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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Adult and Community Education Advisory Committee (ACEAC) represents the community and 
advises the Fairfax County Public Schools (FCPS) School Board on resource and programmatic issues 
related to adult education, including Community Education and Adult English for Speakers of Other 
Languages (ESOL) in the Department of Instructional Services, and funded by the ACE Fund, and the 
Adult High School Completion program, located in the Department of School Improvement and Support. 
The Adult and Community Education Advisory Committee met monthly from August through June to 
collect information related to this purpose. 

Our Committee was provided the following charge for this school year: 

2020-2021 COMMITTEE CHARGE 
Assess how the Community Education, Adult ESOL, and Adult HS Completion programs can be 
better positioned to serve the lifelong learning needs of Fairfax County given the new learning 
environment necessitated by COVID-19. 

The past year has been challenging for the Adult and Community Education (ACE) programs, as with 
most educational programs within Fairfax County and across the country. Not all ACE programs can 
easily transfer to full virtual instruction, and many that could still be offered had reduced numbers of 
enrolled students. The experience with virtual instruction, however, provides new opportunities for fully 
virtual and hybrid programs to provide the flexibility needed by today’s learners. 

The Committee continues to believe that ACE programs provide valuable educational services and 
opportunities to the community, K-12 and beyond. The value of ACE aligns directly with the focus of the 
One Fairfax policy, to “(help) people reach their highest level of personal achievement” and to provide 
opportunities for improved literacy, workforce development, and lifelong learning. 

As the result of our discussions over the past school year, the Advisory Committee makes the following 
recommendations to the School Board: 

1. Consider additional Coronavirus relief funding to enable ACE to restore previous programs, 
moving toward full in-person classes, while maintaining a virtual option. 

2. Ask the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors for direct funding of the ACE Fund to demonstrate 
support of ACE program alignment with the One Fairfax policy and the draft Fairfax County 
Strategic Plan. 

3. Continue to support virtual and hybrid instruction as a desirable class format using data-driven 
decision making to determine which programs can sustain enrollment and generate revenue as 
ACE adjusts to a post-pandemic academic setting. 

4. Implement a curriculum that expedites the completion and opportunities that allow students to 
pursue specialized skills. 

5. Expand outreach to community leaders, local human services organizations, and county agencies 
to increase the impact of ACE programs and inform the work of the ACEAC. 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FY2022 

The Adult and Community Education Advisory Committee makes the following recommendations to the 
School Board: 

Recommendation 1: 

Consider additional Coronavirus relief funding to enable ACE to restore previous 
programs, moving toward full in-person classes, while maintaining a virtual 
option. 

Justification: 

Restoring programs and regaining public support is more challenging and costly than if the programs had 
been maintained without the interruption of the pandemic. We ask the board and staff to seek relief 
assistance, including CARES Act funds, and Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief funds 
from the American Rescue Plan Act, to support maintaining ACE resources and programs including staff, 
technical resources, and facilities. This additional funding could also be used to support instructor training 
for the new norm of hybrid education. The committee suggests that staff work to include an emphasis on 
continuing education in requests for the legislative appropriations packages. 

Recommendation 2: 

Ask the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors for direct funding of the ACE Fund 
to demonstrate support of ACE program alignment with the One Fairfax policy 
and the draft Fairfax County Strategic Plan. 
Justification: 

Adult and Community Education continues to develop and design courses and programs responsive to 
the changing needs of the adults of Fairfax County. Over the years, and particularly in cost-constrained 
times, the needs of adult learners compete with the core mission of educating K-12 students when 
determining the funding transfer from the FCPS Operating Fund to the ACE Fund. It is the committee’s 
belief that the Fairfax County Board of Supervisors should be willing to directly provide a transfer from the 
County budget to the ACE Fund because of ACE’s direct alignment with equity-driven goals and access 
to education. 

Before the development of the Fairfax County Strategic Plan being placed on hold during the pandemic, it 
was clear that ACE programs currently support many of the plan’s indicators of success. Through 
comprehensive programming, ACE is already focusing on three of the nine priority areas outlined in the 
draft plan’s framework: 

● Lifelong Education and Learning – ACE serves Fairfax residents at every stage of life and is
foundational in the portfolio of lifelong learning programs offered by Fairfax County. ACE activities
are diverse and range from K-12 programs and SAT prep, to technology classes geared toward
seniors. Academic attainment, career-based education, technology, and language proficiency are
core to the programming provided by ACE and additionally have clear connections to the mission
of the Successful Children and Youth Policy Team (SCYPT).
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

● Economic Opportunity – With Adult ESOL, Certificate Programs, Apprenticeship, and 
Workforce training, ACE programs provide opportunities to learn fundamental workforce 
competencies as well as develop workforce skills at low cost relative to comparable programs. 

