: Respondents, were asked to indicate; 1, .

total number of stUdentirveyedi and 2. the:number of stUdents-seleCt-
:,

lng this (the program) areAas first or..second chOice (of

interest to them). Table'14preSents'the availability of data on, student

interest in the'prOgram. occupation:.

Table 14'. Data-available on students' interests

BOCES

CITIES

Data

Supplied
Not Imposs- No

OK Accessible ible Response TOTAL

9

. _

7 2' 12 39
.. .

7 9. 4

.

- '20

As the table indicates, few BOCES or large cities were able to supply

these data, so no index presented here. .However, an index which can

be used is%

Number of students to be served by program
Number of students selecting area first,or second

An examination of the few grant'applicants supplying these data showed

that ratios obtained for BOCES programs were: 1.5, 2.6, 1, and 1.T. That

is, there were at least' as many interested students for enrollment as

there were program places.' For the large cities the following data were

available: 2.4, 1,'1, 2.1, and .78.' Only in the last instance, apparently)

were there fewer interested students identified than program openings.

Possible scale categorles Are:

Scale Category No. in ''program

No. interested

WEAK

AVERAGE

STRONG.

46
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-J.EAsfwere able to7t4ply deta, but at least as many:. said

be_supplied with advance notice, it would, -be Important

0
carefully define the procedures for a survey and-the data being requested.:

While some LEAs indicated that these data were most appropriate for new

programs, they may also be important to justify requestsvfor program

improvement and especially equipment grant;. This appears_to be im-

portant in light of the fact that a minority of grants are given for new

programsfor-the,LEA(11 of the 39 BOCES grants, 30%; and 5 of 20 large-

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

BOCES were grants with an equipment.emphasis--equipment costs

were 50% or more .of the total grant cost. For the large cities, 6 of 11

. -program-Improvement grants had a similar equipmentemphatis.'

9. Program is artitulated with local post secondary institutions.:

The'data available on program artttulation requested were the numbers

Of.,local post secondary_ institutions where students could continue in the

'same 'occupational field. The data availability presented in Table

BOCES

CITIES

Table 15. Data available on articulation

Data Not .Imposs-.

Su
\
iled OK Accessible ible

No.
Res onte TOTAL\

'21\ 3 2 .
.

_

10 39

18 1 -

.

_

20,

Again, a majority of BOCES and large cities-can supply-these data.

The index that was examined for scale categories was the number of local

post secondatry institutions.
Scales

Categories. No. of institutions

Tentative scale categories are given below.

WEAK.

AVERAGE

STRONG

0,
2-

3 or more,

BOCES

5

9

CITIES .

4

13
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The BOCES have more difficulty with impact statement than the large

cities. -SeveryBOCES reported no articulation with a pOs-secondary

institution, while o ly1 large City report =d -no articulation. However;

this is one of ihe impact statements that re ived a low priority, so

the disparity and possible inequity because of he location of particular,

LEAs will not be of concern if this statement is of used as part of a

fu6ding rating stheme.

10. Program will be replicable in other LEAs.

The information requested, .in -this statement was a check of the "items"

in a program that could be reproduced and sent to another school, The items

checked and the percent checking each item were:

Percent checking:
BOCES CITIES

77 95

46 50

13 55 ,

62. 90

21 25

72 100

. .

67 90

33 55

77 100

62

Item

course outline

\ lessond'plans

\ .

\project-461oped'student".workbboki
\student instructional materials

student assessment forms (tests or
rating fOrms)

project-developed slides/AV materials/
films

list of recommended quipment/textbooks/
AV.materials

.. . ,

list of suppliers and Vendors

teacher program guide-

projectproposal

prograM evaluation report--data and
Sample forms

r"

5r0
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,The items for'replicabilttythat were leat frequently available

lesson planS, project-developed :S.tudeni::Workbook/siUdent ;nstructionai
.

materials, slides /AV /films, and teacher. program guides. The numbers of

---
prOgrams reporting this information is given in Table 16.

Table-I6. Data available on-replIcability..

BOCES

CITIES

Data
Supplied

Not
OK Accessible

Imposs- No
ible Response TOTAL

31 39

20 20

All of.the jarge cities and a majority of BOCES could readily supply

the information.

The_index for which scare categories were developed. is:

Number of items. checked as being replicable
Total number of items

The scale categories fOF-the index are shown below:

Scale.

Category
No. of items checked

.

I BOCES CITIESTotal no. of items.

WEAK
8 4

AVERAGE > .5 <.8 , 13 7

STRONG
.8 10 9

The index has erange from 0 to 1.0, and a majority of the programs re-
r

f\

porting data would be classi, ied as average or strong using this type of

index.

In addition to developing indices for the predictive impact statements,

the survey included another questionnaire, Questionnaire 3, which was in--
.

tended-to prbvide the-basis for developing similar indices for the outcome

impact statements. The results ofithis analysis are'presented in.the

nextsectiOn.
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OUtcome Impact Statements. '(QuettiOnnaire 3)

\.
The outcome .statements'are evaluation'data that'would.b2 sub -"

milOited as,Oart of the final project 'report and evaluation. The,outCome

and Predictive ImPatt.Statements are parallel in content, although
.

differing Sometimes in the exact type of informationto be presented.,

Thus there .may be the same index for the predictive and outcome state-

ments (as the repliCability Staiement)for the index may.be different,..

as in the Case of the sex discrimination statement. The indexes for the

outcome statements are presented below, along With the information on

data availability.
t.

Outcome Impact Statements

1- Program graduates are wo'rking:in occupations forWhich they weretrained.

Several of the outcome statements are based .on a program

graduate survey (see Appendix D,Cluestionnaire 3, ..for the form) Overall,

28 BOCES (of 39) and 14 cities(of 22) supplIed,,sOme data on the form.

However, the numbers showing "data supplied" will vary between impact

statements since not all LEAs responding gave the same information.

Table 17 summarizes thedata availability for outcome-impact state-

ment I. A majority of both the BOCES.and large cities indicated that

'Table 17...,Data available on' graduate employment

Imposs-
. ible

.BOCES

CITIES

Data
Supplied OK,

Not
Accessible

No-

Response TOTAL

. 24
12 39

10 2 2 j 6 / 22

the data were supplied or could be supplied wTth.advance notice. The

. large number of'"no responses" probably' indiCates that these LEAs do not

routinely follow-up program graduates.

