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EVALUATION SYSTEMS IN THE ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM:
THE ROLE OF QUALITY INDICATORS

Like other publicly funded programs, adult education has faced increasing demands to
demonstrate its effectiveness and the value of the instruction it offers. Over the last several years,
amendments to the Adult Education Act, the federal legislation governing the adult education
program, have strengthened accountability requirements. The 1988 reauthorization of the Act
increased state requirements for local program evaluation by specifying six topic areas that
evaluation should address and by mandating the use of standardized test scores in evaluation. The
National Literacy Act of 1991 took a further step by requiring states to develop indicators of program
quality within two years and to use them in evaluation of their local programs. The indicators were
to assess programs’ success in recruitment, retention and improving students’ literacy skills. The
Act also required the Department of Education to develop model indicators of program qﬁality to

guide states in the development of the indicators.

Fulfilling its legislative mandate, the Division of Adult Education and Literacy (DAEL)
published Model Indicators of Program Quality for Adult Education Programs in 1992 that
presented eight quality indicators. Besides addressing the three required topic areas, the indicators
described elements of quality for program planning, curriculum and instruction, staff development
and support services. Within the next year, all states had revised their state plans to incorporate the

quality indicators they had developed.

Besides presenting the indicators themselves, DAEL's publication also provided a general
framework to guide states’ development and use of the indicators. The framework distinguished
indicators from measures and performances standards, and related them in a hierarchical, four-step

process:

1. Select topic areas to focus indicators. The National Literacy Act required indicators in
recruitment, retention and literacy gains. However, states had the option to add other
topics.

2. Develop quality indicators in each topic area. A quality indicator was defined as a
variable that reflects efficient and effective performance of the adult education program.




EVALUATION SYSTEMS IN THE ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM: THE ROLE OF QUALITY INDICATORS

Since their adoption, the quality indicators have become central to the program evaluation
systems of most states. The indicators have helped states define the components of program quality
and enabled them to develop measures for evaluating programs to ensure effective practice. This
paper presents a summary of state implementation of the quality indicators, focusing on the
development of measures and standards for the indicators and the impact they have had on state
accountability systems and program quality. The paper also, discusses how states are using the

quality indicators and presents a summary of the indicator measurement systems in six states.

Status of State Quality Indicator Measurement Systems

The National Literacy Act stipulated only that states develop indicators of program quality in
the areas of recruitment, retention and literacy gains. A review of the 1993 amendments to state
plans, however, revealed that states developed indicators that were very similar, and in some cases
identical, to the broader DAEL model indicators. All states have gone beyond the three required
topics and developed indicators in areas of program planning, staff development and curriculum.
Most states have also developed indicators of support services and a few states have indicators in

such diverse areas as fiscal responsibility and facilities and materials.

States also were required only to develop indicators of program quality — to complete the first
two steps of the indicator framework. A review of state activities in this area in early 1996, however,
. shows that the states have adopted the DAEL framework fully and continued, or are still continuing,

the process through the development of measures and performance standards.

Table 1 shows state-by-state results of this review for 49 states, the District of Columbia and
Puerto Rico and Figure 2 aggregates the findings across states. A majority of states have completed
the indicator measures and standards development process. Almost two-thirds of the states have
implemented measures of the quality indicators and about half of the states have accompanying
performance standards to these measures. An additional 10 states have developed, but not yet
implemented, the measures and 8 states have developed, but not yet implemented performance
standards. All states have at least begun the development of measures and all but five states have at

least begun the development of performance standards.
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Table 1 (continued)

Status of Development of Measures
and Standards for Quality Indicators

AREAIIl

llinois [ )

Indiana

lowa

Kansas Y ®
Michigan o' °'
Minnesota [

Missouri Y ®
Nebraska ) P
North Dakota Y ®
Ohio ® PY
South Dakota Y ®
Wisconsin Y PY
AREA IV

Alaska Y

Arizona ® PY
Califomnia . Y ®

Colorado e '

Hawaii Y PY
Idaho Y P

Montana ®

Nevada ® PY
New Mexico [} _ P

Oregon : Y PY
Utah

Washington ® ®

Wyoming o , P

'Measures and standards implemented on a pilot test basis.

NOTE: Blank row indicates the state has not yet begun developing measures or standards.
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EVALUATION SYSTEMS IN THE ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM: THE ROLE OF QUALITY INDICATORS

® To identify technical assistance needs. States can use measures and standards to identify
local programs that need assistance and the areas where assistance is needed.

8 For program improvement. By examining measures and standards for programs overall,
the state can assess areas of strength and weakness in their delivery system and target weak
areas for improvement. For example, measures could reveal that local programs are not
meeting their recruitment targets, signaling the need for state redirection in this area.

