
 



  

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! Description and Activities 

Evaluation Design Summary  

Implementation Process and Structure 

(I1) How did program personnel create the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! curriculum? What was the 
program administrative structure? How did specific individuals (e.g., program director, coaches, staff 
members involved in project) contribute to the program design, development, and implementation (i.e., 
recruitment, training, placement, management, sustainability, efficient use of resources)? What factors 

 



  

affected program personnel’s involvement or lack thereof? Are employers involved in the planning of 
the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program? 

(I2) Did SWCC conduct an in-depth assessment of participants’ abilities, skills, and interests to select or 
enroll participants into the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program? What assessment tools and 
processes did SWCC use? Who conducted the assessments? How were the assessment results used? 
Were the assessment results useful in determining the appropriate program and course sequence for 
participants? 

(I3) How did PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students find out about the program? 

Implementation Fidelity 

(I4) How did program personnel use the curriculum? How was the quality of implementation? What did 
staff view as program strengths and potential areas of improvement? 

(I5) Are employers involved in implementation of the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program? Which 
employer contributions were particularly successful or unsuccessful? What did employers view as 
program strengths and potential areas for improvement? Do employers believe SWCC courses are 

targeted to workforce needs? 

(I6) How did program personnel use funding to make improvements during implementation? How was the 
program delivered to students? What supports or other services were offered to students? Did students 
receive career guidance? If so, what were the delivery methods? Did students participate in career 
planning opportunities and other supports offered by the school? What were student career perceptions 
after the program? 

(I7) What resources did PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students receive from SWCC? How did students 
perceive the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! class structure? What did students view as program strengths 
and potential areas for improvement? How engaged were students in the program?  

Outcomes and Impacts 

(O1) How does participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program relate to positive student 
outcomes, including workforce knowledge, career readiness, academic and career interests, academic 
achievement, and employment? 

(O2) What are the impacts of participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program on student 
workforce knowledge and career readiness? What is the impact of participation in the PluggedIn and 
WorkREADY! program on the development of digital literacy, communication, and 21st century skills? 



  

(O3) What are the impacts of participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program on long-term 
employment (e.g., employment and retention, wage increases) and academic outcomes (e.g., program 

completion, credential attainment)? 

 

Implementation Findings 

• 

• 

1 Due to a small number of comparison students completing the Student Retrospective survey, findings for question O2 

should be considered with caution. 
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Participant Impacts and Outcomes 
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Formative Evaluation Questions 

Implementation Process and Structure 

(I1) How did program personnel create the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! curriculum? What was the program 
administrative structure? How did specific individuals (e.g., program director, coaches, staff members involved 
in project) each contribute to the program design, development, and implementation (i.e., recruitment, training, 
placement, management, sustainability, efficient use of available resources)? What factors affected program 
personnel’s involvement or lack thereof? Are employers involved in planning of the PluggedIn and 
WorkREADY! program? 

(I2) Did SWCC conduct an in-depth assessment of participants’ abilities, skills, and interests to select or enroll 
participants into the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program? What assessment tools and processes did SWCC 
use? Who conducted the assessments? How were the assessment results used? Were the assessment results 
useful in determining the appropriate program and course sequence for participants? 

(I3) How did PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students find out about the program? 

Implementation Fidelity 

(I4) How did program personnel use the curriculum? How was the quality of implementation? What did staff view 
as program strengths and potential areas of improvement? 

(I5) Are employers involved in implementation of the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program? Which employer 
contributions were particularly successful or unsuccessful? What did employers view as program strengths and 
potential areas for improvement? Do employers believe SWCC courses are targeted to workforce needs? 

(I6) How did program personnel use funding to make improvements during implementation? How was the 
program delivered to students? What supports or other services were offered to students? Did students receive 
career guidance? If so, what were the delivery methods? Did students participate in career planning 
opportunities and other supports offered by the school? What were student career perceptions after the 
program? 

(I7) What resources did PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students receive from SWCC? How did students perceive 
the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! class structure? What did students view as program strengths and potential 
areas for improvement? How engaged were students in the program?  



 

Summative Evaluation Questions 

Outcomes and Impacts 

(O1) How does participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program relate to positive student outcomes, 
including workforce knowledge, career readiness, academic and career interests, academic achievement, and 
employment? 