● Empowerment and Support for Residents Facing Vulnerability – The language and career-
based programs from ACE provide empowerment opportunities for vulnerable residents with 
fewer access barriers. Additional investment could be made to make ACE programming available 
to residents facing vulnerability at little or no cost. ACE has previously demonstrated the ability to 
support such programs, notably “Education for Independence” which provided economically 
disadvantaged single parents with career-based ACE classes. 

The ACE Advisory Committee suggests that direct funding of the ACE Fund be requested from the 
Fairfax County Board of Supervisors, advancing the recognition of ACE as a county instructional service 
provider. Based on ACE’s experience in developing and implementing educational and training programs 
that meet the needs of the Fairfax County community, it has been proven that ACE has the capacity and 
commitment to integrally support Fairfax County learners in areas important to the Board of Supervisors 
and the community at large. 

Recommendation 3: 

Continue to support virtual and hybrid instruction as a desirable class format 
using data-driven decision making to determine which programs can sustain 
enrollment and generate revenue as ACE adjusts to a post-pandemic academic 
setting. 
Justification: 

While the Coronavirus pandemic has presented many challenges, it has also provided opportunities to 
attempt new instructional delivery methods, such as fully virtual live instructor-led courses, self-paced 
virtual courses, and hybrid courses. The Advisory Committee believes that ACE programs should 
consider keeping these additional formats where appropriate to allow for increased availability of courses 
across the County while providing options that suit student preferences. As we transition into a post-
pandemic academic setting, we suggest that data-driven decision making be used to help determine 
desirable class formats that can sustain or potentially increase enrollment. 

The instructor and student surveys attached in APPENDIX 3 provide detailed evidence to reinforce our 
recommendation. The findings of both surveys paralleled one another, though the variance in data for the 
instructor survey was more statistically significant than those of the student survey. 

The Advisory Committee believes that offering additional virtual and hybrid courses can offer cost savings 
for ACE in terms of spatial needs while also providing students a greater opportunity to attend classes 
they may not have previously been able to because of geographic, scheduling, or other reasons. The 
Advisory Committee also realizes that this recommendation should be considerate of a digital divide that 
may exist among ACE students and may prevent them from becoming students of virtual programs. 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

Recommendation 4: 

Implement a curriculum that expedites the completion of ACE career pathways, 
providing opportunities that allow students to pursue specialized skills. 
Justification: 

Data from the NOVA Workforce Year in Review and NOVA’s analysis of in-demand occupations suggests 
growth trends in several industries that require credentials and certifications obtained through specialized 
career training. These in-demand occupations can be identified through an analysis of job postings and 
growth in postings over time. To allow community members to seek employment in these high-demand 
fields as quickly as possible, a focus on implementing a curriculum that creates the most expeditious 
pathway to these certifications and credentials is necessary. With an increased focus on expeditious 
completion, students’ access to specialized courses that further expand their employment opportunities 
will increase as well. This dual focus benefits both community members seeking employment and meets 
the needs of the business community. 

Recommendation 5: 

Expand outreach to the community leaders, local human services organizations, 
and county agencies to increase the impact of ACE programs and inform the 
work of the ACEAC. 
Justification: 

To meet the needs and interests of the diverse demographic residents of Fairfax County, the ACE 
Committee and the ACE staff must seek community input and engagement beyond the 12 School Board 
members’ appointees. By expanding outreach to organizations and agencies that are embedded in the 
many diverse communities, the program will be more closely connected to Fairfax County residents. 

ACE staff may have limited bandwidth to connect with the large number of organizations that support the 
community. Combined efforts of staff with the School Board and the Advisory Committee can engage and 
connect the community with the opportunities provided by ACE programs. The Committee invites the 
Board to help promote ACE programming through Board member newsletters, social media, and other 
constituent outreach. 

During the spring 2021 semester, the ACE Advisory Committee piloted “visitor” outreach. Committee 
member Lois Passman connected the committee to United Community (UC), a human services agency 
supporting the vulnerable population in the Mount Vernon and Lee Magisterial Districts. UC Director 
Alison DeCourcey and Program Administrator Steve Luteran participated in the March 18 Advisory 
Committee meeting. The purpose was to determine what ACE can offer as UC begins the new “Family 
Achievement Program” as part of UC’s goal to end multi-generational poverty. Since that meeting, ACE 
and UC have continued the collaboration, resulting in UC registering three students in the ACE Pharmacy 
Technician and Certified Nursing Assistant courses. 

