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[bookmark: _heading=h.8hoomebugd6x]Session Overview
[bookmark: _heading=h.fm1ehgory9ug]Session Goals
· Choose appropriate data sources that are relevant to program improvement needs and goals
· Interpret and use data to understand larger issues in program policy and practice
[bookmark: _heading=h.o7mpwkt59r91]Learning Objectives
· Identify at least three sources of relevant, appropriate data to inform planning
· Consider the connections between data, accountability, and planning
· Reflect on performance data, make hypotheses, draw conclusions, and identify problems of practice that could be addressed in a continuous improvement plan
[bookmark: _heading=h.6zw9ds8m8cq3]Pre-Work
· Read Performance Accountability: For What? To Whom? And How? (Merrifield, 1999)
· Find 3 data elements to bring to the next session, including one from LACES/Desk Review and one not from LACES/Desk Review 
Homework
· Complete Session 2 Exit Ticket




· Complete Sections 1 and 2 of the Planning Template. Section 2 can be tentative if you will be starting to plan in the spring (Session 1, Handout 7). 
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[bookmark: _heading=h.85wwe1h8ce6i]Handout 1 | Warm-Up Activity: Do Countries that Spend More on Education Have Better Outcomes?

[bookmark: _heading=h.1x5jb9bienzd]Purpose
To make observations and draw conclusions about data
[bookmark: _heading=h.wgvqznpy4kgo]Activity Instructions
1. Review the charts with your group and identify:
· One thing you see in the data
· One possible interpretation of what you see 
· One factor that is not named but might be influencing the data

[bookmark: _heading=h.o0hipl8i9fbt]Notes and Space for Reflection
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[bookmark: _heading=h.bi8m673t2ae5]Handout 1 | Warm-Up Activity | page 2 of 3
[bookmark: _heading=h.b5gblbnklazu]Chart 1 | Correlation between education outcomes and education expenditure 
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[bookmark: _heading=h.1ieohc8fznf2]Handout 1 | Warm-Up Activity | page 3 of 3
[bookmark: _heading=h.ignk4nk66jdr]Chart 2 |	Average reading performance in PISA and average spending 
per student (ages 6-15)
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Data Source: Max Roser and Esteban Ortiz-Ospina (2016). “Education Spending.” OurWorldInData.org https://ourworldindata.org/financing-education 

[bookmark: _heading=h.oun0q8vp6qlx]