.



The index for this statement is:

Number employed in field. for Which trained
i.Total available for full time employment

The base for the index is the total .number of prograihgre dates avail-

able for full time.employment. Excluded are those.lookins-for part time

employment andthose not available for full time employme because

they are attending school,arejn mil,itary_service, or. -are homemakers.

The index ranges from 0 to 1, and the scale categories arc shown below.

Scale

Category
No. Employed

BOCES CITIESNo. Available

1 .WEAK
9 4

AVERAGE :*".5 Ig .75 11 4

STRONG > .75 4 2

.The scale categories shown are arbitrary, and should.be considered in light

of ,what are consWeredsatisfactory
placement .and employment rates for

vocational education programs. Further. collection of data on placement

rate experience for1BOCES and large cities would be'useful in establishing

scale categories for this index. If the data are collected routinely,

and scale categories established on the basis of experience, weaker programs

can be identified and assisted to improve their, program or placement efforts.-

'2. Project objectives are fulfilled

Table 18 summarizes the availability of data,for this.objective.

The questionnaire asked for the number of measurable project objectives

listed in the proposal and the number of measurable project objectives

met. A "measurable objective" was defined as a project outcome that can be

stated as a count, proportion, percentage, or another quantity. A

large majority of LEAs can supply the. information.



Table.18. Data

Data
uPplled OK--

BOCES

CITIES '

,.The index for this statement is:

1 Number of measurable objectives met,
Total. number of measurable objectives

The scale categories are shown below, and indicate that a majority
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available on project objectives

.1

Not Imposs- No
Accessfble ible Response TOTAL

4 39

,22-

Scale .

,Categdra.

WEAK

AVERAGE

STRONG

No. Meas;,Obj. Met
BOCES CITIESTotal No. meas. obj.

0 .
, 3 0

> 0 ti. 1 3 3 .

'20 18

of LEAs can meet this outcome impact statement. One difficulty with this

index is that there is no indication of the type of objective that is

:met or not met. However, the use of the,index may help to strengthen

the listing of objectives anti' the specifitity of project planning. ,

3. No sex discrimination occurred In student selection, training and
,

job placement.

The data for this objective appear, on the program graduate survey

4'form in Questionnaire 3. The data: n initial enrollment, graduatet,

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 information on data availability are in Table 19.

Table 19'. Data available on sex discrimination

Data Not Imposs-
Supplied OK Accessible ible . Response TOTAL

No

BOCES

CITIES

22 1 11 39

9 2 4 1 6 22



'Program Total Program Total".

IF there are both females and males in the program it is possible to

compute what are labelled below as index B and index C. If there only

males' or only females in the program, indexes B and C are not meaning-

ful. The scate categories for Index A are giVen below:

Scale
Category Index A BOCES CITIES

WEAK 1 13 0 .

AVERAGE <Z1 ;;.25 7 4

STRONG 2 0

.

As indicated by the values for the scale categories, an index of Yl"

means that the program enrolled either all males or all females. The

further the index is from 1, the more equal is the numbers 1pf females

and males enrolled.

Index B consists of the following ratios:

INDEX B: Number of female graduates- minus Number of male grad'

Number of females enro4led Number laf males enr1

The scale categories for. Index B are-shown below and, as indicated, the

smaller the difference between the two ratios, the less discrepancy betwe

the numbers of females and males enrolled and graduated.

Scale
Category Index B BOCES CITIES

WEAK >.35 4

AVERAGE .35.Z.10 2 0

STRONG <.10 3 3
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Index C is based on the ratios of females and males employed t? those

available for full time employment. Index C is computed as follows:

INDEX C. Number of females employed minus Number of males employed
Number of females available Number of males available

The scale categories for Index C are shown below and the interpretation

is similar 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. C

WEAK I?: .35

AVERAGE .C.357.10

STRONG < .10

BOCES

1

4

3

CITIES

0

2

The data shown in the three indexes indicates that there are successively

fewer programs that can supply the data, that c.er half of the programs

. reporting data enrolled only fem6lesor males, and that there appear to

be program differences in placing males and females using the scale

categories devised for the indexes B and C.

4. Training objectives are met in the most cost effective manner.

This outcome statement is the same as the predictive statement,

except that the outcome statement is based on the actual VEA monies

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

data.

BOCES

CITIES

Table 20. Data available on cost per student

Data
Supplied.

Not
OK Accessible

Imposs- No
ible Response TOTAL

30 2 2 39

22 22

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

56
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cost per student, obtained by dividing the total' grant monies expended

-......

by the number of 5tudenti--sexved by the grant. The less the amount of

money spent per student, the "stronger" the program Is on this criterion.

The Seale categories are shown below.

Scale
Category Cost "or student BOCES CITIES

WEAK 9 2

AVERAGE -..70$2004$1000 12 11

STRONG 4: $200 9 9

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

index has been computed. The data available-for this index are shown

in Table 21. The adjusted index takys into consideration the percent

Table 21: Data available on cost and percent covered.

BOCES

CITIES

of the project/program costs-coveredy the grant and is computed by

using:

Data
Su lied

Not

OK Accessible

Imposs- No

ible Res onse TOTAL

24 3 3
I

9 39

20
- 2

1

22

cost per student
percent program covered by grant

Since programs differ in the amount-or percent of the costs covered by

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

tions shift.

Scale
Category..

Cost per student/
b ^rant BOCES CITIES '\

WEAK >Woo 12 1 \

AVERAGE 27'$500 .!5,;$2000 9 14 .

STRONG 44500 3 5

Different programs would identified as "average" or "weak" and as-
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having higher program costs per student, as opposed to higher per student

costs in grant monies only. 'It is arguable which index is preferable

for evaluation data, and perhaps both should be examined.

5. Large numbers of students are trained.

The data available for this outcome statement are presented in

Table ,22.

Table 22. Data available on numbers of students,

, Data Not Imposs7 No
Supplied OK Accessible Response

.

TOTAL

BOCES, 31 2 1 5 .39

CITIES 1 22 /

The index is the

ented below:,

Scale
Categories

22

number of students and the

No. of Students

- WEAK 1,5.100.

