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Introduction 
 
This proposed evaluation plan describes the evaluation questions, study design, analysis plan, 
and timeline for the evaluation of the Wisconsin Department of Instruction’s (DPI) Academic 
and Career Planning (ACP) for 2017-18 (Statewide Implementation).  
 
WEC has partnered with DPI’s ACP team to evaluate work done during the pilot phase of the 
ACP roll-out (2015-16) and the Statewide Pre-Implementation Year (2016-17), which looked at 
measures of statewide readiness, perceptions of ACP, and district needs. Baseline student 
outcome data was also collected for the forthcoming longitudinal outcome evaluation. In 2017-
18, the first year of required implementation, WEC will continue to look at ACP implementation 
to begin to identify ACP activities (specific infrastructural elements and student ACP 
components) that positively impact student outcomes. WEC will study the extent of 
implementation and qualities of these elements and activities across a variety of contexts. This 
study of implementation will inform a longitudinal study of associations between selected 
structures and processes with student outcome measures.  
 
Program Background 
 
DPI’s Academic and Career Planning is intended to equip students and their families with the 
tools necessary to make more informed choices about postsecondary education and training as 
it leads to careers. ACP is part of DPI's overall vision for every student to graduate high school 
college and career ready. 
 
DPI has provided districts with extensive information, resources, and support, both directly and 
through the Cooperative Education Service Agency (CESA) network, to help educators plan for 
and implement ACP. While Wisconsin ACT 20, Wisconsin Statue 115.28(59) describes the 
requirements districts must follow to implement ACP, districts’ and schools’ are also given 
considerable flexibility in how they meet these requirements in order that their ACP programs 
can be context-sensitive and appropriate for their local stakeholders and situations. 
Consequently, implementation can look very different across Wisconsin districts. Therefore, an 
evaluation of measures of implementation, including outputs and outcomes, across the state 
demands a variety of data collection methods to capture both adherence to state requirements 
and the rich variety of local implementation. This evaluation is designed to take into account 
this variation.  
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Evaluation Questions 
 
The Year 3 evaluation will be guided by five over-arching evaluation questions: 
 

1. To what extent are school districts and schools implementing ACP infrastructure and 
activities?   
 

2. What are the varieties of ACP infrastructure and activities across different school and 
district contexts?  

 
3. What are stakeholder (administrators, school counselors, teachers, students, families) 

perceptions about ACP infrastructure and activities? 
 

4. What, if any, changes have occurred in terms of student outcome data compared to 
baseline data? 
 

5. What, if any, associations between ACP elements and outcomes can be measured at 
school or student levels? 

 
Evaluation Design 
 
This evaluation will use a mixed-methods design with quantitative measures (frequency, 
duration, etc.) and qualitative measures (description of ACP infrastructure and activities and 
perceptions about them). 
 
In 2017-18, the study team will gather data related to the five evaluation questions to further 
describe how a variety of ACP components are realized in various contexts, to begin to measure 
their prevalence, and to gather baseline outcome data to measure associations between ACP 
elements and related outputs and outcomes at the school and student level over time. The 
specific ACP infrastructure and activity components (ACP outputs) to be examined include the 
following:  
 
Infrastructural elements: 

1. An inclusive school wide culture with administrative engagement, prioritized goals, staff 
participation and which is student-focused. 

2. Regular and ongoing informing of and engaging families in their students’ ACP. 
3. Regular and ongoing supportive and safe student relationships with adults. 
4. Non-judgmental, informed, comprehensive education and career advising. 
5. Equitable access to all ACP opportunities. 
6. Regular, ongoing and dedicated time for ACP activities. 
7. Outlined ACP activity curriculum that is scaffolded and developmentally appropriate 

(scope and sequence). 
8. Programs of study identified by district. 
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Student activity components 
1. Student participation in work-based learning activities 
2. Students taking dual credit, AP, IB and college level industry certification courses 
3. Students utilize knowledge and skills gained through ACP activity participation to set, 

modify, and update personal, education and career goals 
4. Students choose CTE and academic courses applicable to their ACP/career goals 

 
Associations between these elements, related outputs, and outcomes will be tracked 
longitudinally with the goal of answering: 
 

I. Which infrastructural elements positively impact student outcomes? 
II. Which student ACP activities positively impact student outcomes? 

 
 
Data Collection 
 
Methods of data collection will include surveys, outcome and output data collection, artifact 
analysis in the form of website searches, and case studies.  
 