[bookmark: _heading=h.e7jdjlntpmix]Handout 2 | Performance Accountability: For What? To Whom? And How? 
by Juliet Merrifield. See Session References for full citation and links.
In everyday life, accountability means responsibility; it means being answerable to someone else for one's actions. We cannot, however, use the term without specifying accountability to whom and for what. In adult basic education (ABE), how we answer the question "to whom" depends a lot on our position in the system. Teachers may answer that they feel answer accountable to their students. Program directors may that they are accountable to their funders and staff as well as to students. State adult education offices may feel accountable to the governor, the legislature, to other state agencies, to workforce development boards, as well as to taxpayers. In addition, no clear consensus exists about "for what" adult education is accountable. Where does the balance lie between providing services and delivering results? Is the main purpose increased literacy proficiency, or are more diffuse social outcomes the emphasis? Until recently, the focus has been on providing services, with little emphasis on the results or the impact of those services. In the last few years, a number of policy initiatives at state and federal levels have begun to shift the emphasis to delivering results, with services seen as the means to an end. But what the "end" should be is by no means clear.
I would like to suggest that developing performance accountability is not just technically  challenging but also challenges our values. The key issues do not have purely technical solutions. They require agreement on what is important to us, on what we want out of adult education. If they are to be resolved, they require involvement by the ABE field as a whole.
Adult basic education is facing serious demands from policy-makers and funders to be accountable for its performance. The 1998 Workforce Investment Act (WIA) requires that each state report on performance measures. The emphasis on results shifts attention from simple delivery of services to the outcomes of learning: learning gains measured on standardized tests or social and economic outcomes such as getting a job, getting off welfare, and children's school success.
The key issues in the development of performance accountability in adult education are:
· What does good performance mean?
· Do programs have the capacity to be accountable?
· Are the tools commonly used for measuring and documenting performance adequate and useful?
· Are accountability relationships in place to link ABE into a coherent system?
[bookmark: _heading=h.thdqfapico5t][bookmark: _heading=h.kfcsc0orbf8d]Good Performance
Accountability systems work best if stakeholders - those who have an interest in the outcomes of the system - agree on what success looks like. For adult basic educators, the heart of the matter is our concept of literacy. That concept has shifted over time from reading and writing text to functioning in society, from a simple dichotomy of illiterate/literate to multiliteracies. Brian Street characterizes two broad conceptual notions of literacy. The autonomous model conceives of literacy as a discrete and fixed set of skills, transferable from one context to another. The ideological model conceives of literacy as practices that are sensitive to social context and inherently associated with issues of power and access (Street, 1984).
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Much recent research on multi-literacies suggests that there are multiple purposes for literacy and multiple goals and expectations for literacy education (Heath, 1983; Barton, 1994; Street, 1984,1995; Lankshear, 1997; New London Group, 1996). In such an understanding, notions of success must also be multiple. A single definition of success - gaining the GED, for example, or getting a job - excludes learners who have different purposes.
Definitions of success should be negotiated among all the stakeholders, learners, and practitioners as well as policymakers and funders. Although the legislative goals of the Workforce Investment Act reflect a majority among lawmakers, other stakeholders - including policy makers, program managers, teachers and students - may focus on other purposes for adult education and look to other measures of good performance.
[bookmark: _heading=h.4qolbw69kmu0]Next Steps: Agree on Performance
Practitioners can play a role in defining performance within their own states. The WIA requires that each state develop a plan of the performance measures it will use to track results, including but not limited to those required by the Act. Whether explicitly or implicitly, these measures will define what counts for the field. The challenge is to come to an agreement on performance that includes the full diversity of learner and societal purposes. Lessons from the literature and experience in education and other fields suggest states should:
· Invest time and energy in agreeing on what performance means;
· Involve stakeholders and seek consensus;
· Reflect newer understandings of literacy and connect performance with real life; and
· Acknowledge a variety of outcomes as acceptable performance, as a way of including the full diversity of learners and programs.
[bookmark: _heading=h.olog31axnayc][bookmark: _heading=h.w0ym3vbv7auu][bookmark: _heading=h.2fkwk9v3kxqf]Capacity to be Accountable
Adult education is trying to develop a national accountability system without having developed the capacity of the service delivery system to document and report results (Moore & Stavrianos, 1995). Plenty of evidence documents the lack of valid, reliable, and useful data about performance (Young et al., 1995; GAO, 1995; Condelli, 1994). These studies suggest some of the most basic data are absent, incomplete, or of low quality.
When asked to report numbers, programs will indeed report numbers. But as the GAO report on adult education says, "the data the Department receives are of questionable value" (GAO, 1995, p. 33). This is not surprising, since staff in programs usually do not use the data, rarely see reports based on them, and see no one else placing any real value on them.
Performance accountability requires investment in the ability of local programs to collect, interpret, and use data to monitor how well they are doing. A number of states such as Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and Arkansas have already begun to develop their capacity for accountability. (For an overview of Pennsylvania's program, Keenan's article.) They consistently learned from their experiences that the key is to get buy-in from programs and practitioners from the beginning (Merrifield, 1998). They are also acutely aware of the problems of deciding what is counted, as well as how it is counted.
What is counted becomes what counts. Many examples of the hazards of counting the wrong things exist. A healthcare delivery system emphasizes cutting the numbers of people on a waiting list for surgery, thus ensuring that people with minor needs get served quickest because more operations for varicose veins than for heart bypasses can be performed in one day. The 