Table 2 shows how each state uses or plans to use indicator measures and standards and
Figure 3 summarizes uses across states. Perhaps most surprising, 13 states currently use, and an
. additional 15 states plan to use, the measures and standards in program funding decisions. Local
programs in these states could lose all or some of their state funding if they fall below indicator
standards. States that use indicator measures in funding decisions give programs one to two years to
correct problems identified through the measures and only terminate funding if the program’s
problems continue past that time. The widespread use of the indicators for funding decisions
demonstrates how seriously states have adopted the indicator system as a means of providing quality

programming.

As required by legislation, virtually all states use indicator measures to evaluate program
effectiveness. Almost all states also use the indicators to promote program improvement and to

identify technical assistance needs of local programs.
State Implementation of the Indicators

As with other aspects of the quality indicators, the National Literacy Act leaves
implementation of the quality indicators to the states, specifying only that the indicators should be
incorporated into states’ evaluation systems. The DAEL publication on the indicators also does not
address implementation, but allows the states flexibility to use the process in the way that best meets
their needs. To gain a more detailed understanding of how states have implemented indicator
measures and standards, we contacted 10 of the 23 states that reported that they had fully
implemented both measures and standards. The state directors in these states described how the
indicators have been incorporated into the state’s evaluation system, how the state developed _
measures and standards, and their impact on state accountability systems. The state directors also

offered their opinions on what made the process work in their states.
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Table 2 (continued)

Current and Planned Uses of Measures
and Standards of Quality Indicators

Minnesota

Missouri

Nebraska

North Dakota

Ohio

South Dakota

Wisconsin

AREA IV

Alaska

Arizona

California

Colorado

Hawaii

Idaho

Montana

Nevada

New Mexico

Oregon

Utah

Washington

Wyoming

NOTE: Blank row or column indicates state will not use, or is undecided about using, measures or standards for this purpose.
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EVALUATION SYSTEMS IN THE ADULT EDUCATION PROGRAM: THE ROLE OF QUALITY INDICATORS

Some states also collect indicator measures through a separate report submitted annually by
local programs and through the application process. In this latter method, local programs provide the
measures in their application for funding and the state evaluates them on how well they meet the

corresponding performance standards.

Development of Measures and Standards

The states contacted all developed measures and standards of the indicators in the same way:
through the use of working groups and committees established for this purpose. In some states, the
committees were subgroups of larger state committees working on broader state accountability and
assessment issues. With few exceptions, the indicator committees were interagency, typically
including representatives from labor, social service and vocational education agencies, literacy
councils and workforce development boards. Some states also included local practitioners and

business leaders.

After developing draft measures and standards, the committees typically presented them to
local program providers for comment and made revisions based on these comments. Several states
then pilot tested the measures in a cross section of local sites before implementing the measures

statewide. The usual time from development to implementation of the measures was one to two years.

Impact on State Accountability Systems

State directors uniformly noted that the measures and standards development process had a
strong positive impact in their states. The main advantage identified was that the process raised
awareness of program quality issues and gave state and local staff the opportunity to define and reach
consensus on the characteristics of effective program operation. Measures and standards give
direction and focus to program evaluation and provide programs with a way to evaluate themselves
and work toward excellence, according to several state directors. By defining how they will be

evaluated, the state also has made a statement on what programs should try to accomplish.

11
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Conclusion: Unique Aspects of the Implementation of Quality Indicator Measures

The implementation of indicator measures and standards is not unique to adult education
programs. Most federally funded programs now have requirements for using quality measures and
standards to demonstrate their effectiveness. For example, the most established and perhaps well
known accountability system among federal programs is the performance standards system required
by the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA). Other programs that have formal performance measure
requirements include vocational education programs, Food Stamp Employment and Training

Programs and Job Opportunity.and Basic Skills Programs.

While the existence of formal accountability system is not unusual, the way the adult
education quality indicator system has evolved distinguishes it in the following significant ways from

similar initiatives.

Voluntary implementation. Unlike the accountability systems of other programs, the
implementation and use of measures and standards of quality indicators is not mandated by federal
regulation. The only formal requirement is for states to develop indicators and incorporate them into
the state’s evaluation procedures. On their own, states have adopted DAEL’s indicator framework to
develop measures and standards and to use them as the basis for a formal system of program

accountability.

Focus on program operation and instruction. Many accountability systems measure only

participant outcomes. For example, JTPA performance standards assess participant employment,
wages and employment retention. While the indicators in adult education also address student
outcomes, other indicators address a wide range of program variables, including program planning,
quality of curriculum and professional development. These indicators specifically identify elements
of quality related to the content and operation of programs. Student outcomes are not ignored —
DAEL’s model indicators include two indicators of student outcomes and most states have several
measures of participant learning and advancement in the program — but adult education's specific
focus on program elements in its accountability system is unique. This programmatic focus also goes

beyond the legislative requirements for the indicators.