The Adult and Community Education Program will benefit a new client demographic and tap into a 
potential new source of tuition revenue. The served residents of Fairfax County will have access to a new 
educational opportunity. An additional desired outcome of increased outreach is that the ACE 
connections with resident needs will further achieve the alignment outcome of the draft Fairfax County 
Strategic Plan. 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

ACE ADVISORY COMMITTEE – SUMMARY OF MEETINGS AND ACTIVITIES 

Date Activity 

September 23, 2020 ACEAC Meeting: Welcome and Introduction of 2021-21 Committee Members and ACE staff; 
Review of Committee Charge and Responsibilities; Program Overview; Review of 2019-20
ACEAC report; Establish nomination committee; Discuss election protocol and meeting
schedule 

October 21, 2020 ACEAC Meeting: Election of Officers; Staff-led presentation of Financial Model and 
Budget 

November 18, 2020 ACEAC Meeting: ACE program updates from staff; ACE Marketing Plan; Brainstorming
Breakout Sessions 

December 16, 2020 ACEAC Meeting: ACE program updates from staff; ACE Foundation Update; 
Committee Expansion; Data necessary to assess Digital Divide and Fairfax County 
Needs 

January 27, 2021 ACEAC Meeting: Program updates from ACE Staff; Digital Divide; Draft Survey Questions 

February 17, 2021 ACEAC Meeting: Program updates from ACE Staff, including revenue update; Review and 
Approval of Survey Questions; External Organizations for Input 

March 11, 2021 Survey released to ACE instructors 

March 18, 2021 ACEAC Meeting: Presentation from United Community; ACE program updates from staff;
Adult ESOL / AEFLA grants update; Initial Brainstorming of Annual Report 
Recommendations; Organizations for potential membership/outreach 

April 21, 2021 ACEAC Meeting: Election of ACE Secretary; ACE program updates from staff; Overview of
Fairfax Adult High School Completion; ACE Instructor Survey results and recommendations;
Recommendations for ACEAC Annual Report; Outreach to Community organizations and
agencies 

May 10, 2021 Survey released to adult ACE students 

May 19, 2021 ACEAC Meeting: ACE program updates from staff; Work session on Annual Report; 
Review of ACEAC By-laws; Review of organizations to be considered for nomination to 
ACEAC; Process of reappointment to AC 

June 2, 2020 ACEAC Meeting: Review Annual Report; Suggest draft charge to school board for 
2021-2022 committee 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

INSTRUCTOR AND STUDENT SURVEY RESULTS SUMMARY 

The ACEAC over multiple meetings devised a set of questions to be asked of ACE Instructors and 
Students to assess their adjustment to and the success of the new learning environment necessitated by 
COVID-19. Ken Balbuena, ACEAC member from the Braddock District, performed a statistical analysis of 
the survey results as summarized below. 

Instructor Survey 

Summary of Quantitative Findings 

Instructors prefer to teach in person vs. virtually. The preference for hybrid vs. virtual depends on whether 
the courses are classroom-based or tech/lab-based. Instructors who had the necessary tools to teach 
online preferred to teach virtually and also saw a higher level of perceived student engagement. When 
looking at a combination of variables, whether a course was classroom-based or tech/lab-based had the 
greatest influence on perceived student engagement. 

Summary of Qualitative Findings 

The majority of the positive comments were about having the opportunity to be challenged to convert 
courses to a virtual format. Negative comments from instructors pertained to some courses not being 
optimized for an online format. This, therefore, impacted the instructors’ income earnings, including the 
number of sections they can teach. The positive comments focused on students being more engaged; 
however, the negative student impact comments also pertained to student engagement as well as a lack 
of course offerings in a virtual/hybrid format. There were some suggestions on how to make the use of 
technology better. 

Adult Student Survey 

Summary of Quantitative Findings 

The findings of the student survey greatly mirror the instructor survey. Students prefer to take classes in-
person vs. virtually, but differing from the instructor survey, there is no evidence of a correlation between 
the format preference and whether the courses are classroom-based or tech/lab-based. Students who 
had the necessary tools to take classes online preferred a virtual format versus in-person or hybrid and 
also had reported higher engagement. 

Summary of Qualitative Findings 

Students seemed very grateful for the work of ACE and appreciated their instructors. Students were vocal 
about wanting to return to in-person classes and offered suggestions on how to virtual and in-person 
classes better. 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

EXHIBITS 

EXHIBIT 1. Adult and Community Education Enrollments 

EXHIBIT 2. Adult and Community Education Current Financial Position 

Note: the FY 2021 Net Year-End Estimate is notional and is not an official estimate. 