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[bookmark: _heading=h.jmbu722773kp]original performance standards of the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA), an education and training program, emphasized the numbers of people placed in jobs within a specific time frame. This ensured that programs recruit clients who were most qualified and therefore easiest to move into jobs quickly and cheaply (GAO, 1989).
Next Steps: Build Capacity
Two kinds of capacity - to perform and to be accountable - are linked (Merrifield, 1998). By instituting a learning organization approach with feedback loops, performance data can help programs improve performance and increase accountability. Building the capacity to perform involves:
· Increasing resources and focusing them on quality rather than quantity;
· Providing staff development and training and technical support;
· Using performance data for continuous improvement. Building the capacity to be accountable involves ensuring that:
· Accountability demands are commensurate with resources and capacity;
· Users of measurement tools are engaged in their  development;
· Staff training and support are provided;
· [bookmark: _heading=h.lpi9v3wq9a27]Information is timely;
· Improved performance is rewarded.
A variety of efforts are already underway to build capacity to perform and to be accountable. Teacher inquiry projects have involved individual teachers in examining their practice and identifying ways to change and develop (Smith & Lytle, 1993). Some programs, such as those described elsewhere in this issue, have been working on their capacity to use data for continuous improvement. Some states have begun efforts to build local program capacity for both performance and accountability. The National Accounting and Reporting System (Condelli, 1998), will be providing training and support on how to use newly revised WIA-related performance measures. (See page 11 for more on the NRS.)
[bookmark: _heading=h.ycu84qqisnvm]Accountability Tools
For accountability purposes, it is crucial that we collect data that are relevant, adequate, and important. To do so, we need tools - indicators and measures - that we believe in and use well. Indicators and measures are approximations of reality, not reality itself. They can be good, bad, and indifferent. An indicator that measures something unrelated to literacy learning- the number of brown-eyed learners, for example - is irrelevant. An indicator that measures something relevant - the prior learning that students bring, for example - but in an inadequate way, is dangerous. An inability to measure something important - affective changes in learners, for example - can be disastrous.
Some of our current accountability tools are inadequate: what we use to measure literacy gains is one example. Standardized tests are widely used. While such tests have their uses for placement purposes, their validity as measures of performance is questionable (Venezky, 1992). "The research literature raises questions about the validity of standardized tests... and local program staff have questioned the appropriateness of using these assessment to measure program results" (GAO, 1995, p. 24). As yet, however, few alternatives to standardized tests exist. Some programs are using various tools, such as portfolios, that allow learners to demonstrate their learning authentically (Literacy South, 1997), but so far these cannot compare 
Handout 2 | Performance Accountability: For What? To Whom? And How? | page 4 of 8
learning between learners and across programs. Without external criteria or standards, authentic assessment will not meet the needs of accountability systems.
How we collect data for accountability is also important. Different approaches to data collection and analysis meet different purposes. A complete performance accountability system would include several approaches: monitoring, evaluation, and research would all have a place.
Monitoring can answer ongoing questions about day- today program operations. What kinds of students are being recruited? How long are they staying? What do they say they want from their learning experiences? How satisfied are they with the program? Monitoring is part of everyday management, providing a routine way for program staff to see how well the program is working.
Evaluation can answer particular questions about program operations at particular points of time. How are learners being served? Are they making progress on their learning goals? Is the program meeting quality standards? Evaluation may include a look at program-monitoring data. It may also involve gathering new data to answer specific questions. Surveys or focus groups are useful evaluation techniques.
Research can answer questions about associations, correlations, and meaning, and often takes a broader focus than one program. Research questions might examine: What are the benefits to individuals and society of participation in adult education? Which program designs are associated with different results? What kinds of resources are needed to support specific program designs? Research may be conducted by outside researchers or by practitioners themselves (Quigley & Kuhne, 1997).
Each of these accountability technologies illuminates different aspects of reality. They have different strengths and need to be used appropriately. Carrying them out involves scarce resources, so they should be applied carefully and economically to ensure that the data collected are both useful and used.
[bookmark: _heading=h.1l6ggkf426t4]Next Steps: Develop New Measurement Tools
New approaches and tools for measurement are needed that are linked to performance. Performance assessment tools enable us to assess literacy practices. For accountability purposes, this more authentic assessment of literacy practices demands that we develop external standards or criteria against which individual student learning can be measured, and through which program performance can be assessed. Initiatives in performance assessment in countries such as Britain and Australia may provide useful models for measuring and assessing learning. We should use the full potential of research, evaluation, and monitoring technologies to meet the needs of different stakeholders.
[bookmark: _heading=h.24blavz89ys]Mutual Accountability
Underlying all the other issues in performance accountability for ABE is the question of accountability relationships. Traditional approaches to accountability echo Taylorist manufacturing systems, in which quality control checks at the end of the production line ensure that widgets meet product specifications and accountability runs only one way. Assessing outcomes at the end of the production process has its place in quality control systems, but increasingly businesses are turning to more participatory approaches to managing work processes and using production data for continuous improvement (Stagg, 1992).
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[bookmark: _heading=h.q428il5779ls]High performance workplaces build in processes at each stage of production to monitor and improve performance. They involve workers in this monitoring. The business world is now utilizing concepts such as the learning organization: one that facilitates the learning of its members to transform itself continuously (Pedler et al, 1991). This approach is seen as a way of responding to changing environments and  multiple demands. This kind of learning and transformation has to be shared and internalized: it cannot be imposed from the top (Stein, 1993). Accountability is shared or mutual.