13
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State Indicator Measurement Procedures:

m Arkansas

m Colorado

m Connecticut
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APPENDIX

ARKANSAS

Arkansas incorporates measures and standards of the quality indicators as part of its local
program monitoring process. A peer review team visits about one quarter of local programs
annually and assesses program performance in program planning, administration, curriculum and
facilities, staff development, recruitment, retention and educational gains. The program receives
from zero to two points for each performance standard, except for student educational gains
standards, where a scale of zero to four is used. After the monitoring visit, the state office sends
a letter informing the program on where it stands in each area, and if below standard, areas of
improvement needed. Although there is only one formal monitoring visit every four years, each

program receives an annual follow-up visit from state staff .

The state uses indicator measures to identify local programs that need technical assistance,
to promote program improvement and to demonstrate program effectiveness. The measures are

not tied to funding.

Development of the Measures and Standards

A state committee, consisting of state adult education staff, local program practitioners and
state literacy council staff, developed the measures and standards for the indicators. Local
programs across the state reviewed the initial draft of the measures and state and local staff pilot-
tested the monitoring instrument in 26 local programs before it was finalized. After its first year

of use, the state further refined the instrument.

Impact on State Accountability System

The indicator measures have improved the overall quality of local programs, according to
the state adult education director. Programs now have better planning; improved administration,
as measures by the quality of annual statistical information reported to the state; and better
coordination with other agencies. State mohitoring teams have also noticed improvement in

program quality among community-based organization providers and in volunteer programs.

12



Quality Indicators
Page 12 of 22

CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND FACILITIES (Continued)

CIF-Measure 7:

Various instructional activities and techniques are used. (III.b.,
I11.c., Ill.e.)

CIF-Standard 7:

Dated evidence is available that the instructional staff uses a variety
of instructional activities and techniques. (Lesson plans, written
observations, teacher logs, etc.) -

2 points - 2 or more types of documentation
0 points - 1 or no types of documentation

CIF-Measure 8:

Adequate instructional staff is available to meet student needs.
(IlT.a., IV.a.)

CIF-Standard 8:

Dated evidence is available that administrators exercise flexibility in
instructional assignments to meet student enrollment loads. (Attendance
rosters, schedules, narratives, etc.)

2 points - .yes
0 points - no

CIF-Measure 9:
Instruction is adult-oriented. (IIl.d., III.f., Ill.g., I11.h.)
CIF-Standard 9:

A variety of adult-oriented instructional techniques, materials and
supplies are utilized.

2 points - yes
0 points - no

13
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CURRICULUM, INSTRUCTION AND FACILITIES (Continued)
CIF-Measure 13:

The adult education facilities provide a safe and optimum learning
environment. (VII.c.)

CIF-Standard 13:
Facilities include appropriate:

a. classroom space for number of students

b. work/study space for staff

c. work/study space for administrators

d. storage for materials and equipment

e. furniture designed for adults

f. equipment and furnishings to meet all proqram objectives
and minimum standards

g. restroom(s) for both men and women

h. safe parking area

i. equipment is installed and functional

J. indoor and outdoor lighting

2 points - all items (a-j) are met
0 points - if any item is not met

EDUCATIONAL GAINS (EG)

Quality Indicator #1: Learners advance in the instructional program or
complete program educational requirements that enable them to continue their

education or training.

EG-Measure 1:

Students advance to a higher level of skill and/or
competency. (IX.a.)

EG-Standard 1: MAXIMUM
POINTS

1. The percent of students (unduplicated) with 40 or more hours
of attendance who advance. 16

Advancement rates for students enrolled for academic
advancement and lifeskills advancement will be examined
separately. Further, the advancement rates for students
enrolling for academic studies will be determined for students
entering on each of the three levels {0-5.9, 6-8.9, and 9-12)
because advancement is more difficult for students entering on
lower grade level equivalent functioning levels. Scales A, B,
and C will be used to examine advancement for students
enrolled in an academic course of study. Scale D will be used

14
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EDUCATIONAL GAINS (Continued)

Points

Scale D (1ife skill advancement) - may include ESL N/A
10-15 percent of students enrolled for 11fesk1lls study

make documented advancement 01
16-20 percent of students enrolled for Tifeskills study

make documented advancement 02
21-25 percent of students enrolled for lifeskills study

make documented advancement 03
26-30 percent of students enrolled for lifeskills study

make documented advancement 04
31 or more percent of students enrolled for Tifeskills

study make documented advancement 05

NOTE: N/A’s must be subtracted from total possibie based on level
of students served and kinds of classes taught.