AVERAGE >100 IS: 300

STRONG 17> 300

scale categories. are preT-

BOCES

23

3'

5

As shown, the scale category.distributions differ for the BOCES and

large cities. There is no satisfactory Atay to set the stale categories

inisolationfromothervariable5., and'since this statement received a

low priority ranking, it should probably not be used in a rating_ scheme,

6. Training increases student employment options.

This statement requested the OE code numbers and titles of ocaupa-

tional areas for which graduates of the particular program were prepared

and the statement is comparable to the predictive statement for this

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



BOCES

CITIES

As shown, .a majority of LEAs indicate that data are available or could be

supplied. LEAs should probably be supplied with a list of the OE codes,

if they do not have them:- The index for the statement is the number of
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Table 23. Data available on.OE employment codes.

Data

Su lied OK
Not

Accessible
Imposs-

ible

No

Response TOTAL
.

.

. 2'3 4 3.. . - 9 39

'16 1 1, '',4 22

employment options (codes) listed: The scale categories are shown beloW.

Scale
Category No. of 0 tions .BOCES.' CITIES

WEAK

AVERAGE

STRONG

;

"p 1 3

>. 3,

4

5

14 .7

ti

The scale categories defined a "weak" program on this statement as a program

for which students were qualified for only one OE employment code. "StrOng"

programs were identified as those providing students with the option of

seeking employment in, three or more OE occupational codes.

7. Employers are satisfied with graduates of program.

There were few programs who supplied data on this statement and about

half of the LEAs rated this 'request as data not easily accessible or as

impossible to collect. However 13, 33% of the BOCES either supplied data

or indicated it would be OK to supply the data given advance notice, The

data are summarized in Table 24.

BOCES

CITIES

Data
SUDDI ied

Table 24. Data avaifable.dn employer survey.

Not
OK accessible

Imposs-

ible

No.

Response TOTAL

9 3 14 39

9 22
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The index for this statement was computed on the smal -1 amounts of

data that were submitted. The index was:

Number of students rated by.employers as Excellent or Good
Total number of students rated by employers

'The distribUtion and the scale categories are shown below:

Scale Exc. or'Good .

Categories Ratin s/No. Students BOCES CITIES

WEAK <.5 0 0

AVERAGE > .5 < .9 3 .0

STRONG
%!: .9 6

These scale categories should be discutsed by DOES supervisors, since so

few BOCES and only 1 large city reported. data for the statement.

8.' Students trained have positive attitudes toward work.

The qbestion that supplied data for this statement appeared in Quest

ionnaire 3, the Program Graduate Survey page. The data were based on students

giving ratitngs of job satisfaction, one indicator of positive attitudes toward

work. Three categories of ratingi were assumen: Excellent/Very Good; Good/

Average; and Fair/Poor. The data available to look at the index categories

is presented inTable25.

BOCE.S

4
CITIES

Table -25. Data on student work satisfaction.

Data I

Su lied
Not Imposs-

ibleOK Accessible

fi

No-

_ Res onse TOTAL .

12 .=Voli_- 5

,

1,6 39

4 2

.

5 3 8 ' 22
)

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
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Again, a small: number of BOCES and large-cities were eble to supply data

'on this statement. The scale categories based on these small numbers of

LEAs are below.

Scale
Categories,

Job Satisfaction
Index BOCES CITIES

WEAK .90 4 0

AVERAGE >.90 .;;1.00 3 1

STRONG' 1.00 5 3

'As indicated by-the scale Categories, there were few proportions,below .90.

Over half the proportions were either 1.0 or betweeni.90'and 1.0.. For the

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

in satisfaction with their jobs. If this infdrmatibn is desired as part

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

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

ment 7.)

9. .Students frained continue their education.'

The data for this statement again appeared in the Program Graduate

Survey page in Questionnaire 3. Four categories were listed for students

Technical School-continuing in same field;

and College-in different field. The data available for this statement are

continuing their education:
.

presentedin Table 26.

BOCES

CITIES

Table 26. Data available on continuing education,

Data Not Imposs- No
Supplied OK Accessible tble Response TOTAL

. _

15 .5 2. 17 39

8 2 2 7 22

The index for this statement used two of the four categories for.con7

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

4c !

62
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Numberof students continuing in Same field (technical school-and College)
Total number of" program graduates"

The scale_ categories for this index are narrow in-range; since not all

program graduates continue education. The scale categories are shown below:

.4i0 :

Scale.

Categories No. Students/No..Gi'ads: BOCES. CITIES

WEAK
.

.,..
..

.1 7:. 4

AVERAGE .1 ' .4 5 :3

STRONG .4 1 _3

Although this index can be used, it did not receive a high priority rating
. 4

or ranking, so it is unlikely to appear on any final rating of Project

impact. However, continuing education is a legitimate VEA outcome alid acknow-

-Iedged in the 1976 legislation, so LEAs and states record keeping need to

make provision for record keeping in this or i similar set of categories.

10. Program can be replicated in other LEAs.

The data for thii statement were the number of items that the LEA

checked that,could be reproduced and, sent toanother school. ..The items

are listed below, along with the percent of BOCES and large cities responding

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

Percent checking:
BOCES ',CITIES' Item

82 51' course outline

44 64 lesson plans

26- 36 project-developed student workbook/
student ,instructional _materials

77 64 student assessment forms (tests or
ratrng forms)

23

74 82

project-developed slides/AV materials/
films

list,of recommended equtpment/textbooks/'
AV/materials



Percent checking:
_BOCES CITIES Item

list of 'supplie'rs and vendors'77 82

33 41,

82 95

72 77

55

teacher program guide

project proposal

program.evaluation report-data
and samplejorms

The, items that were least frequently available for reproduction for

another school were: lessonplans; project-developed student work-

book/student instructional materials; project-developed slides/AV

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

reporiing data availability are shown in Table 27.

Table 27. Data availability on program replication items..

No
Response

Data Not Imposs-
Supplied OK accessible ible.

BOCES 31

CITIES 21

These dataLare readi y available from LEAs.

The index for this statement is the same as the predictive impact

statement:

1

TOTAL

39

22

Number"of items checked
Total number of items

The scale eategories are shown below

Scale
Categories No. checked BOCES CITIES

WEAK-, < . 5 t 7 6

AVERAGE .5 <.8 14 9

STRONG .? .8 10 6
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As shown by the categories, well over half of the LEAs checked 5 or

more of the statements, resulting in proportions of .5. or more.