In ABE, mutual accountability would engage members of the organization in creating a common vision, determining goals and customer expectations, and designing effective means of monitoring processes and results. Every member would be both accountable to others and held accountable by them. Learners would hold teachers, for example, accountable for providing learning opportunities that meet their needs. Teachers, in turn, would hold program directors and funders accountable for providing the resources they need to meet learner needs. These might include materials, space, training, pay for lesson planning and assessment.
Spelling out relationships of mutual accountability reveals some that are overlooked in conventional accountability systems. Congress, for example, holds adult education programs accountable for providing effective and efficient services. But Congress should also be held accountable by programs, by learners, and by voters for identifying a social need, passing appropriate guiding legislation, and providing the resources needed to create a strong adult education system.
Learners should hold their teachers accountable. But programs should also hold learners accountable for taking learning seriously and for making an effort to participate fully.
Businesses who expect adult education to provide them with workers equipped with basic skills might be expected in turn to provide jobs for those workers, or to continue a workplace basic skills program when the grant runs out. Mutual accountability would require all the partners to honor their contracts.
An accountability system based in the concept of mutuality has several characteristics:
· It is negotiated between the stakeholders in a process that engages all the players in clarifying expectations, designing indicators of success, negotiating information flows, and building capacity.
· Each responsibility is matched with an equal, enabling right: the right to a program that meets one's learning needs with the responsibility to take learning seriously, for example.
· Every player knows clearly and agrees to what is expected of them.
· Every player has the capacity to be held and to hold others accountable.
· Efficient and effective information flows enable all players to hold others accountable.
[bookmark: _heading=h.3rqlt0msclgr]Inequalities of power and uneven access to information prevent the development of mutual accountability. Learners, for example, cannot become real stakeholders in mutual accountability until they have other ways to effect change beyond dropping out. They will only become part of the structure of accountability when they have real power to make choices. Some community- based programs encourage learner participation in management, with learner representatives sitting on boards, and being involved in management decisions about the program. Many state-level adult learner organizations are working to address the inequalities in power and in access to information, and to strengthen the voice of adult learners in the system.
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How information flows is also a central issue in mutual accountability. Without adequate access to information, stakeholders cannot hold others accountable. In traditional information flow designs, information is collected at the base and increasingly summarized for the purposes of different levels on the way up: from program to community, state, and national levels. In this simplistic model, information flows only one way: up the system to the state and national levels. Few people have either access to or the ability to use the data.
This model will not fit the needs of an accountability system that takes into account different performances and purposes and has mutuality as an underlying  assumption. A more complex information model should allow information to be generated at all levels and to flow around the system, up, down and across it, among and between different players who use it for specific purposes at specific times.
[bookmark: _heading=h.dhh64zwv3bvc]Next steps: Develop Mutual Accountability
Reforming accountability requires moving from one- way, top- down lines of accountability to a mutual web of accountability relationships. To make this switch, we must:
· Bring the full range of stakeholder groups into the process - including teachers and learners;
· Provide support for stakeholders who have least access to information and power;
· Increase information flows among and between all stakeholders and make the information transparent (accessible to all);
· Develop learning organizations at the program and state levels that would emphasize learning and continuous improvement, shared
· responsibility, and engagement in monitoring results.
[bookmark: _heading=h.fe90gbg33mt]What Next?
[bookmark: _heading=h.gymkfe3yhoqk]To implement performance accountability well requires agreement on good performance, capacity both to perform and be accountable, new tools to measure performance, and a strong system of mutual accountability relationships. In the business world, high performance is associated with extensive changes in organizational practices, including a broadly understood vision and mission, flatter hierarchies with decision-making pushed as close to the shop floor as feasible, and participation at all levels of the organization in monitoring and improving performance. If ABE is to meet society's need for high performance, it too needs to change. But these changes cannot be implemented from the top alone. They will require federal and state government departments to consult with the field and with stakeholders. They need willingness to learn lessons from the past and from other countries. They demand a commitment of resources to building the capacity of the field. Above all, they call for the contributions of all players, practitioners and learners as well as policymakers and researchers.
[bookmark: _heading=h.34820ap083kw]
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[bookmark: _heading=h.3roh0097hblp]Handout 3 | Summary: ACLS Accountability Resources
[bookmark: _heading=h.gwj157uj3kpk]
[bookmark: _heading=h.2q0jgvmg1fzw]ACLS Core Components of Accountability
1. Enrollment: The average monthly enrollment relative to the program’s targets.
2. Student Outcomes: Also known as measurable skills gain or MSG---specific to ABE and ESOL learners and important for AE programs because they can be reported without Social Security numbers. 
3. Program Quality: The ACLS Indicators of Program Quality represent ACLS’ best thinking at this time of what high quality programming entails so programs are held to these standards of quality. Evaluated through Program Quality Reviews (PQRs), once per funding cycle for each program. Annual PQR Summative Reports provide a state snapshot of strengths, challenges, and promising practices. 
4. Compliance: A third component of the accountability system is compliance, which measures the extent to which local programs operate in accordance with federal and state programmatic, financial, and reporting requirements and deadlines. These requirements are outlined in the FY24 – FY28 Massachusetts Policies for Effective Adult Education in Community Adult Learning Centers and Correctional Institutions.
[bookmark: _heading=h.7ye03t5ejhs6]Overview of ACLS Accountability Tools
	Student Outcomes
	Program Quality
	Compliance