(O2) What are the impacts of participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program on students’ workforce 
knowledge and career readiness? What is the impact of participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! 
program on the development of digital literacy, communication, and 21st-century skills? 

(O3) What are the impacts of participation in the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program on long-term 
employment (e.g., employment and retention, wage increases) and academic outcomes (e.g., program 
completion, credential attainment)? 

Data Strategies 

Evaluation Time Frame 

Analysis Procedures 



 

Participant Confidentiality 

Demographics 

Group Equivalence 



 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Recruitment-to-Acceptance Process 

Program Administrative Structure 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! Cohort Model  



 

Implementation Fidelity 

 

Adherence 

• All students received instruction in career skills, soft skills, and digital 
literacy, and students received support from coaches or tutors. 

• Only students in PluggedIn cohorts received adult education 
instruction from Southwest Regional Adult Education (SRAE) staff. 
Students in WorkREADY! received similar types of content (i.e., 
college survival skills, college success strategies, writing practice, and 
applied math) from SWCC staff. 

• 25 employers participated in program planning or implementation. 

• Students participated in 12 SWCC classes (industry-specific workforce 
classes, computer class, and career readiness course). 

• 88% of students met individually with at least one coach. 

• Coaches reported that they were able to address student needs and 
concerns in individual meetings 100% of the time.  

• Instructors also met with 71% of students individually, often for 
academic, personal, or financial reasons. 
Potential Moderators of Fidelity 

 

Quality 
• Students found full-time classes and the cohort model to be beneficial. 

• Program staff was seen as collaborative, supportive, and respectful and 
shared a passion for student success. 

 

Participant 
Responsiveness 

• Students asked questions and worked with other students in class. 

• Many students reported being most engaged in hands-on labs. 

 

Program 
Adaptations 

• Staff made scheduling adjustments in response to student feedback. 

• Staff purchased additional equipment and supplies using grant funds. 

  Implementation Strengths Implementation Challenges 
 

Recruitment 
process 

• Variety of recruitment methods 
(e.g., postcards, newspaper articles) 

• Initial recruiting methods less 
effective over time (e.g., postcards) 



 

  Implementation Strengths Implementation Challenges 

 

Program 
design and 
structure 

• Cohort model 

• Full-time classes 

• Hands-on learning 

• Embedded personal and financial 
supports 

• Condensed program time frame 

 

Employer 
collaboration 

• Employer participation in career 
fairs, mock interviews, information 
sessions; job/internship offerings; 
support for field trips; guaranteed 
interviews for program completers 

• Difficulty communicating with 
employers due to employers’ busy 
schedules, a poor local economy, 
and SWCC staff turnover  

 

Program 
retention 

• Time clock feature to track 
attendance 

• Teacher strategies, such as harder 
in-class quizzes for late attendees 

• Supports to address students’ needs 
(e.g., transportation, food) 

• Promoting higher student 
attendance, retention 

• Tracking student attendance 

 

Instructor 
and staff 
quality 

• Highly collaborative, supportive 
staff 

• Regular communication to discuss 
student needs and ways to address 
them 

• United passion for student success 
in staff 

• No key challenges 

 

Program modifications, 2015–2017 

• Condensed curriculum to fit program time frame 

• Used block scheduling to allow instructors to delve deeper into 
topics 

• Moved Career Readiness certificate to first semester and 
employer field trips and mock interviews to the second to focus 
on employment readiness in the first semester and allow students 
to see workplaces and apply learning in the second 

• Allowed extra time in labs based on student requests 

• Offered day and evening classes to accommodate student 
schedules 

• Offered non-credit courses in machining, welding, and 
mechatronics 



 

Student Outcome and Impact Highlights 

 

Knowledge 
• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students reported increases in workforce-

specific skills, digital literacy skills, and job search and interview skills. 
These increases were statistically significant. 

 

Career Beliefs 
and Readiness 

• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students’ self-ratings indicated increases in 
their job search and career confidence. These increases were statistically 
significant. 

• Employers believed treatment students were career ready. 

 
Academic 
Completion 
and 
Achievement  

• 81% of PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students attained at least one third-
party credential and 61% completed the program. 

• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students odds of program completion were 
3.5 times that of comparison students.  

• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students odds of third-party credential 
attainment were 8 times that of comparison students. 