The next section of this report presents a sample rating scheme

that incorporates the predIctiVe impact statements, along with other

DOES categories used in FY 79. FUrther. comment On the outcome (eval-

uation) statements appears in the Summary..

1.

[Vz
i 71.J1.. JJw/t J.



;V. Recommended Rating Form: Predictie impact Statements

The predictive impact statements that Were giyen the highest

-ranks and ratings were seven in number. 'A further check .of the inden-

tification of the seven. highest statements was made by deriving weights,

for the seven variables using a method for treating -rank

though a paired comparison scaling had been carried out

data as

(Guilford, 1954).

The weights were derived using the rank ordering given by the DOES

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

but the computational time involved was not considered justified. The

set of five ranks provided by the DOES ...supervisors was a practical, com-
,;

promise, sincethere was satisfactory agreement among all. three sets

: of ranks'provided by the BOCES, large cities,.. and DOESfiupervisors).

The actual procedures'used far computing the weights for the seven

predictive-impact statements is given in Appendix G, along with the

description of the method and the weights for the outcome impact state:

ments. The scaled weights were apProximated by using whole number

weights of 3, 2, and 1. FigOre 5 presents a recommendedrat-
,

ing gm for Project Quality CriteT1C:, . In Figure 5 are the

seven predictive IMP ct statements given the highest priorities, the'

index developed for earl statement, the scale category values for the
. -

three categories of Weak, Average, and Strong, the weight for each

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

2(Average), and 3(Strong) multiplied by the statement weight. The

total "impact score! 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 5tatementmeights).

65.
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As part of the proces.of developing the impact rating form,

the,FY 1979 DOES screening criteria and project quality rating

form for management and instruction were also reviewed, (Appendix

A). This review provided some further suggestions for considera-

tion in any contemplated revision of the DOES rating procedures.

A review of all three documents together led to these suggestions:

.-.a. Some edonomit manpower information screening criterll should

be placed on the checklist with the Initial Project Screen-_

CrjterFa, rather than being rated:

1. Information on labor market needs is directly eelated

to the,specific program seeking funding under VEA.

(Yes 0 or No 0).

ii. Information on labor market needs deals s'pecifically

with needs of' the region or area served by the educa-

tional agency. (Yes or No 0 )

jii Information on labor markgt needs is based on objec-

tive data and is corroborated by at.least two data

scJrces. (Yes 0 or No [2).:

b. The first economic/manpower needs screening criteria (#1)

"The project serves an area of high economic need as evi-
,

denced by high rates,of unemployment, concentrailon of-

low income families,..." can appear on the proposed (see

below) quality rating form for Management/Planning.

c. Some statements that appear for rating now in. the manage-

meht and'int-tructional quality forMs should appear in the

s,

;



screening criteria or in a\Second.level screening on

manageMent'and instruction/equipment:-

d. The remaining statements in the management quality and

instructional quality forms should be divided into two

parts:

Part 1: a checklist of items that are criteria. the

project should meet or be revised/rewritten

to meet (e.g., instructional/curriculum ,

objectives are achievable within the dura-

tion of the project);

Part 2: a set of rating scales that call for judgments

of the quality of'the item being rated (e.g.,

How important are the project objectives?

Highly important, average in importance, Of

low importance? AND How qualified are the

project.' staff? highly qualified,. average in

qualifications, below average. in qualifications?

AND What is the quality of the past performance

of agency management? Excellent management,

average in management skills, below average in

management skills?

If the last suggestion above is examined, quality rating scales

for Management/Planning and Instructional/Equipment might ha'Ve the

rating scales suggested in Figure's 6 and 7. The division of the

present forms into the checklist and_quality rating scales may assist

Etiiitv.P1.4!1,1;41iil:'6 izi i.



FIGURE 5

Project Quality Criteria: Impact

Impact Statement..

1. Students will 'be
trained for occupations
where' jobs are available.

2. Students will be pre
pared to meet'entry level
skill-requirements of
employers.

3. Project objectives are
stated in measurable terms.

4. Training objectives
will be met in the most
cost effective manner:

.5. NO sex discrimination
will be made in recruiting-
and placing students in
vocational programs'.

6., Traint ing Will be pro-
.

vide-d to increase Students'
employment options.

7.. Program will serve
students' interests.

Scale Categories

I ..:WEAK AVERAGE STRONG WEIGHT

Total number. of local jobs.

Totalnumber of program students

4:1. 1.42

E;Li 111. 3

SCALE
X

. WEIGHT

No. entry level skills checked Employer
No. skills listed by school

1, 2

No.,meaSUrable objectives
Total no. of objectives

. ,
0 ;POL1

1

CI
1 2 3

Total grant $
Total no.students served'

)0',$1000 >12004.$1000 .4$200

1 2 3-

X L2

X 2

X 1

No. 'sex Aitcrimination items checked
Total\no. of items, to check

E,21 5 ..1=.75' 7%75
iii ,=

1 2 3 X 1"

Number of employment options (OE code)

1 .-1 4...- 5', y 5

1 2 3

Number of students to be served'
No. students selecting area 1st or 2nd

41 >I 4.2 >2

1.

0 01
2 3 X

Total Impact Score: (Maximum 33)

8
, t t
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FIGURE 6

Project Quality Criteria:' Management /Planning

Area

1. The project serves
an area of high economic
need as evi nced by high
unemploymen and high con-
centration f low income
families.

2. The project serves a.
high proportion of handi-
capped students among
program students.

Scale Categories

Level of unemployment and low income

Below average Average Above average

for region for region for region

1 2 3

Proportion of handicapped served in
relation to similar agencies

Below average Average Above average

for region for region for region

3. The quality of project Below average

objectives in relation to
similar projects is:

4. The management and Below average

planning activities of the
project, compared to fJ
similar projects is: 1

5. The quality of the
management personnel for
the grant is:

Below average

6. The quality of the eval-Below average
uation plan, compared to
similar programs, is:

7. The quality of the Below average

agency management and plan-
ning in past performance 1--1
has been: 1

3

Average Above average

CI
2 3

Average Above average

I

21 3

Average Above average

2 3

Average Above average

2 3

Average Above average

I I

2 3

Total possible (unweighted) points = 21

Rating
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FIGURE 7

Project Quality Criteria: Instructional/Equipment

Scale Categories.