	Desk Reviews

	Measurable Skill Gains (MSG) Reports
	Grant Approval Process

	
	Program Quality Reviews (PQRs)
	Data Quality Checklist

	
	Site Visits
	Risk Analysis


[bookmark: _heading=h.czaqsnqc108y]Additional Accountability Resources
· ACLS Accountability Page
· Find Your FY24 MSG Target 
· Desk Review Resources
· LACES Resources & Trainings from the SABES Program Support PD Team
· ACLS Annual PQR Summative Reviews 
· GEM$ Resources
· FY24-FY28 Massachusetts Policies for Effective Adult Education

[bookmark: _heading=h.vqqgkg9rlwic]Handout 4 | Generating LACES Reports
Link to Reports dashboard 

[bookmark: _heading=h.5z5h8er5k5i7]Desk Review Reports
· In the student tab, select Searches > Desk Review > and then one of the five dropdown reports

[image: https://lh3.googleusercontent.com/p4xtXdQx-rdDrwa19uiJjroGLn6uLZrJq2WpGYcrHOi82JuVW0ijluDto68boKzn8FhMpN9Af4q7QSK31QHNAxPJYK4inSi_f-HZo6VqLcq9yezhO0gsaD-WVReVrAlaknyJDyzvcpWReWTAP3Ily38]





[bookmark: _heading=h.fp8w9gvwgnux]
Handout 4 | Generating LACES Reports | page 2 of 4
[bookmark: _heading=h.6pms23r0kaum]NRS Reports
· Go to student screen
· Click on “Searches” (beneath Student List)
· Click on NRS
[image: ]

[bookmark: _heading=h.1r8m6sb6g0vm]Additional Resources
· For more information, see NRS Reporting Tables 
· Massachusetts state summary 
· Massachusetts NRS Statewide Tables

[bookmark: _heading=h.ho14xo68tfor]
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[bookmark: _heading=h.lzpq22c17foz]Student Alerts
Dashboard > Widget Library > Student Alerts
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[bookmark: _heading=h.gaxhxvm2e2ay]Automatically Generated Reports
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[bookmark: _heading=h.yceiyzso9ahm]Handout 5 | Reflecting on Data

[bookmark: _heading=h.kjdlccs3ixze]Purpose
To reflect on expectations and biases that might inform your interpretation of the data you brought today.
[bookmark: _heading=h.a558wh7wk8v9]Activity Instructions
Reflect on the data you brought with you today.
	What predictions and assumptions do you have about the data you’ve brought? 
	

	How might those predictions or assumptions be informed by bias?
	

	What biases might be reflected in the data?
	



[bookmark: _heading=h.bxhx5en5s0fo]

[bookmark: _heading=h.3t2hcykwgiic]Handout 6 | The ATLAS Protocol for Interpreting Data
Adapted from the Center for Leadership & Educational Equity (formerly the School Reform Initiative)
[bookmark: _heading=h.pdcc34e4lh4i]
[bookmark: _heading=h.nkcwekh4elut]Purpose
This protocol is for use in guiding a group through analysis of data to identify strengths and problems of practice.
[bookmark: _heading=h.an05ijhlopyj]Total Time for Protocol
[bookmark: _heading=h.d1sxvuivjwjn]45-60 minutes
[bookmark: _heading=h.1g0u96o804uz]Materials (if in person)
· [bookmark: _heading=h.mfk84qr9xmyt]Copies of data for team members*
· [bookmark: _heading=h.74vfc8xg7g4q]Highlighters
· [bookmark: _heading=h.umso2gvoi0mq]Chart paper
· [bookmark: _heading=h.epm8eevftfsc]Markers
*If you are working with members of your team, please use the data that you brought today. If you are working with colleagues from another team, you may choose data from one of your programs or look at statewide MSG data, beginning on page 23 (also available to be downloaded in Excel format here: see “FY23 MSG Performance Report.”

[bookmark: _heading=h.3ev68nk1fcty]Activity Instructions
1. Review the activity instructions. 
2. Choose a facilitator, note taker, time keeper, and reporter to the large group. 
3. Gather the data that you will be reviewing, along with any other materials. If working in person, consider highlighters, chart paper, and markers. 
4. Work through each step of the protocol, keeping strict time. 
5. Prepare to share out. 
[bookmark: _heading=h.bmk3jkalfn0]Additional Data Protocols (for Reference)
Relay Data Protocol, from the Relay Graduate School of Education
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	[bookmark: _heading=h.iij8lmqvi2km]Getting Started | Roles & Overview 
3 minutes
· Choose a facilitator, note taker, time keeper, and reporter to the larger group
· Give a very brief description of the data and answer any clarifying questions.

Facilitator: 
Note Taker: 
Time Keeper: 
Reporter: 


	Step 1 | Reflect
5 minutes: 3 minutes silently writing and 3 minutes discussing as a group
What question are you trying to answer by looking at the data? What predictions or assumptions do you have about the data? How might those predictions or assumptions be informed by implicit bias? 
Purpose: Identify assumptions and biases that might inform our understanding and analysis of data.
Notes: 

	[bookmark: _heading=h.53g26qghn939]Step 2 | Just the Facts
8 minutes: 2 minutes silently writing individual observations, 6 minutes discussing as a group
What parts of the data catch your attention? Describe observations without making inferences. If inferences come up, record them elsewhere and save them for Step 2.
Purpose: Gather evidence to analyze later in the conversation. 
Notes: 
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	[bookmark: _heading=h.9sgcbqjmnhzr]Step 3 | Drawing Conclusions
10 minutes: 3 minutes silently writing, 7 minutes discussing as a group
What does the data tell us? What does the data not tell us? What assumptions do we make about students and their learning? What context do we need to consider? 
Purpose: Make sense of what the data says and why. Find as many interpretations as possible and evaluate them against the kind and quality of evidence. Facilitator: encourage team members to support their statements with evidence from the data.
Notes: 