EG-Measure 2:

Students are referred to other programs which will continue to meet
their educational needs. (II.d.)

EG-Standard 2:

a. There is dated documentation that information regarding the next
level of education is provided to students who complete the highest
level of study within a program year. (Referral logs, information
packets., referral forms, etc.)

2 points - yes
0 points - no

Documentation is available showing that providers who receive
students out of their realm of services refer those students

appropriately.

d

2 points - documentation is available
0 points - documentation is not available

15
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STAFF DEVELOPMENT (SD)

Quality Indicator: Program has an ongoing staff development process that
considers the specific needs of its staff, offers training in the skills
necessary to provide quality instruction, and includes opportunities for

systematic practice and follow-up.

SD-Measure 1:

Personnel possess required certification and/or training according to
job duties assigned. (IV.a., b.)

SD-Standard 1:

Dated documentation exists that each director/coordinator, counselor,
instructor/tutor, and paraprofessional, etc., is trained and certified
for his/her position as found in current "Adult Education Policy Manual"
and "Qualification Standards for State Positions and Local Positions in
Approved Programs" (approved by State Board of Vocational Education July
1990 or newest edition).

2 points - 100%
0 points - less than 100%
SD-Measure 2:
A11 *new personnel participate in orientation.

SD-Standard 2:

Dated documentation exists that all new personnel have participated in
an orientation process. (Calendars, agendas, attendance rosters, etc.)

2 points - yes
0 points - no

SD-Measure 3: A
An annual staff development plan is implemented. (IV.b., IX.a., IX.b.)
SD-Standard 3:

a. A dated list of recommendations for an annual staff development
plan is implemented based on the following types of data: requests
of personnel, examination of progress tests, retention rates, drop-
out rates, GED test scores, literacy check-ups, follow-up surveys
from community, industry and students. (Annual staff development

schedules, agendas, source of needs, etc.)

2 points - recommendations are implemented
0 points - recommendations are not implemented

16
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RECRUITMENT (Continued)
RC-Measure 2:

An ongoing annual recruitment plan has been developed and implemented.
Rc-Standard 2:

An_annual recruitmgntgplan exists which includes: a monthly calendar
reflecting recruitment activities and assianed personnel. Documentation

is presented that activities were conducted. ted programs, speeches
thank-you letters, evaluation of results of activities, student follow-
up logs, etc.)

2 points - plan developed and implemented
0 points - plan not developed nor implemented

RC-Measure 3:
A variety of recruitment techniques are used. (VI.a., VIII.a.)
RC-Standard 3:

Categories and Techniques:

a. Dated Audio Script

radio
television

b. Dated Print
posters
flyers
newspapers

displays
inserts

Iﬁ

Dated Personal Contact
_ letters
telephone
sbeakers
county fairs

2 points - 1 technique per month for each of the 12 months from 2
or more categories :

1 point - 1 technique per month for each of the 12 months from 1
category

0 points - less than 1 technique per month for each of the 12
months

17
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RETENTION (Continued)
RT-Measure §:

Students accrue between twelve and forty hours of instruction within a
program year. (VI.b.)

RT-Standard 4:

Students accrue between twelve and forty hours of instruction within a
program year.

2 points - 35 - 50% of all students
1 point - 20 - 34% of all students
0 points - 19% or less of all students

RT-Measure 5:

Students accrue forty or more hours of instruction within a program
year. (VI.b.)

RT-Standard 5:

Students accrue forty or more hours of instruction within a program
year.

2 points - 30 - 40% of all students
1 point --20 - 29% of all students
0 points - 19% or less of all students

RT-Measure 6:
Ten percent of absentee students return to the program. (VI.b.)

RT-Standard 6:

Students return to the proaram after being absent for one monthly
reporting period.

2 points - 10% or more
1 point - 5 - 9%
0 points - 0 - 4%
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APPENDIX

COLORADO

Colorado collects indicator measures in three ways: through . its monitoring procedures, on
the program application, and through an annual report. Peer review teams use the state’s local
monitoring instrument, which was recently revised to collect indicator measures, in their annual
review of approximately one-third of local programs. The instrument includes measures of
educational gains, program planning, curriculum and instruction, staff development, support
services, recruitment, retention, administration and facilities. On each performance standard, the
program is assessed according to whether it does or does not meet the standard, exceeds the
standard, or whether the standard does not exist for the program. Some of the more stable
program measures, such as program planning, are also addressed in the program’s application for
funding. At the end of each program year, local programs submit a report that addresses the

student outcome and recruitment measures.

Besides using the indicators for program effectiveness, program improvement and to
identify technical assistance needs, the state uses indicator measures in its funding decisions. If a
program fails to meet performance standards, it is given a year to improve. If the program fails
to improve during that time, it can no longer receive state funds. The main problem programs

have had in meeting standards have been in documenting student progress.