1. The importance of the Below average Average
instructional objectives
of the project is: 1-1

1

2. The quality (qualifi- Below average
cations) of-the instruc-
tional staff is:

3. The quality of the
curriculum for this occu-
pational area is:

Below average

4. The life expectancy of Below above
the equipment/skills the
project proposes to pur-
chase /develop is: 1

5. The facilities avail- Below average
able or proposed for, the

activities and student
[71:3

instructional program/

population are:

6. The costs of the staff/ Above average
instructional materials/ :costs
equipment (in relation to
costs for similar occupa- 1

tional progra ) are:

7 qualit%4 of the
gency's past or present
instructional programs is:

Above average

2 3

Average Above a erage

Ea El
2 3 ,/

Average Above 'erage

2 3/

Average Abov

EJ
2

average

3

Average Ab ve average

2 3

Average f Lower than

costs average costs

2 l 3

Below average Average Above average

1 2 .3

Total possible (unweighted) points = 21

Rating
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in clarifying the nature of the rating task, as well as emphasizing

to LEA's that there are minimum standards suggested by the check

list that'must be met. In addition, project applicants will know

that there are qualitative standards which will be applied to the

proposal in the areas of management/planning, instructional/equip

ment, and "impact,"--the predicted effectiveness of the project on

variables related to highly important outcome variables. If there

is a-decision to use Quality rating scales in the two areas suggested,

then it would be possible to establish weights for the statements

within each area using a method similar to the one for the impact

statements (perhaps using only the group of supervisors' rankings).

It may also be desirable to weight the three areas' total scores

eqUally as can occur with the sample forms presented which contain

the same number of statements for each of the three areas (7),.as

well as the same number of score points alloted to each scale

category -- 1, 2, or 3. There only need to be weights for the

statements or weights for the total scores. The summary of the

project and of the recommended next steps are given in the next

section.



VI. Summary and Next Steps

Summary

During 1976-77 the Department of Occupational EducaVon-

Supervision funded a study to develop definitions of project

"impact" and to relate these definitions to funding decisions

made by DOES. Preliminary statements of impact were defined and

ratings of priority assigned by DOES supervisors. In 1977-78,-the

second year 6f the project has concentrated of furt Inement--

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 both the "validity" of the impact statements

for funding decision making and evaluation of VEA funded projects,

and the 'feasibility" of collecting data on the impact statements.

Validity for the impact statements was defined in terms of the

agreement among DOES supervisors, BOCES directors, and large cities

project directors in their rankings and ratings of the importance

of the predictive and outcome impact statements. Feasibility was

defined by asking- LEAs to complete questionnaires for two sample

(but real) projects that would provide data on how readily available

certain pieces of information were or how difficult it might be to

provide the information. One project that had been completed in

1976 was identified for each BOCES and a minimum of five for each

of the large cities (with 10 for New York City), and similarly

project applications for FY 1979 funding were identified. The

LEAs completed three questionnaires altogether, and the DOES
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supervisors completed one--the ranking of importance of the predic-

tive and outcome impact statements.

The outcome impact statements that received the highest rank

order and ratings were:

Students trained have positive attitudes toward work

Training increases student employment options

Employers are satisfied with graduates of program

Pdgram graduates are working in occupations for
which 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 specified by prospective employers

Training will be provided to increase students' employ-
.

ment options

. _

Students will be trained for occupations where jobs are
available

Program will serve students' interests

Project objectives are stated 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 imoact statements. For the

outcome impact statements there were LEAs who had provided or would
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be able to provide the data requested. The numbers of LEAs varied

from statement to statement,.but general[zations,can be. made for

areas where DOES could provide support to LEAs. The support .

may take the.form of sample or model forms for follow up-surveys

of employers and students,.providing the OE codeS so they are

readily available for LEAs to determine ti'e number of student

employment options, and assisting LEAs to provide data on selection,

training, and placement by females and males, so ratios or indexes

are available to check for sex discrimination. Also, since the

"attainment of project objectives" oas highly rated by all groups,

we'll- stated measurable project objectives should be identified from

a wide range of projects (with different emphasis, such as instruc-

tional and equipment) to have some commonality among the objectives

checked as being attained. The DOES criteria for measurable project

objectives is that :two staff can agree that they are measurable;

the definition used in the Questionnaires for this project stated

that a measurable objective was one which resulted in a count, pro-

portion, or otheriquantitative summary of data. Ccnsidering sample

statements provided by LEAs, there is a need to provide model state-

ments over a wide range of project objectives.

In the summary of the results for the predictive impact state-

ments it was also notPthat several steps might be helpful in pro-

viding support to LEAs to implement the collection of information

for the priority statements. The majority of LEAs were able to

provide some information on local job openincs, but this was variable.
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It might be useful to again.proVide examOleS of the. sources of data

for job openings.and the manner in which the data can be compiled.

OE codes were sometimes available and sometimes not, and_need to

be provided to LEAs or.they should be informed of how to obtain

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

should be developed are the employer ratings of entry level skill

requirements and the surveys of stu nt interests.. Model forms and

procedures would assist LEAs to collec the information to substan-

tiate the program need in terms of st dent interest and up-to-dateness

with-respect to employer needs. Sam le statements of measurable

project objectives are also needed r LEAs. Many of, 'these support-

ing dOcuments and procedures can, a developed by IRDOE in conjunction

with DOES, and then also discussed and examined by representatives

of LEAs, both BOCES and large cities. This will be especially'val-

uable if the evaluation and funding handbook is developed, as recom-

mended below.

The results of the analyses of data available and the distri-

butions of indexes developed for each impact statement were used

to develop a sample rating form; tentatively titled: Project Quality

--Criteria: Impact. The form is reproduced in this report as Figure 5,

and contains seven impact statements with scale categories and weights

for each each of the seven statements. The-weights for the statements

were derived for the ranks of the statements made by DOES supervisors

(see Appendix G). The data required from LEAs are feasible given

advance information on the specific pieces of information requir



68

In, fact, LEAs, could also.be given the rating forMs with' the descriP-

,

tion of. the, indexes and weights to provide the information ready

'Jfor summary by DOES.

A brief review of the FY 1979 DOES rating forms and screening

criteria resulted in several recommendati n in Part V of this

the minimum standardsreport., The main recommendation was to sepa

or screening statements in the rating forms from the implicit quality

rating and to make explicit statements of the quality statements that

need to be rated in the areas of Management/Planning and Instruction/

Equipment. The Next Steps, discussed below, include these'recommendations.