Statewide surveys of both principals and local ACP coordinators (those with any grades 6-12 in 
their schools) as well as CESA ACP coordinators will be administered and will include both 
quantitative survey items and qualitative (open-ended) questions. Surveys will be constructed 
to include other respondents if necessary, who may have more knowledge of ACP practices. 
Surveys will be used to help measure the extent to which the various outputs are occurring 
across the state, the nature of these outputs, and perceptions about them. Survey data will also 
be used to identify sites for deeper investigation in the form of the case studies. 
 
District, high school and middle school websites will be searched for evidence and descriptions 
of ACP infrastructure outputs related to information dissemination and parent/family outreach. 
These will be selected via a random stratified sampling method across different geographic 
areas of the state as well as school size/classification (urban, suburban, rural, etc.).  
 
More in-depth examination of school practices will be undertaken by means of 5-8 case 
studies. Based on survey data and website review, WEC evaluators will identify schools across 
the state (varying with respect to district size, geographic location, and extent of ACP 
implementation) for further investigation. Among those that agree to participate in a case 
study, WEC evaluators will visit 5-8 schools demonstrating both high and low levels of ACP 
implementation. Case studies will consist of interviews of survey respondents and other 
leaders, student focus groups, teacher focus groups, parent focus groups and/or interviews, 
and document analysis. Through these primarily qualitative data collection methods, WEC 
evaluators will be able to provide rich descriptions of the output measures of interest in specific 
contexts, and gather participants’ perceptions of their schools’ ACP-related activities and their 
ACP system approach from a variety of perspectives. These descriptions will allow WEC to 
further understand the qualities of the various outputs that correlate with positive outcomes. 
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ACP school and student level quantitative output and outcome data will be obtained from DPI 
data systems. WEC will work with DPI to revise data use agreements as necessary. WEC 
evaluators will then prepare these data for use in analysis. 
 
The following crosswalk shows the alignment of the various data collection methods with 
outputs and evaluation questions: 
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Surveys   

-Principal survey            1, 2, 3 

-Local ACP 
coordinators 

           1, 2, 3 

-CESA ACP 
coordinators 

           1, 2, 3 

Website search            1, 2 

Case studies   

-Principal 
interviews 

           2, 3 

-Counselor 
interviews 

           2, 3 

-Teacher focus 
groups 

           2, 3 

-Student focus 
groups 

           2, 3 

-Parent focus 
groups/interviews 

           2, 3 

-Document 
analysis 

           2 

Output data 
collection 

           1, 5 

Outcome data 
collection 

           1, 4, 5 
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Analysis Plan 
 
Outputs examined in the Year 3 evaluation will be operationalized and measured as follows: 
 
Infrastructural elements 
 

1. An inclusive school wide culture with administrative engagement, prioritized goals, staff 
participation and student focused as measured by survey items and case studies 

2. Regular and ongoing informing of and engaging parents, as measured by 
a. Informing: newsletters, emails, websites, conferences held 
b. Engaging: conference participation rates, scope & sequence with required family 

involvement, Career Cruising parent portal access 
3. Regular and ongoing supportive and safe relationships with adults as measured by 

survey items and case studies 
4. Non-judgmental, informed, comprehensive education and career advising as measured 

by survey items and case studies 
5. Equitable access to all ACP opportunities as measured by Career Cruising usage metrics, 

survey items, and case studies 
6. Regular, ongoing and dedicated time for ACP activities, frequency, duration, grouping 

strategies, etc. as measured by survey items and case studies 
7. Outlined ACP activity curriculum that is scaffolded and developmentally appropriate 

(scope and sequence) as measured by Career Cruising portfolio completion standards 
8. POS identified in course handbooks and/or online, and possible by Career Cruising data 

 

  
Student activity components 
 

1. Student participation in Work-Based Learning activities as measured by DPI data 
systems and other data sources as available 
a. Level 1: Career fairs, job shadows, interviews and other activities (< 80 hours), if data 

is available 
b. Level 2: Employability skills, co-ops, youth apprenticeships, internships, etc. (> 80 

hours)  
2. Students take dual credit, AP, IB, college-level industry certification as measured by 

Roster and other DPI systems 
a. State approved industry level certifications 
b. Enrollment in dual credit programs 
c. Enrollment in AP/IB programs 

3. Students utilize knowledge and skills gained through ACP activity participation to set, 
modify, and update personal, education and career goals through ACP portfolio, as 
measured by Career Cruising usage data 