 

Further 
Education and 
Academic 
Interest 

• 29% of PluggedIn and WorkREADY! completers furthered their 
education. 

• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students’ odds of pursuing further 
education were not statistically different from comparison students.  

 

Employment 
and Earnings 

• At least 48% of PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students were employed 
within one month of completing their program; 92% of these students 
retained their employment 3–9 months later. 

• At least 29% of employed PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students reported 
a wage increase after completing the program. 

• PluggedIn and WorkREADY! students’ odds of finding immediate 
employment were approximately 2.5 times that of comparison students.  

• There were no statistically significant differences between treatment and 
comparison groups for employment retention or wage increases. 



 

Student Outcome and Impact Highlights 

 

DOL Grant 
Benchmarks 

• SWCC met 5 of 9 grant benchmarks and nearly met an additional 2 
benchmarks (program completion, 97% of target achieved; employment 
one month after program completion, 86% of target achieved). 

• SWCC did not meet grant benchmarks for student retention or wage 
increases, according to available data. 

 
Knowledge 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! knowledge outcomes 

3 Readers should use caution in interpreting findings due to small comparison and treatment sample sizes on the 

Student Retrospective survey. 



 

Comparison student knowledge gains 

Career Readiness 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! career readiness outcomes 

Overall, 
treatment 
students 
reported 

increases in 
confidence, 

personally and 
professionally. 



 

4 Readers should use caution in interpreting findings due to small treatment student sample sizes on the Student 

Retrospective survey. 



 

Comparison student confidence related to career readiness  



 

Academic Completion and Achievement 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY Academic Completion Outcomes 

•  

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

  

81% of treatment 
students received 
at least one third-
party credential 

and 61% 
completed their 

program.  



 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! Academic Completion Impacts 

 

PluggedIn and 
WorkREADY! 
students odds 

of program 
completion 

were 3.65 times 
that of 

comparison 
students  



 

Further education and academic interest 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! further education and academic interest outcomes 

5 Evaluators reported only the percentage of PluggedIn and WorkREADY! student completers who sought further 

educational experiences at SWCC within the grant period. It is possible that students could have pursued further 

education beyond the timeframe of the grant or at other colleges or universities. 

29% of treatment 
students who 

completed their 
program enrolled 

in further 
education at 

SWCC. 



 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! further education impacts 

Employment and Wage Increases 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! employment outcomes 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 SWCC did not have employment data for 43% of program completers (n = 65). As a result, employment 

percentages should be considered as approximate and may underestimate actual employment numbers. 

PluggedIn and 
WorkREADY! 

students’ odds of 
pursuing further 

education were not 
statistically different 

from comparison 
students.  



 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! employment impacts 

Summary of progress toward grant benchmarks 

7 Evaluators did not use weighted binary logistic regressions due to small sample sizes that resulted in a lack of 

model fit. 

PluggedIn and 
WorkREADY! 

students’ odds of 
finding immediate 
employment were 
2.65 times that of 

comparison students 
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Formative Evaluation 

Program Artifact Review 

Focus Groups 

Interviews 



 

Surveys 

 

Summative Evaluation 



 

Statewide Employment Data and SWCC Institutional Data 

Student Retrospective Survey 

Student Focus Groups 

Student Academic Experiences Survey 
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PluggedIn and WorkREADY! program recruited students. 
 

• 

• 

• 

• 
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• 

Students applied.  
 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! created pathways. 

8  



 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! considered students for admission. 

PluggedIn and WorkREADY! admitted students. 

• 

• 

• 

Program Administrative Structure 
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The Cohort Model  

5 Components of the PluggedIn and WorkREADY! Cohort Model 

Industry-specific 
workforce classes 

 

Adult Education/ 
Career-Ready 
Courses  

Tutoring 

 

Program and 
Career Coaches 

 

Employer Support 

Students participated in industry-specific workforce classes, adult education, and 
career-ready courses. 

Students received tutoring support. 



 

Students received support from program coaches and a career coach. 

 

Employers supported PluggedIn and WorkREADY! development and 
implementation. 

Comparison to other SWCC programs 
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Results from sensitivity tests with no IPTW  
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Results from sensitivity tests with no IPTW and baseline equivalency covariates 
added 
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Results from sensitivity tests without the GPA covariate 
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