Development of the Measures and Standards

A task force of state staff, local program directors and teachers reviewed the indicators and
developed draft measures. .The program directors and teachers then presented these measures to
their programs for comment and the full committee then revised the measures. The task force
presented the final measures to all programs at the annual state conference. The development

process lasted about 18 months.

Impact on State Accountability System

The main benefit of the indicator measurement system is that local programs are now well

versed in program accountability issues. Because of their participation in this process, program

A-3
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APPENDIX

CONNECTICUT

Connecticut’s indicator measures are incorporated into its program monitoring instrument.
Local programs first complete the monitoring form themselves, and a multi-agency team then
reviews programs annually. The measures in the instrument assess the program in the areas of
program planning and operations, recruitment, retention, educational gains, curriculum and
instruction, support services and staff development. Some of the educational gains and retention

measures — test scores and attendance — are taken from the state’s management information system

for each program.

The state uses the indicators to demonstrate program effectiveness to other agencies and
audiences within the state and for program improvement. If a program falls below standards, the
state targets technical assistance to the program in the deficient area. If the program does not
make a good faith effort to correct its problems, funding can be reduced or eliminated. '
Connecticut’s two year funding cycle for local programs strengthens the state ability to affect

changes.

Development of the Measures and Standards

An interagency committee with representatives from labor, social services, local school
districts, the workforce development board, business and state education staff developed the
measures and standards for the indicators. A draft of the measures and standards was presented to

local programs for comment prior to completion.

Impact on State Accountability System

The indicator measures and standards development process has served the state well by .
clearly defining the expectations for program quality and systematizing the state’s evaluation
activities. An added advantage is that local programs are now better prepared to describe their
activities and report outcomes to outside agencies. Programs are better prepared for interagency

collaboration, which will become increasingly important in the current programmatic environment.
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APPENDIX

IOWA

lowa translated many of its quality indicators into benchmarks to assess whether the state’s
15 community colleges, which provide adult education instruction, are achieving long-range
strategic goals. The state established a total of 29 benchmarks in the areas of educational gains,
program planning, curriculum and instruction, staff development, support services and
recruitment/retention. Each benchmark describes a measure and a target for the year 2000 and a
second target for 2005. For example; for educational gains, one benchmark is the “Percentage of
adults 18 years and over who have attained a high school or equivalent diploma: 85% for 2000
and 90% for 2005.” The state designated 16 of the benchmarks as “core” benchmarks to identify
the basic values inherent in the adult basic education program. The benchmarks will be used to
guide program policy and priorities, demonstrate program effectiveness and quality and to identify

areas needing continued improvement through technical assistance.

The state will obtain the benchmark measures from multiple sources. Student educational
gains, for example, will be drawn from the state’s management information system. Many of the
program measures, such as for the planning process, will come from program monitoring.
Broader measures, such as the overall literacy levels in the state, will require the state to conduct
research studies to assess progress. The benchmark system has just taken effect in 1996 and will

be monitored annually by the state education office.

Development of the Benchmarks

The state used the same committee that developed the quality indicators, measures and
standards to develop the benchmarks. The committee, was composed of state education staff and
the basic education coordinators of the state’s community colleges. Separate subcommittees

worked on each benchmark.

Impact on State Accountability System

With its development of benchmarks, the adult education program is at the forefront of the

program accountability process in lowa. The benchmarks clearly communicate to other agencies
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APPENDIX

KENTUCKY

Kentucky measures its indicators of program quality in two ways: through a self-
evaluation that each local program performs annually and more formally through a program
compliance review, conducted annually on one-third of programs by peer review teams. Indicator
measures and standards assess educational gains, program planning and evaluation, curriculum,
instruction and instructional setting,' professional development, support services, recruitment and

retention using a three point scale of excellent, satisfactory or needs improvement.

Programs that fall below standards must develop a program improvement plan and are
provided technical assistance from state staff to implement the plan. If the program’s subsequent
improvement is not satisfactory, the program can lose its state funding. The state also uses the

measures and standards to identify strengths and weaknesses in the state delivery system.

Development of the Measures and Standards

A committee of practitioners, staff from community organizations, state education staff
and state literacy personnel developed Kentucky’s indicators measures and standards. The
committee first established the indicators and distributed them to local programs. About a year

later, the measures and standards were developed and implemented.

Impact on State Accountability System

The quality indicatofs have given direction and focus to the state and local programs in
defining the goals and purposes of the adult education program. The measures and standards have
helped the state identify and focus technical assistance activities to programs to improve the
statewide system. The local programs can use the indicators as a tool to evaluate themselves and

move toward excellence.