	[bookmark: _heading=h.hpqax2mdwsyu]Step 4 | Good News
5 minutes discussing as a group
What positive data can you see? What is there to celebrate? 
Purpose: Identify and celebrate strengths. 
Notes: 


	[bookmark: _heading=h.8o42aamoj7dx]Step 5 | Identifying Problems of Practice
10 minutes: 3 minutes silently writing, 7 minutes discussing as a group
What problems of practice might be suggested by the data? 
Purpose: Interpret the data and make connections to practice.
Notes: 



[bookmark: _heading=h.xloe6k2n82fk]


Handout 6 | The ATLAS Protocol for Interpreting Data | page 4 of 4
	Step 6 | Summarizing & Moving to Action
5 minutes
What are our key conclusions? What recommendations could we make for addressing the problem of practice? What context do we need to communicate about our data? 
Purpose: Ideally, this step moves us towards action as we make recommendations and an action plan. For the purpose of this activity, the purpose of Step 5 is to begin to shift towards action. Consider what additional information may be needed and who else should be involved in understanding the data and making recommendations.
Notes: 




[bookmark: _heading=h.d7b7btkzduna]Handout 6 | The ATLAS Protocol for Interpreting Data | Data Supplement
[bookmark: _heading=h.hzcfvamhfd3y]FY23 Statewide MSG Performance Report
From MA Measurable Skill Gains, available to be downloaded in Excel format. See “FY23 Statewide MSG Performance Report.”

	 
	ABE Services
	ESOL Services

	Program
	Stud-ents
	ABE NRS Excl-uded
	EFL Completers
	HSE
	PSET
	Post- test Rate
	MSG Target
	MSG %
	% of Target Met
	Stu-dents
	ESOL NRS Excl-uded
	EFL Completers
	HSE
	PSET
	Post- test Rate
	MSG Target
	MSG %
	% of Target Met

	Action For Boston Community Development
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	182
	0
	69
	0
	1
	58%
	59%
	41%
	69%

	Ascentria Community Services
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	265
	0
	67
	0
	1
	39%
	59%
	27%
	46%

	Asian American Civic Association
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	212
	0
	59
	1
	8
	66%
	51%
	31%
	61%

	Asian American Civic Association-Workplace Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	8
	0
	4
	0
	0
	75%
	61%
	61%
	100%

	Berkshire Community College - South County
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	142
	0
	82
	0
	1
	86%
	57%
	62%
	108%

	Berkshire County Sheriff's Office
	64
	0
	3
	2
	1
	17%
	40%
	9%
	24%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Blue Hills Regional Technical School
	63
	0
	7
	4
	1
	48%
	40%
	19%
	48%
	105
	1
	49
	0
	0
	76%
	54%
	49%
	90%

	Boston Chinatown Neighborhood Center - Quincy
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	191
	0
	82
	1
	2
	80%
	54%
	45%
	84%

	Boston Public Schools
	266
	0
	49
	83
	3
	56%
	39%
	47%
	120%
	249
	0
	104
	0
	1
	67%
	58%
	45%
	77%

	Bristol Community College
	359
	0
	74
	51
	17
	51%
	39%
	34%
	86%
	312
	0
	92
	0
	0
	52%
	54%
	31%
	58%

	Bristol County Sheriff's Office
	238
	0
	33
	5
	1
	33%
	38%
	16%
	42%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Brockton Public Schools
	133
	0
	35
	11
	1
	64%
	38%
	35%
	91%
	871
	0
	421
	0
	14
	74%
	59%
	53%
	90%

	Bunker Hill Community College - Boston
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	201
	0
	77
	0
	1
	86%
	53%
	41%
	77%

	Bunker Hill Community College - Metro North
	93
	0
	19
	8
	0
	33%
	39%
	27%
	70%
	351
	0
	111
	16
	0
	80%
	56%
	37%
	66%

	Cambridge Community Learning Center
	115
	0
	17
	5
	18
	81%
	39%
	34%
	86%
	563
	0
	271
	0
	2
	78%
	55%
	51%
	93%

	Cape Cod Community College
	96
	0
	21
	31
	5
	49%
	39%
	53%
	136%
	233
	4
	94
	0
	3
	74%
	55%
	45%
	82%

	CCAB, Inc d/b/a Laboure Center Adult Education Program
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	307
	0
	187
	0
	2
	74%
	59%
	65%
	109%

	CCAB, Inc. d/b/a   El Centro
	15
	0
	6
	0
	0
	80%
	40%
	40%
	100%
	322
	0
	201
	0
	41
	70%
	56%
	69%
	123%

	CCAB, Inc. d/b/a Catholic Charities South
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	149
	0
	95
	0
	1
	81%
	56%
	70%
	124%

	CCAB, Inc. d/b/a Haitian Multi-Service Center
	61
	0
	7
	3
	0
	53%
	40%
	17%
	42%
	205
	0
	81
	0
	1
	55%
	60%
	42%
	70%

