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Program Evaluation Standards 101



Response rates are more 
important when the study’s 
purpose is to measure effects 
or make generalizations to a 
larger population; they are less 
important if the purpose is to 
gain insight.

Response Rates



Reports

Explain the survey’s methodology:
• Who was surveyed?
• How? (format, timing)
• What was the response rate?
• Include the survey instrument 

Provide the results
How are the results used/shared?
For alumni & impact surveys - draw conclusions



Common Accreditation Issues

 Not working with qualified researcher 

 Incorrect survey frequency

 Lack of follow-up with non-respondents

 Low response rates

 Limited analysis in summary report

 Lack of evidence that survey results prompted any 
reflection on possible program improvement



Program Evaluation
Standard 1
Minnesota West Example:

• Surveys are anonymous.
• Completed online.
• Completion rate is traditionally high.
• High school instructors value data.
• Survey is for course, not instructor.
• Feedback shared with college mentors.



Program Evaluation S1 
Minnesota West Data Points

• 406 students, with many taking multiple courses during the year.  
• 22 high school instructors
• 14 college mentors to provide quality instruction.
• 580 surveys were returned from 36 course sections (88% 

completion).
• We followed up with those who didn’t complete.  This year, we 

are over 95% completion.



Minnesota West-What we do with data?

• Share individual data (redacted, if needed) to high 
school instructor and college mentor

• Share aggregate data with high school instructors, 
college mentor faculty, administrators, and 
counselors/advisors.

• Review during professional development workshop 
before the next year.



• Anonymity, time to complete, 
contact info, NetID
instructions

• No required NACEP questions
• Not an evaluation of instructor 

Program Evaluation Standard 1
UConn Example: 

Survey Instrument – Paper to Online (SurveyMonkey & Qualitrics)



Send notifications to community of the 
upcoming evaluation period and deadlines

• Include principals 

Prepare student data 
• NetID sign-in or password
• Include instructor email in data
• Unique course ID

Program Evaluation Standard 1
UConn Example: 

Christian Heritage School;HIST1501;805 – Husky,Jon



Program Evaluation Standard 1
UConn Example: 

Email students including reminders
• Message overload

Process data
• Response rate
• Totals 
• Word analysis 
• Prepare to send



Program Evaluation Standard 1
UConn Example: 

Send results  
• Individual 

instructors
• Aggregate to 

faculty 



Program Evaluation Standard 1
UConn Example: 

Different school calendars
Inaccurate email 
addresses
Low community buy-in
NetID use is confusing

Cultural Shift in 
progress – Steady 
response rates 



Program Evaluation Standard 2:
Minnesota West Example

• 15 questions
• obtain information about where students are attending 
• how REACH Program Alum are transferring their REACH Program Courses

# of 
response
s

Trade school, career school, or apprenticeship 
program

3

Public 2-year community or technical college 5
Private 2-year community or technical college 0
Public 4-year college or university 19
Private 4-year college or university 14
No response 0

Question 1:  Please describe what you are currently doing (select only 
one option).
Of the students who responded, the majority of them are attending a 
private or public 4-year college or university.  The survey results 
accurately provide Minnesota West with the anticipated outcome of 
where students are attending after high school. 

Note:  all respondents continuing education for this particular year.



Program Evaluation Standard 2:
Minnesota West Example

# of responses
Excellent 14
Good 23
Neutral 2
Poor 2
Very Poor 0
No response 0

Yes No No response
41 0 0

Question 7:  Looking back, how would you rate your overall experience with the REACH Program?
The overall impression of the REACH Program from respondents was excellent or good. The REACH Program strives to 
coordinate an excellent program for high school students. 

Question 8:   Would you recommend the REACH Program to current high school students?
The overall feedback from respondents was that they would recommend the REACH Program to current high school 
students. 



Program Evaluation Standard 2:
UConn Example

• Similar prep work as with course evaluations
• Took advantage of survey flow feature 
• Worked with IR to validate 

questions – run the 
assessment internally

• Include opt-in feature for more 
in-depth survey

• Incentivize survey completion 
• NACEP essential questions



• Timing can be tricky
• Email addresses inaccurate
• Response bias  

Program Evaluation Standard 2:
UConn Example



Program Evaluation Standard 2:
UConn Example- Bias

•No-response bias: students who do not respond 
may have had a different experience

•Hate the course or love the course
•Hate the instructor or love the instructor

•Low response rate: mean is susceptible to the 
influence of extreme scores, whether positive or 
negative

•Increasing the response rate can smooth out these 
effects



Program Evaluation Standard 3:
Minnesota West Example

• Same process as the 1 year out survey
• Follow up on addresses that are invalid as best we can.
• Number of respondents generally lower than the 

one year out survey.
• Share reasons for collecting data:

1) To evaluate whether the REACH Program provides value to students 
who participate in the program.
2) To learn more about how students use the Minnesota West 
Community & Technical College credits that they earn through the 
REACH Program.
3) To provide students, parents, legislators and others with 
documentation of the impact of the program.



Program Evaluation Standard 3:
UConn Example and Challenges

Process: Same prep work as 
1-year alumni survey + 
postcard

NACEP essential questions

Challenges: inaccurate 
emails/mailing addresses  



Program Evaluation Standard 4:
Minnesota West Example 

Questions regarding effectiveness of program for students and for the 
schools/personnel:

• Number of years my high school or career center has offered REACH Program 
courses: ____

• I have worked with students taking Minnesota West Community and 
Technical College courses through the REACH Program for years. 

• I have a collegial partnership with the REACH Program:
Strongly Agree    Agree Neutral     Disagree      Strongly Disagree

• I am in contact with REACH Program staff:
Constantly     Frequently      Occasionally         Never



The Reach Program provides professional development opportunities to instructors in my high 
school/career center.
Constantly Frequently      Occasionally    Never

• The partnership I have with the REACH Program is supported by: (Check all that apply)
• Professional Development
• Conferences
• Library Access
• Technology Resources
• Academic Advising
• Financial Aid Counseling 
• Tutoring
• Teacher Scholarships for Graduate Courses
• College Campus Visits or Events
• Other: 

Program Evaluation Standard 4:
Minnesota West Example 



Program Evaluation Standard 4:
Minnesota West Example 



Program Evaluation Standard 4:
UConn Example 

• Similar prep work 
as for course 
evaluations

• Separate surveys 
for each group

• NACEP essential 
questions



Program Evaluation Standard – UConn Tips 
for increased response rate

• Will rise if the culture of taking evaluations is strengthened
• Over time users become familiar with system and process
• Motivate students to provide feedback – instructor request
• Provide class time to do evaluations
• Provide all information needed to take evaluations clearly
• Provide frequent remainders to students and instructors 



Future NACEP Webinars and Events:

June 19th- Building Bridges through Appreciative Advising (W)

July 13th: Accreditation Mini-Series –Student Standards (W)

July 20th- Empower Students: Marketing concurrent Enrollment 
Student Voice and Outreach (W)

July 20th: Summer Accreditation Institute in Austin, Texas

July 24th: Exploring the Community College of Philadelphia dual 
enrollment Models  (W)
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