A-9

40



a1
b

Y TIVAY Ad0D 1S38

“uoHINNSUYI

Jo smoy g 19158 papodas oy jjeys suied jeuonedanpyg 1ap|oj $,1UpNIS

3y} Ul uiBWIA jleYys pue Juapnis Yo 10§ padojaaap aq jjeys ueld jeuolieanpa

uy wawdoe|d weidosd pue aA3) £11U [BUONDUN) JUIULII)IP O] Pasn

3q jjeys 31005 153) 15amoy| 3t ‘19a9moy ajeudosdde se padesnooua 3unsa)
jeuonhippe yiim ‘vase 13algns auo jsed] 1B Ul PaJsal aq (|eyYsS S1aWed| )|npe [y .

spJepue)s dUBUII0JIJ

wawkojdwa ut Jwawasueape so/pue ‘uoimsod Jo UOHUI}AI *qof JO WWAWLIBNY .

(sHiys ajy 10 Anpiqedojdwa a1j12ads uy Juawaaoadwit 10 ‘Juawurene
Jo suodat “yuawssasse 1apjoj Juapnis “3-3) SPOLIAW JUIWISSISSE IANBWIAY «

sjuawaaoxdw yuapms jo suodal 10§m/19YoR3], «
suted 21095 159) paseq-Aouajadwo) .
suted a103s 159) pazipepuels .

’

swoydip [ooyds Y3y 10 ggo Jo WAwWUENY «

saunseap jdweg
£ [4 1
AINIWIAOQUIW] SATIN AYOLOVASIIVS AINITI3OXH

dupey 10)821pU] [1BIAQ

‘K121008 pup 230)dyi10m 3y} Uy bw?zu&@w
240w uondunf puo !suonvinduwor J1soq waofi1ad 'ysydug anim pup ‘poas
‘ypads o) sauiqo  s10uipa) up Juauaroidwt £ paspaisuowap ap saduaadwio)
Bu1nj0s-waqosd pup *SUOUDIMUILOD ‘SIUDWIYIDW ‘SIUSINEUY] JO JUIUUIDID Y |

*S12U1BI| }NPE JO SPIIU {BUOIIEINPI
y1oddns yey) sapudjaduwod pus s|jiys £3e13)j) J158q
JO judwuge))e paBmo) ssaidoad desjsuowdp sa3u1BF  f HOLVIIANI

supn jpuoyvonpg :$NI04

s401021pu | K1non gy

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



147

gt

('POPUSLIWINIDI AW S|RLIdIRW

[RUONIPPE (pAsR 3q [JeyYs SIS JOOYIX) [9AI]-ADRIDN| OM) puR ‘$aL1s 0T

-31d 0m) *$3L3s @710 OM) JO WNWUILE V) SIIED] [BAPIAIPUL O] UOLANIISUY
arendosdde apiaosd o) pasn aq |jim S[EUDIEW |BUOHEINPS JO IS1] USLIND W «

SpJepuUR)S DUBWLIOJII]

(sajdwes yuanbasqns 0} paredwod sjdwes Sutum £us wesdosd 3-2)
sajdwes Junum yuapms jo uosuedwod e yEnoiy) parensuowap ssaidosy «

wresJosd [euononnsur ayy 2sueyua o) ajenbape Sunias [eUOHONISU] «

S|eLId)eW [BUOHIONIISUI JO UOIID|IS
pue Juswaoe(d JouIE3] SUILLIIAP JeYyl uoneuLIojul Judwssasse djeudoiddy o

(uondNIISUI [ENPIATPUL ‘UOHDTIISU

dnos3 Jjews ‘soupojuaauy 1519t ‘[jeuondo] Kiojuaaur sajis Sulues)

‘sjenstaoipne ‘uononnsul papse-sandwiod 3'3) sanunpoddo [euoneanpa
$$300€ O} s){npe [[e 3jqeus o} 5]00) [e2130]0UYI3) pue SATINEAS [EUOHINIISU] «

B[NILLIND JU3LIND JO AJOLIRA Y o

sainsedpy djdweg

t 4 1

ANTWIAOUIW]  SAIAN AYOLDOVASHIVS ANITIHOX]

duney Jojedipuyj [jRIAQ

"SIUIPNIS JO Spunoadyapq pup Sauipgp asianp aly pup sajkis Sunpa)
WaL[1p 241 $S2.4ppD 0} pasn aq 1pys sayIvoaddp (puonnysut fo K1atwa y

*SINIIqE pUE SPIdAU JIUJBI] JO SJIAI] pu S3A)s Sujulea]
JUILIPP SSAUPPE UoNINISUL pue udiIsap wNMINY  p YOLVIIANI