	Center for New Americans
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	281
	0
	117
	0
	2
	60%
	57%
	46%
	80%

	Charlestown Community Center
	89
	0
	2
	20
	3
	5%
	39%
	25%
	64%
	50
	0
	10
	0
	0
	24%
	58%
	20%
	35%

	Chelsea Public Schools
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	323
	0
	104
	5
	2
	61%
	58%
	36%
	62%

	Clinton Public Schools
	31
	0
	5
	4
	1
	34%
	39%
	27%
	69%
	201
	0
	94
	0
	0
	72%
	58%
	49%
	84%

	Community Action, Inc.
	70
	0
	22
	8
	2
	66%
	39%
	43%
	110%
	80
	0
	30
	0
	1
	66%
	59%
	43%
	73%

	East Boston Harborside Community Center
	61
	0
	24
	1
	0
	68%
	38%
	40%
	105%
	350
	0
	212
	0
	0
	93%
	59%
	65%
	111%

	Framingham Public Schools
	110
	0
	16
	0
	0
	69%
	39%
	15%
	37%
	971
	0
	465
	0
	1
	88%
	56%
	51%
	91%

	Franklin County House of Correction
	61
	0
	0
	5
	4
	0%
	41%
	15%
	36%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hampden County Sheriff's Office
	278
	0
	44
	2
	0
	35%
	39%
	17%
	44%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Hampshire Sheriff's Office
	104
	0
	12
	14
	8
	44%
	41%
	28%
	68%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Holyoke Community College
	149
	0
	21
	20
	3
	46%
	39%
	28%
	71%
	367
	0
	187
	0
	8
	79%
	56%
	57%
	101%

	Hudson Public Schools
	35
	0
	9
	6
	0
	67%
	39%
	35%
	90%
	297
	0
	133
	0
	0
	61%
	59%
	47%
	80%

	International Institute of Greater Lawrence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	343
	0
	251
	0
	0
	91%
	59%
	76%
	129%

	International Institute of New England
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	407
	0
	130
	0
	2
	44%
	57%
	35%
	62%

	International Language Institute of Massachusetts
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	117
	2
	62
	0
	1
	79%
	54%
	56%
	104%

	Jackson Mann Community School & Council, Inc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	195
	0
	79
	0
	0
	56%
	57%
	42%
	74%

	Jamaica Plain Community Centers
	13
	0
	2
	1
	0
	92%
	38%
	24%
	63%
	190
	0
	61
	0
	0
	46%
	58%
	35%
	60%

	Jewish Vocational Service, Inc.
	69
	0
	3
	37
	0
	35%
	39%
	54%
	139%
	129
	0
	75
	0
	0
	79%
	58%
	62%
	107%

	Julie's Family Learning Program, Inc.
	148
	0
	31
	6
	1
	47%
	40%
	26%
	66%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lawrence Public Schools Adult Learning Center
	105
	0
	23
	25
	6
	55%
	39%
	41%
	105%
	711
	0
	395
	9
	4
	74%
	56%
	59%
	106%

	Lowell Public Schools 
	253
	0
	50
	35
	3
	53%
	39%
	32%
	82%
	873
	0
	405
	0
	6
	72%
	58%
	50%
	86%

	Martha's Vineyard Public Schools
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	150
	0
	78
	0
	0
	79%
	59%
	56%
	95%

	Massachusetts College of Liberal Arts
	51
	0
	3
	6
	3
	16%
	40%
	20%
	50%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Massachusetts Department Of Correction
	209
	0
	52
	26
	0
	62%
	40%
	38%
	94%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Massasoit Community College
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	144
	0
	46
	0
	1
	70%
	54%
	34%
	64%

	MassLINKS
	133
	0
	35
	16
	2
	61%
	40%
	37%
	93%
	201
	0
	91
	0
	0
	73%
	52%
	48%
	93%

	Methuen Public Schools
	35
	0
	20
	5
	2
	84%
	39%
	73%
	188%
	136
	0
	117
	0
	0
	90%
	54%
	92%
	171%

	Middlesex Community College
	153
	0
	75
	23
	21
	81%
	38%
	66%
	173%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mount Wachusett Community College
	165
	0
	53
	22
	8
	66%
	40%
	43%
	108%
	211
	0
	106
	1
	0
	72%
	56%
	55%
	98%

	Mujeres Unidas Avanzando
	2
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0%
	41%
	0%
	0%
	205
	0
	72
	10
	0
	69%
	58%
	39%
	68%

	Mujeres Unidas Avanzando - Workplace Education
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	1
	0
	1
	0
	0
	100%
	59%
	100%
	169%

	New Bedford Public Schools
	126
	0
	48
	8
	0
	73%
	39%
	43%
	111%
	318
	0
	145
	0
	0
	74%
	59%
	50%
	85%