Next Steps

The next steps needed as a follow up to the ratings.and weight:,

developed for the predictive impact statements are as follows:

1. Review by DOES of the Impact rating form and weights';

2. Review by DOES of the recommendations for the screening

criteria, Management and Planning Quality Ratings, and

Instructional/Equipment ratings;

Meeting with IRDOE staff to consider prdcedures/rating

statements if weights are desired for the Management/

Planning. and Instructional/Equipment ratings (revision

of statements and rank order.form); and

4. Deve160 ent of the other quality rating forms and

weights and needed revisions of the IMpact rating form.

After these steps are carried out, it would: be useful to review the

procedures and data with groups of LEA directors_er representative
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directors. This step will .continue the dialogue started with the

questionnaires, but will also ensure further LEA' input into, the

substantive areas of the project, informing them of the pres-

sures for the effort to provide data for both funding decisions and

evaluation (outcome) of grants awarded. At this stage it would also

be.useful to include discussions of the Vocational Education Data

System (VEDS) and be,sure that.theimpact data are included in a

form amenible for the VEDS systehlalso.

Following, up on these discussions, a funding and evaluation

handbook should be prepared for LEAs. Thii handbook will include

sample forms and procedures for-all the major data needed for the

impact ratings and the VEDS system. The funding and evaluation

handbook shOuldbe developed in consultation with DOES and LEAs,

:piloted with LEAs to obtain formative evaluation feedback on the

handbook itself, and proLably prepared in a loose-leaf format so

that changes and additions can be made by DOES without requiring

a new publication. The development ofsuch a handbook should

serve several purposes, including improving the funding decision

making process, assisting LEAs to provide more accurate and useful

data i both applying for grants and providing evaluation of completed

grants,' and further improve program qUality by helping 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 designed to meet

the evaluation requirements of PL 94-482 and, to provide the foundation
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for "instructional" materials for LEAs directed toward improving the

"impact" of VEA-supported programs and projects. The recommended

handbook and data collection for funding and evaluation will assist

DOES in supporting projects designed to meet important outcomes in
.

vocational education and to assist LEAs to identify and improve
.

.

their grant applications and evaluations.

In order to provide another form of summaryarfd indicate the

final system that would operate to review project proposals, a flow-

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

: figure shows the outline of the review.process as it would function

with the Inclusion of the predictive and outcome Impact statements.

The details of the review process would be those that are currently

scheduled in the DOES Procedures -for Reviewing VEA Applications

(Appendix A). In addition to the general project review process, it

was recommended that there be provision for annual review of the

weights and scale categories for both the predictive and outcome

impact statements. Figure 9 suggests this annual revision process,

again in outline form. The process includes using weights during one

fiscal year, collecting data on the impact statements after project
k

evaluations have occurred, and using the data for all projects to form

distributions on the indexes for the impact statements. These distri-

butions can be examined/to determine if the scale categories still

seem appropriate or need to be "raised" or "lowered" on the basis of

project attainments. As mentioned above, these processes should assrst

DOES and LEAs to improve programs and funding decisions on the basis of

both "objective" and "s bjective" information from many sources.

,
, ; . , .

I



Figure 8

Review Process for VEA Grant pplicationi Using Predictive'

and OutcomOmpact Statements

Go 'to

MRI

LEA ,Local' Support

or Decision to

Terminate Project

Yes

Evaluate Proposal

Projection:

i Screening Criteria

ii Quality Ratings on:

Management/Planning

Instruction/Equipment

lii Impact

Does

PrOject

Have

Potential

Impact

Yes, LEA Project

Funded

Is

Project .,

Proposed

for

Continuatio

?

Improvements

Made

No

V
Make. Recommen-

dations for

IMprOvements

(MRI)

Yes



72

Figure 9

Annual ReviSion of Impact Statement Weights
and Scale/Categories

3redictive'Impatt Weights
and Scale Categories Used
to Rate Proposed, Project

Project EValuated Using,
Established Outcome Impa t
Weights and Scale Categ ies

Data Collected or all
Projects on Predictive and
Outcome Impact Scale
Categories

Are
eights and

Scale Categorie
in Last FY Yes

Still Appropriate

New Weights and Scale Categories
for Predictive and Outdome Impact
Statements.Established
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Appendix A

Procedures for Reviewing VEA Applications

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 stopped
until problems are resolved.

4._ Review team determines the primary target population of the project
(general, adult, disadvantaged, handicapped); target population is
noted on'cover page of management program quality scales.

5. a. Review teat rates projectsfor general and adult pit0v;1ations
on the at:mimic/manpower needs screening criteria. Disadvantaged
and handicapped projects designed to give students job skills
should alr'o 1-1.t rated on the economic/manpower needs screening
critezte; ar projects are placed in high, medium and low
categorieLie

b. For projects with disadvantaged and handicapped 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 program quality criteria (see step 9).

6... a. For projects in high or medium categories on the economic/manpower
ne,is screening criteria:

(1) Review team determines program strategy assignment for
the project using the.following criteria:

continuation project:

improving existing-
programs:

/7

improving existial
programs
(equipment emphaai4

those projects previously funded
under VEA for which the Education
Department has a moral obligation
(up to 3 years)

those projects designed to improve
existing occupational programs for
adult, disadvantaged or handicapped
populations

thcre projects deSigned to improve
existing occupational programs for
general populations which have
requet::s for equipment that =Punt
to 50% or greater of the total
project Ist



improving existing
programs:
(staff emphasis)

new programs:

2

those projects designed to improve
existing occupational progress for
general populations'which have
requests for equipment that amount
to less than 50% of the total
project cost

those projects that propose program
activities not previously offered
by the local agency

(2) Review team determines technical reviewer assignment
(excet 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.

. For projects in low category_on manpower needs screening criteria:

(1) Review process is stopped. /\.

7.. a. Copy of the proposal is sent to each technical reviewer assigned
to the project with requested date for completion of review.

b. Copy of the prbposal is sent to the special reviewer when required
With requested date for completion of review.

S. a. Technical,reviewer rates project using instructional program
qualityscales.

b\ Special reviewer comments on project using the special reviewer

comment sheet.