Sumag puononysuy puv ‘uondnasuj ‘wnmonean?) 101704

‘alieuuonsanb yuapnis Juipnjous ‘uejd uonenieaa jedoj—

pue $a3pnq—

sannpioey yuatudinba ‘sjeLIaRW Jyuls *SIIIUNOA/SIONN] ‘$IDIN0SII—
‘$3a1193[qo pue sjeod—

JUBUITIE)S UOISSILI—

‘saoueuniopad  s1ead snoiaaid omy Jo ma1AI—

Ev

il

Anunwnuod wouy indut yusuno>—
. ‘uchieunojut awydes3owap arep-o)-dn—
; ‘uoneuLojuE Jutmol|o) Yl 3PNJdUL [jBYS SPUN) RIS 10
J /pue |13p3y J0) jesodoad feiuualq jo uonesedaid ay) Joy suswINd0p Buuueyy

"SP1023l [IDUNOI—
PuE ‘(JjeiIs 1a3)un|joa pue jjuis paefes) suondudsap qof—
‘siodal uonienieaa/3uliojiuow [eucteu pue ajeIs—
‘Bututen) pue Jawdo|aaap Jeuoissajord Jo spioda—
‘uonesado jo sinoy parsod—
‘s)9ays awn jjeis—
‘(Aaesa11] pue uonesnpyg
IInpy 10 uawnredaq 3yi Aq pajesauad) wodar ssueuuopad jenuue—
‘Sp1023) [eidueUlj/iipne |enuue—
) 201y)0
Jenuad 1o s wesdosd yora e djqe|iear 3q [jRYs SJUAWNZ0P SUIMO[]0) Y[,

"M1A31 10) pauselulew aq |jeys
sp1od3lfsainuiw pue sme[Ag “(Ansnpui pue ssauisng pue ‘10qe| ‘sJojeonpa
‘sa1ouade Ajunwiwoo ‘s1awses) -3-3) pajuasaidas aq (jeys sdnosd Knunwuwio)
*K2auenb 1se9) Je 193UI |[BYS SIAQUIAUI UIAJS URY) J3MIJ OU JO [IDUNOD Y

spaepue)s u.u:«EE._._om

PRIINSUOD DI $I2IN0SII ISAY) YIIYMm yiim

Kduanbayy ayy pue ‘Bupypiomiau Aouadesaiut ‘sasteuuonsanb Juapns ‘s3unsaw
Jje1s ‘spounod iosiape se yons swsiueydauwr ySnoays 1wedun Aunwuwo))

Anpqisuodsas [eosy jo uoneluawWINdO(

papiaoad $351A198
pue “wydnes sp[1ys ‘sapnpayos sse[d ‘ad4) pue uonedo] wesdoid ug Knqixaly

$$3001d uonenjeas wiesdoid ayi uy WIWIAJOAUL J2UIEIT]
santanoe [ene pue sananoe wesdoud pauued uaamiag

3duanJ3uod ajepljeA 0] A[|Enuue Pamaladl aq [[eys ‘s3ANd3(qo pue sjrod
wesdosd pue JUBWIIIL)S UOISSIW Y SIsSAIPPE Jey) Judwndop Sutuueld v

i saunsedp Jjdweg

t 4 1

LINIFWIAONdW]  SATIAN AYOLIVASLIVG INFTIHIXT
o

duney Jojednpuj je1drQ

Aruntoxt provided by Eic

E

L




814

‘qof pazipisgnsun ue uielqo—
10 S ) Ul pauino 3aN32[q0 [RUONEIAPI PARIS-AJENPIAIPUL ) UlRHe—
‘aan e ueiqo—
‘183 pazipaepuels uo Judjeainbd 01008 ajeas/|9a3) apead ¢() Jo uied aadnyde—
‘sanoy ()¢ wesdosd ay ur urew—
:$2A1193(qo Juimoljoy ays Jo uo 1ses)

e a1 dwod [leys :.Ew::_ ay § n:_:o_:u S12WIRI [f8 JO 1W1ad Gf ISBI[ 1Y

‘saniAnoe uonuajal weidosd

y3noap s3An3lqo [ruoneINpI 11341 319)dwod 0} PITLIN0OUI 1B SIFUSETT .

‘(21005 153] pazipiepuels e £]LIBSS3AU

10u) A[1apenb voEuE:uov.B l1eYs sdas 3y uo ssaidosd s1oureay .

"SJ3P[0) JUIPNIS Ul UOLIBIUALL
-n2op AQ PasuapiAa3 sjeod pue $aANIfqo wid)-3uo] pue -HoYs 193W 0) $4TS

a)3jdwod pue dojaaap [jeys ‘jyels [euondnnsul jo Hoddns oy Yum ‘siausedy .

spJepug)§ dUBWI0JIdJ

(d4S) uejd jeuonieanpy wapmg uo ssaidosd

pue ‘wesdosd jo adA) ‘wesoisd ayy ur sinoy apnpoun jeys ssaidoad  s1owedy .

sainsed) Ijdwmeg

£ C !

