WISCONSIN NATIONAL AND COMMUNITY SERVICE BOARD MONITORING VISIT TOOL

PERFORMANCE MEASURE REVIEW 2015-2016

Background Information
1. Agency/Program Name:  
2. Name and title of person(s) completing this form:  
3. Name(s) of program staff working with program officer to complete review:  
4. Date(s) of monitoring visit:  
5. Program Year(s) Addressed:  
6. What was the first year that the program received funding from WNCSB?
	



How many performance measures does the program have?
(CNCS & Serve Wisconsin)
	Outputs
	

	Intermediate Outcomes
	

	End Outcomes
	

	Aligned Measures
	



Instructions: Copy and paste the information below for each performance measure reviewed, starting with the performance measure title. An aligned performance measure for 15-16 should be reviewed, along with an aligned performance measure from 14-15, and at least one other from 15-16. Additional performance measures may be reviewed at Program Officer discretion. 

For each performance measure being reviewed, print a copy of the CNCS performance measure from eGrants or Serve Wisconsin performance measure from OnCorps; attach the copies to this form and use the information when addressing the questions below for each performance measure.  If any quarterly progress results have been submitted for a measure, make note of the most recent result number(s) reported so that they can be compared with corresponding numbers from the program’s data collection instruments/reports.
  
(From the application or OnCorps (for Serve Wisconsin PMs), copy and paste the performance measure title.)
	



[bookmark: Check3][bookmark: Check4][bookmark: Check5]This performance measure is an:	|_|  output	|_| intermediate outcome	|_|  end outcome


Is the program using the instrument(s) identified in the performance measure? 	|_| Yes	|_| No
If no, explain.
	



Is the information reported in the progress report supported by program documents?	|_| Yes	|_| No
If yes, describe instrument(s) and how data was collected and analyzed; if data collection is a multiple step process, describe each step.  If no, explain.
	



Is the program on track to meet the goals stated in the performance measure?	|_| Yes	 |_| No
If no, why not?
	


 






	[bookmark: _GoBack]Supplement to Serve Wisconsin Performance Measure Review 2015-2016 - CNCS Data Quality Monitoring Tool (2015)

Program Name: _________________________________________________

	Not assessed
	Yes
	No
	The Data Quality review is designed to assess the quality of reported performance measures data. The review entails engaging grantees in a dialogue about the underlying processes used to gather and handle performance measures data and will cover the following data quality elements: validity, completeness, consistency, accuracy, and verifiability. 
	Comments

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Validity addresses whether the data collected and reported appropriately relates to the approved performance measures or program goals and whether or not the data collected corresponds to the information provided in the grant application. In evaluating validity, CNCS staff will determine if the performance measure data being collected appear to measure the project's performance measures and/or outcomes. 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Are the reported data consistent with the approved performance measures and goals of the program? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	 

	 
	 
	 
	Is the program measuring what it intended to measure? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Completeness. Data reported to CNCS is considered complete when the grantee collects enough information to represent an activity, a population, and/or a sample. In evaluating completeness, CNCS staff will determine if the data collected and reported contains enough information to represent the activities or population as related to the performance measure. 

	
	
	
	 
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee collect all of the data relevant to the measure? 
Consider:
     - Does it collect data from all sites? (if applicable to the grantee's program model)
     - Does it collect data with the same frequency from all sites? (if applicable to the grantee's program model)
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Is any vital information (e.g. for a period of time or for a group of participants) missing from the data reported or collected? 
Consider:
     - If data is missing, does the grantee have documentation to explain missing data? 
     - If data is missing, what are the grantee's plans for resolving issues and collecting missing data in the future? 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee collect data at intervals that seem appropriate for the performance measure? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	If the data collection process involves sampling (e.g. statistical sampling, rates of response), did the award recipient get the sampling plan approved by CNCS? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Consistency addresses the extent to which data are collected using the same procedures and definitions across collectors and sites over time. Consistency indicates that the data provides a reliable source of information to assess the long-term performance of the program and helps minimize data collection variation and maximize uniformity. 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee use clear, consistent definitions to describe its data?  Consider: 
     - Do these definitions align with published CNCS definitions?
     - Do definitions remain the same over the lifespan of the grant? 
     - Does the grantee use standard definitions across sites? 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee have a clearly documented data collection method?  Consider:
     - Does the grantee use the same data collection methods over the lifespan of the grant?
     - Does the grantee use the same data collection methods across sites? 
     - When applicable, does the award recipient train new data collectors on standard data definitions and data collection methods? 
	 

	
	
	
	 
	
	

	Accuracy addresses the extent to which data appears to be free from significant errors. While performance data deviations and variations are expected, performance data must be reasonably accurate to be useful. For data to be considered accurate, deviations can be anticipated or explained, and errors are within acceptable limits.

	
	
	
	
	 
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee have a plan or procedures to collect and review data? Does this plan include checking for errors?
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee have documentation showing that they follow their data collection and review plan?
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the data vary significantly? If so, why? If the data varies due to errors, does the grantee have a plan to fix the issue and prevent further problems? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	 
	

	Verifiability addresses the extent to which recipients follow practices that govern data collection, aggregation, review, maintenance, and reporting. This element goes one step further than assessing if data appear free from significant error. Verifiability looks at the processes grantees have in place to help identify, mitigate, and rectify weaknesses in data collection, analysis, and reporting. 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee have a system of data quality controls to ensure data is collected, aggregated, reviewed, maintained, and reported according to written plans or procedures?   Consider:
     - Does the grantee use controls throughout the data collection and management process? 
     - Does the grantee regularly review and update its data quality control procedures? 
	 

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	Does the grantee verify data accuracy?  Consider:
     - How does the grantee confirm that data are accurate? Do data providers certify data accuracy? 
     - If possible, does the grantee assign someone (who does not directly collect data) to either oversee data quality or conduct an objective review of performance measures data? 
	 