9. Review team rates project using management program quality scales
(for disadvantaged and handicapped projects that are designed to
give student remedial and preparatory instruction and services,
the manpower needs criteria should be used as part'of the
management program quality scales).

10. Technical and special reviewers return proposal and review sheet
to reviewer by completion date.



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 in c onflict with other ratings.of project.

c. If necessary, requests made to educational agency for
clarification of certain points by review team member
responsible for that particular agency.

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 M. Van Ryn).

e. Arbitration panel review information available and makes
determination on what score the project should receive.

f. Arbitration panel notifies review team of final rating.

12. Review, team gives project an overall ranking based on /program quality
ratings within program strategy assignment (i,e. continuation,
improving existing programs, new programs)

'13. Review team ranks projects across program strategy assignment within
economic/manpower needs category (i.e. iigh 1, 2, 3...n; medium 1, 2,

14. Ranked projects are applied against dollar allocations for the region;
summaries for region are developed.

*15. . Review teams meet with D.. Beltnn and M, -V=74 Ryn to rra=Pnr climrlgrriaa
for regions.

*16. "Budget negotiations with applicants are conducted by the memberof--
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 disCussesnegotiated budgets and proposal revisions;
final recommendations made.

*18. Recommended projects with negotiated budgets are submitted to
D. Belton (secondary) and M.Vin Ryn (postsecondary) for review
and approval (Belton should be carboned for postsecondary projects;
Van Ryn carboned for secondary projects).



*19. Approved projects are packaged and grant award letters are prepared
by respective units; pad:ages sent to finance officei for check anfund availability.

*20. Finance officer makes check for fund availability. If fuds areaV
Llable, proposal and grant award letter sent to Assistant

Co 'ssioner for final approval and signature. If funds are not
availlble, proposal and grant award letter returned to appropriatebureau..

\ _*21.. Assistant Commissioner approves project.

*22. Approved project returneU to finance officer to be logged in.
.

i*23. Giant award letter mailed to applicant; copies of letter sent
to finance officer and responsible- bureau Chief.

I

* These steps occur after April 21.

4



Appendix B

QUESTIONNAIRE 1: 'RANKING AND RATING OF IMPACT STATEMENTS.

Instructions-for Outcome Imoact Statements. -7 Rank Order

Listed below are statements dealing with the possible impact 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 "1" 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 1.0 statements have been ranked.
The least important statement of impact of a project will be ranked "10."

Outcome Impact Statements

Program graduates are working_ in occupations for which
they were-trained.

Project objectives are fulfilled.

No sex discrimination occurred in student
selection, training, and job placement.

Training objectives are met in the most cost
effective manner.

Large numbers of students are trained.

Training increases student employment optiops.

Empioyers. are satisfiedwith graduates of program.

Students trained have positive attitudes toward work.

Students .trained continue their education.

Program can be replicated in other LEAs.

Rank Order

Please add any outcome statements that you feel are Important
and should be i'ncluded,.but do not rank them with the others:

Institute for. Research and Development
in Occupational Education

Center for Advanced Study in'Education
Graduate School ,6 University Center, CONY



B2
Instructions for Ratino Outcome lmoact Statements.

Listed below is a set of outcome impact statements. How important
is each outcome? Give each statement points on'a scale from 1 to 20.
where

20 represents a hiohlv imoOrtant outcome, the maximum number of points

1 represents a very unimportant outcome, the lowest number of points

Write the number of points from 1 (low rating) to-20 (highest rating)
opposite each of the following impact statements according to its importance
as a consideration in the funding of VEA projects.

Outcome lmoact-Statements

Progrrm graduates are working in occupations
fo: which they were trained.

Project objectives are fulfilled.

No sex discrimination occurred :"in student
selection, tra1'ning, and job plaCement.

Training objectives are met inthe\`most
,cost effective manner.

\

Large numbers of students are trained.

Training increases student employMent options.

Employers are satisfied with graduates
of-program.

Students trained have positive attitudes
toward work.

Students trained continue their education.

'Program can be replicated in other LEAs.

Ratings
1 20

Lowest Highest



InstrUctions for Predictive Impact Statements - Rank Order

Listed below are statements dealing with predictive impact, that
is, outcomes which might be expected to result if proposed VEW projects
were to be implemented. Please rank each of theie statements in.the
order of-their importance as pOssible outcomes to be considered in
making funding decisions.

Write a "1" in the right-hand column opposite the statement you
fee describes the most important type of predictive impact, a "2"
opposite the second most important statement, etc., until all 10 state-
ments have been ranked. The least important statement.cf predicted
project impact will be ranked-77%

Predictive Impact Statements

Students will.be trained for occupations where jobs
are available..

Project objectives are stated in measurable terms'

No sex discrimination will be made in recruiting
and plating students in vocational programs.

Training objectives will be met in the most cost
effective manner.

Large number of students will be trained.

Training w1:11 be-provided to increase students'
employment options.

Students will be prepared to meet entry level, skill
requirements as specified by prospective employers.

employer's ratings of performance object -fives
ih-terms of job requirements).

Rank. Order

Program will serve students' interests.

Program is articulated with local post secondary
institutions.

Program will be replicable in other LEAs.

Please add any predictive impact statemerits that you feel are
important and should be included, but do not rank them with the, others.



B4Instructions fOr Rating Predictive Impact Statements.

Listed below is a set of predictive impact statements. HOw-importaht-:

is-each predictive .out-come. Give each statement points on a scale from
to 20. where.

20 representS a hiahly'important predictive statement, the maximum
number of points.

1 represents a very unimportant predictive statement, the lowest
number'of points.

Write the number of points from 1 (low rating) to 20 (highest rating)
opposite each of the following predictive impact statements acCording to
its importance as a consideration in the funding of VEA projects.

P'redictive Impact Statements

Students will be trained for occupations where jobs
are available.

Project objectives are stated in measurable terms.

No sex discrimination will be made in recruiting
and placing students in vocational programs.

Training objectives- will be met in the most cost
effective manner.

Large number of students will be trained.

Training will be provided to increase students'
employment options.

Students will. be prepared,to meet entry level skill
requirements as specified by prospective employers.
(e.g., employer's ratings'of Program performance.
Objectives in terms of,job requirements).

Program will serve students' interests.

'PrograM is articulated with iota] post secondary
institutions.

PrOgram will be replicable in other LEAs.