4. Students choose applicable CTE and academic courses as measured by CTEERS data on 
CTE concentrators and Roster academic course choices 
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Outcomes examined in this year’s evaluation will be operationalized and measured as follows 
(as data availability allow): 
 
Short-Term Outcomes 
 

1. Attendance (student level) 
2. Out-of-school suspensions (student level) 
3. Student course completion (student level, if available) 
4. DEWS scores (student level) 

 
Intermediate-Term Outcomes 
 

1. ACT college-readiness (student level) 
2. WorkKeys career-readiness (student level) 
3. AP exam scores (student level) 
4. Dropout rates (student level) 
5. Graduation rates (student level) 
6. FAFSA completion (if available) 
7. Youth Risk Behavior Survey results (school level) 

 
Long-Term Outcomes 
 

1. Post-secondary enrollment (student level) 
2. Post-secondary graduation (student level) 
3. Post-secondary remediation (school level, if available) 

 
As mentioned earlier, analysis of data in the Year 3 evaluation will occur using a mixed-methods 
design. To answer evaluation questions 1 through 3, the evaluation will examine the 
quantitative data collected through surveys and the qualitative data collected through case 
studies. To answer evaluation questions 4 and 5, the evaluation will examine the quantitative 
data collected through DPI data systems and utilize the relevant data collected through surveys 
and case studies to measure each of the outputs and outcomes listed above. 
To track outcomes longitudinally, the evaluation will use an interrupted time series 
methodology as data availability allows. This quasi-experimental analysis tracks individual 
outcomes both before ACP and after ACP to determine if there is any associated change in 
outcomes connected to ACP implementation. ACP implementation will be determined through 
the outputs listed above and each of the outcomes will be examined individually over time.  
 
For all of the student activity components, this evaluation can track ACP implementation across 
the entire state; however, since measures of ACP infrastructural processes depend on available 
data collected through surveys and case studies, any analyses of ACP implementation using 
these metrics will be limited to the sample of respondents in surveys or to schools where case 
studies occurred. This limitation requires two different analysis groups for longitudinal outcome 
evaluation: the entire state (where ACP implementation is measured through student activities) 
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and the case study/survey sample (where ACP implementation is measured through both 
student activities and infrastructural processes). For each of these analysis groups, outcomes 
listed above will be tracked over time and examined by student subgroup populations to 
answer evaluation question 5. 
 
It should be noted that it is likely that DPI data systems may not have available data for all 
outputs and outcomes for 2017-18 until after the end of the Year 3 evaluation. There is a lag in 
time between collection of data from districts and data availability due to the amount of time it 
takes for DPI to collect data, verify the data, and process the data into their data systems. Due 
to this limitation, the evaluation will collect data through 2016-17 to continue to track pre-
implementation progress on these measures. Where schools show evidence of implementation 
in this pre-implementation year, the evaluation will utilize the above analysis plan. As more data 
become available in the future, the evaluation will be able to more fully execute the longitudinal 
analysis. 
 
Timeline 
 

Task Lead Timeline/Due Date Notes 

Year 3 evaluation plan discussed 
with DPI for input and review 

Robin, Grant  
& DPI team 

July and August 2017  

WEC revises evaluation plan and 
sends to DPI to review 

Robin & Grant September 2017  

DPI reviews again and signs off on 
plan 

DPI September 2017  

Evaluation plan “finalized” and 
distributed 

Robin  September 2017 Eval plan will 
be revised/ 
evolved as 
needed 

Family engagement efforts on 
state and local levels investigated 
for possible leverage 

Robin & DPI September 2017 and 
ongoing 

Gregg & Tahira 
to connect with 
Ellen Chica 

Surveys developed Robin & Grant September - October 
2017 

 

Website searches conducted WEC team September – 
December 2017 

 

Data use agreement updated Grant September – October 
2017 

 

Student output data collected Grant Winter 2017  

Outcome data collected Grant Winter 2017  

Survey fielded  Robin & DPI November 2017 How will 
surveys be 
distributed? 

Survey data analyzed Robin & Grant December 2017  



8 

Case study protocols developed Robin December 2017  

Case studies conducted Robin & team February – April 2018  

Output data analyzed Grant Spring 2018  

Outcome data analyzed Grant Spring 2018  

Case study data analyzed Robin & team March – May 2018  

Draft Year 3 evaluation report 
submitted to DPI 

Robin  August 1, 2018 
 

Report reviewed by DPI and 
feedback sent to WEC 

 August 15, 2018 
 

Revised report sent to DPI Robin  August 30, 2018  

 
 
 