LNIWIAQUIN]  SATFAN AUOLIVASIIVS LNITTIOXY

duyjey s0jed1pU] [jRIAQ

“PaYSIYDISI 24D IOUDPUIND U} S.ANOY
Jo oqunu uan18 o aof porradxa suw8 Suniia) pup wp.aSoad fo addy
A1 AIPISUOD IDY} SYADIUYIUIG HORUIIIL A|GDUIDYY SIDOT IDUONDINPI
211 fo uona)dwos nfssadons S1auipap Ay g panspau s1 uOPUIIY

*sjeod jeuoneanpa

193wt 0) ydnoua Fuoj wesdosd ay) us ulewal SIIWIRYT 8 YOLVIIANI

uonuapady '§1730:4

(e1p SNSU3)) )661 Suisn patytuapt aq Lew
suonejndod pajadiel jo adeyusssad) paasas ease/Aiunuwod 3y w suonendod
pa1adie) ayy o) A)aeuotizodoad $31e21100 12Y) HOJII JUIUIINLISL PAAUSWNIOC]

(s10ds u01s142]31 Jo/pue

otpes “s&aauns dn-mofjo) “siuswasisaape sadedsmoau sswesdoad vonenpead
‘sfensiein patuid 3°3) SaNIANIE Jo uonRUAOP Yim ueid s y .

SplEpue)S duBULI0)Id]

19y uoneanpg Ynpy Y ul payuuapl uonendod 133181 3y FunInasas $830InGg .
sse]d Jo ad£) pue ones 194dE3)-)uapnis € uodn paseq SHOJJS JWAUNNIIBY

suuopiad wesdod ay) sarande JuauNNIOA Jo sadAY .

saansed djdweg

£ [4 !

LINIWIAOUIW]  SATAN AYOLIVASLIVS ANITTIOXY

Suney 10je01pU] [jRIAQ
‘PIoP YADABOWIP [DIO] PUD SIUINUSSISSD SPIIU JUI.LIND
$22i0n oY1 uppd Juatunisde puonn.do up soy wpadosd 3y |

*$321A 438
uolBINPI )NPE JOo PIIU Ul SHUIPN)S SN weadodd L YOLVIOIANI

uawWINL3y SN0
"JJBIS Ylim UoLjBULIojul Jleys
I1eys pue s3unaaw Aduadesaur ut eddped jjeys 2auSisap 10 101BUIPIOOY) «
"pauleluiRu 3q [[BYS S[ELIAJAI JO UCHIZIUIWNIO(] »

‘SJUIPNIS puE JJeIs 0] IqIssadIe A|Ipeal aq |jeys
(jeuolednpa pue [L1505) $321AI3s ANUNWLOI JOj IPING IIU13J31/3dIN0SIY

Spiepue)S DUBWI0YII]

$301A43s Boddns 10y patsayas sapnis Jo adA) pue 1quuny o

J[qE[IBAL S31AI3S JO ISI} J0 IPING 30UIIIJ24/221N08I $321A43s oddi

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\‘1

saunsed djdweg



APPENDIX

SOUTH DAKOTA

South Dakota developed a self-assessment instrument to measure quality indicator
measures and standards. All local ABE programs complete the self-assessment annually. The
state also conducts an onsite review of a random sample of 20 percent of local programs annually.
The self-assessment addresses the indicators for educational gains, program planning, curriculum
and instruction, staff development, recruitment and retention. For each performance standard,
programs indicate whether they achieved the standard, the plans they have to improve quality, the
timeline for making improvements, the person responsible for making the improvements and the

technical assistance they will need to achieve their goal.

Programs are not required to address all of the standards, but select the areas where they
want to develop their program further. Local programs can then request technical assistance from
the state, which may be provided through inservice training, staff development training or visits
from the state office. Although currently the state uses the measures and standards as a program
improvement and technical assistance tool, funding decisions may be based on program and

student progress measures in the future.

Development of the Measures and Standards

A state work group composed of the state adult education director; local practitioners;
representatives from labor, vocational education and higher education; and the directors of the
state literacy council and lifelong learning council developed the measures and standards, as well

as the self assessment instrument. The development process took about a year.

Impact on State Accountability System

The major benefit of the measures and standards is that it allows program staff to select
the areas where they want their program to improve. The self assessment instrument then gives
them the tool for understanding how to make the improvements. The process also makes

programs aware that technical assistance is available and encourages them to view the state office
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