	North Adams Public Schools
	9
	0
	4
	2
	0
	75%
	39%
	57%
	145%
	48
	0
	12
	0
	0
	35%
	59%
	26%
	45%

	North Shore Community Action Programs, Inc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	221
	0
	79
	0
	0
	58%
	57%
	39%
	68%

	North Shore Community College
	171
	0
	38
	30
	8
	67%
	40%
	38%
	96%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Northern Essex Community College
	35
	0
	5
	0
	0
	35%
	39%
	15%
	39%
	347
	0
	114
	0
	6
	66%
	57%
	36%
	64%

	Notre Dame Education Center - Lawrence
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	320
	0
	147
	0
	1
	73%
	58%
	48%
	82%

	Pathways Inc. Adult Education and Training
	97
	0
	34
	19
	0
	60%
	38%
	50%
	131%
	203
	0
	113
	0
	2
	78%
	57%
	6%
	105%

	Pittsfield Public Schools
	115
	0
	14
	37
	0
	43%
	42%
	41%
	97%
	72
	0
	33
	3
	1
	65%
	59%
	54%
	92%

	Plymouth Public Library
	101
	0
	31
	19
	2
	65%
	40%
	49%
	123%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Project Hope Boston, Inc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	84
	0
	20
	0
	0
	40%
	58%
	26%
	46%

	Quincy College
	24
	0
	2
	5
	1
	22%
	41%
	30%
	73%
	87
	0
	30
	0
	0
	55%
	52%
	36%
	69%

	Quincy Community Action Programs, Inc.
	29
	0
	4
	3
	0
	38%
	39%
	24%
	62%
	159
	0
	65
	0
	0
	69%
	55%
	43%
	78%

	Quinsigamond Community College
	140
	0
	15
	28
	5
	39%
	40%
	30%
	74%
	550
	0
	273
	1
	5
	77%
	55%
	54%
	97%

	Randolph Community Partnership, Inc.
	32
	0
	4
	3
	0
	29%
	39%
	22%
	56%
	76
	0
	26
	0
	0
	64%
	55%
	35%
	64%

	Rockland Regional Adult Learning Center
	24
	0
	5
	3
	0
	76%
	41%
	26%
	64%
	61
	0
	8
	0
	0
	36%
	60%
	15%
	25%

	Somerville Public Schools (SCALE)
	128
	0
	25
	16
	3
	61%
	40%
	30%
	74%
	209
	0
	58
	1
	0
	63%
	56%
	30%
	53%

	Southeastern Massachusetts SER-Jobs for Progress, Inc.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	280
	0
	117
	0
	0
	65%
	58%
	45%
	77%

	Springfield Technical Community College
	228
	0
	26
	22
	5
	31%
	39%
	21%
	53%
	224
	0
	132
	0
	2
	88%
	54%
	65%
	120%

	Suffolk County Sheriff's Dept.
	125
	0
	14
	17
	1
	26%
	41%
	21%
	52%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	The Immigrant Learning Center
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	376
	0
	159
	0
	1
	59%
	57%
	45%
	79%

	The Literacy Project
	207
	0
	29
	34
	5
	29%
	40%
	31%
	78%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Training Resources of America, Inc. - Brockton
	26
	0
	8
	0
	0
	62%
	39%
	33%
	84%
	87
	0
	39
	0
	0
	68%
	56%
	50%
	89%

	Training Resources of America, Inc. - Quincy
	34
	0
	5
	7
	0
	45%
	40%
	30%
	75%
	55
	0
	13
	0
	0
	40%
	59%
	25%
	42%

	Training Resources of America, Inc. - Worcester
	25
	0
	2
	3
	0
	40%
	39%
	20%
	51%
	68
	0
	6
	0
	0
	24%
	59%
	10%
	17%

	University of Massachusetts - Dartmouth
	98
	0
	29
	14
	1
	66%
	39%
	42%
	110%
	229
	0
	117
	0
	0
	84%
	55%
	54%
	98%

	Valley Opportunity Council
	79
	0
	2
	7
	1
	27%
	40%
	13%
	32%
	149
	0
	38
	0
	1
	44%
	56%
	28%
	50%

	Webster Public Schools
	81
	10
	21
	10
	2
	75%
	40%
	43%
	108%
	73
	1
	34
	0
	0
	67%
	58%
	54%
	93%

	Worcester County Sheriff's Office
	274
	0
	33
	12
	0
	34%
	40%
	15%
	39%
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Worcester Public Schools
	158
	0
	47
	27
	11
	70%
	39%
	45%
	116%
	292
	0
	182
	0
	7
	83%
	55%
	68%
	123%

	YMCA of Greater Boston International Learning Center - Boston
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	282
	0
	149
	0
	4
	83%
	55%
	58%
	105%

	YMCA of Greater Boston International Learning Center Woburn
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	181
	0
	98
	0
	2
	80%
	55%
	58%
	106%


[bookmark: _heading=h.d3cms8itiaeo]
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