Ra-tinas
1.. 20,

Lowest Highest



QUESTIONNAIRE 2: PREDICTIVE IMPACT STATEMENTS

_Spring 1978 study

Please complete this page for the project proposal listed in the letter.

Project Title

Name of Agency

Project VEA Number, Fiscal year of grant

The present grant covers % of the program s costs.

Grade levet(sY of program (circle): -11 12 . postsecondary adult

Student type:

General. No. Disadvan-
. NO. % Handl- No.

taged* capped

This project is to be funded in the following (purpose) category(s):

General". Disadvantaged* Handicappedli

The grant: is primarily for [:=1 a continuation project E a new program-(not:
previously offered

by LEA)

flimproving existing programs with staff. emphasiS
(equipment costs
.less than 50% of
'project costs)

If a continuation project, which year is the project?

equipment'
emphasis
(equipment
costs=50%
or more of
the total
project cos

,Year of a 1 or 2' or 3 year project'
(circle one)

Project Summary:. It will be helpful in interpreting your questionnaire
responses to have a brief project descriptton (a 200-300. word Summary).
Please attach the summary to the completed questionnaire.-

*Persons (other than handicapped persons) who have academic or economic
disadvantages and require special services, assistance.or.programs in

. order to enable them to succeed in vocationaleducatioh programs.

Institute for Research and Development
in Occupational Education

.

Center ..for Advanced Study in Education
Graduate.School & University Center, CUNY

4/18/78



C2
PREDICTIVE: Students will be trained for occupations where jobs are hvailable.--
1. How many local jobs are or will be available for students trained in this,project? (Employment data collected between and

*)
mo./year

Number of Jobs Data Source

2. How many jobs are or

mo./year

Newspaper ads

.State employment office

Private employment agencies

Direct contact of employers
(Number of employers contacted

LEA PliceMent" office

Unions,

Other (describe source)

Total number of jobs
/

will be available in the region?

State employment office

Other (describe source)

Total number of regional jobs.

PREDICTIVE: Project objectives are stated in measurable terms

Number of measurable* project objectives

Total Number of project objectives

*A !imeasurable objective" is defined as a-projeCt.OutcOme that can be statedas a-count, proportion", percentage or'another quantity.
.



PREDICTIVE: No sex discrimination will be made in recruiting and placing
students in vocational.proprams.

Check each activity below that will be carried out prior to or during this project:

[::] Vocational courses are equally available to female and male
students upon request.

0 Female and male students will be recruited in approximately
equal numbers.

[::]All course instructional material will be free of sex bias
and sex, role stereotyping.

Program teachers will equally represent females and males.

0 "Role models" of the "nontraditional" sex for the occupation
will visit the program.

EDAll career materials will be free of sex bias and sex role
stereotyping.

Men and women students are provided information about! their
rights to equal educational and employment opportunities under
the law.

A program will be conckzted.for parents which will assist them to
work with their daughters and sons to consider all educational
and employment opportunities.

Special support services or counseling will be provided to
females and roles who select a nontraditional occupational program.

Equal emphasis will be placed on financial support and
cooperative educational placements for females and males.

Program instructional and related guidance personnel will be,
provided the inservice training necessary for the delivery
of sex-fair instruction and counseling for students.

PREDICTIVE: Trainin will be rovided to increase student's emplo ment options.

Use the OE code to.list,the number and titles of occupational areas for which
graduates of this project are prepared (e.g., 07.0904 Medical Assistant, 07.0906
Health Aide).

1.

2.

4. la.



PREDICTIVE: Training objectives will be met in the most cost effective.manner.

Estimated Project Costs Listed in'VEA Budget

All of the following questions pertain only to the estimated costs of the program
financed by the VEA grant and for' the duration if" the VEA grant. Use the FA-10
Budget Summary page for the totals below.

1. Current VEA Costs. Current costs are the monies from codes 200 (200-250
'Instruction), 300 (Guidance), 400 (Health), 500 (TransportaXIon), 600
(Operation), 700 (Maintenance), 830 (Rental), 900 (Food), 1000 (Co-curric.),
1100 (Comm.-H rela.), and Indirect costs
(FA -10 Summary Page)

Total Curren Costs

2. Capital VEA Costs. Capital costs are the hies froM codes 260 (Staff develop-
,:

ment), 1220.3 (Minor remod.), and 1230, (Eq ip.)

Total Capital Costs

.3.:jotal.amount of VEA grant (Grandjotal = 1 $ i

4. Number.of students that are expected to participate
in the project

5. Number of hours of instruction that each stu ent is
to have (hours per week times number of weeks)
(There are the equivalent of 36 instructional weeks
per school- ear)

6. In order t qualify for the job for which the roject
is preparing the students, will they have to/c ntinue training
beyond the time covered by the grant (one year ?

Yes ri No

7. If yes, for how long?

PREDICTIVE: Students will be prepared to meet entr -level-skill requirements as
specified by prospective employers.

Agreement between number of essential entry level skills checked by occupational
advisory committee of employers and union representa ives and number of essential
entry level _skills listed by LEA.

a. Number of skills listed by school

b. Number of skills checked as essential
entry level skills by employers (and/or
advisory committee)

Number of employers (committee memberS)
reviewing essential $kills list. .

95



. PREDICTIVE: Program will .be re licable in other LEAs

reproduced and sent to another
z
school:Check each item that

El
El
El

El.

list of

EYI i st of

..ET teacher

El
0

course outline

lesson plans

could be

project-developed steedent workbook/student ihstructional
materials

student assessment forms (tests or ratrg forms)

project-developed slides/AV materiO/films

recommended equipment/teitbooks/AV materials

suppliers and venders/

program guide

project proposal

,.

program evaluation report--data and sample forms

Total Number checked
-

:

Based onthe items checked above, what percent of the
estimate' will be transferable to another school?

'
.

PREDICTIVE: Program will serve

Data Solurce: A Career interest

rogram do you

students' interests.'

survey can be conducted to provide an
estimate of the following' numbers.

I'
i Total number of students surveyed..

2.=-Number-of-students-selecting this
occupational area as first or-second.
choice -(of interest to them)..

PREDICTIVE:
. _ .

Proaram is articulated With

,

.Number of local' post secondary institutqns Where
students could continue in the same occupatichal.
field.

' . , 1 96

C 5

, I.

local post4ecOndar ,institutions.