9 



  
         

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

           

             

            

             

             

            

             

           

            

             

            

           

           

             

 

 

 
    
   

    

ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX 1. Advisory Committee Attendance 
Key:
P – Present 
A – Absent 
NA – Not Appointed 

2020-2021 Adult and Community Education Advisory Committee Attendance* 

COMMITTEE MEMBERS SEP 23 OCT 21 NOV 18 DEC 16 JAN 27 FEB 17 MAR 18 APR 21 MAY 19 JUN 2 

Bryan Graham, Chair, At-Large (Keys-Gamarra) P P P P P A P P P P 

Irvin Varkonyi, Vice Chair, Providence P P P P P P P P P P 

Ken Balbuena, Secretary, Braddock P P P P P P P P P P 

Sean Arthurs, Lee P P P P P P P P P P 

Susan Beeman, At-Large (Sizemore Heizer) P P P P A P P P P P 

Helen Cole, Hunter Mill P P P P P P P P P P 

Akshay Deverakonda, Sully NA NA NA NA NA P P P P P 

Kelly Guzman, Student Rep. P P P - - - - - - -

Nonye Oladimeji, At-Large (Omeish) P P P P P P P P P P 

Lois Passman, Mt. Vernon P P P P P P P P P P 

Jessica Strelitz, Mason P P P P A P P P P P 

Johnelle Sweet, Springfield P P P P P P P P P P 

Helen (Dolly) Whelan, Dranesville P P P P P P P P P P 

*All Meetings held virtually on Blackboard Collaborate
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 
2020-2021 ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

APPENDIX 2. Annual Report Voting Record 

Committee Member District Eligible to 
Vote? Date Approve Oppose Abstain Signature 

Sean Arthurs Lee YES 6/9/2021 

Ken Balbuena Braddock YES 6/7/2021 

Susan Beeman At-Large (Sizemore Heizer) YES 6/9/2021 

Helen Cole Hunter Mill YES 6/9/2021  Electronically Signed 

Akshay Deverakonda Sully YES 6/9/2021  Electronically Signed 

Bryan Graham At-Large (Keys-Gamarra) YES 6/7/2021 

Kelly Guzman Student Representative NO 

Nonye Oladimeji At-Large (Omeish) YES 6/8/2021 

Lois Passman Mt. Vernon YES 6/9/2021 

Jessica Strelitz Mason YES 6/7/2021  Electronically Signed 

Johnelle Sweet Springfield YES 6/9/2021 

Irvin Varkonyi Providence YES 6/9/2021 

Helen (Dolly) Whelan Dranesville YES 6/8/2021 
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ADULT AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION ADVISORY COMMITTEE 2021 ANNUAL REPORT – JUNE 2021 

APPENDIX 3. ACE Instructor and Student Survey Detailed Analysis 

Type Analysis Document 

Instructor Survey Analysis 
2.pdf 

Student Survey Analysis 
Student.pdf 
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ACE Teacher Survey Results 
March 11-16, 2021 


 


Interpretation: Frequency and percentage of courses taught by instructors taking the survey. 109 total respondents, one 


of whom did not indicate which course he taught. 


 


Question 1: Does the class discipline impact the instructor’s ranking for perceived student 


engagement? (Boxplots and Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


 


Interpretation: Range of answers is show with the tails of the boxplot. The bulk of the values (also known as the 


interquartile range) are in blue and a thicker line indicates the average of the total values. The values with the * are 


extreme outliers beyond the accepted variance of the answers (also known as beyond two standard deviations).  







 


 


Interpretation: For the engagement variable, strongly disagree and disagree were recoded as low engagement. Agree 


and strongly agree were recoded as high engagement. In the chi-square section, you want first the “a” bullet to have 0 


cells listed (as opposed to this chat that has 11) and you also want the Pearson chi-square value to be <.01 for extreme 


statistical significance or < .05 for significance or < .1 for moderate significance. Because the cell count from bullet “a” is 


greater than 0, we cannot use the chi-square value to measure for statistical significance without combining some of the 


discipline categories into simpler groupings. 


 


 


 


Interpretation: As indicated above, the disciplines needed to be recoded into simpler groupings for a more accurate 


measure for statistical significance. I broke them up into CTE and non-CTE programs. NOTE: There was a slight error in 


my coding for home/personal improvement when I presented yesterday, This chart has the corrected coding an analysis. 


 


  







Question 2: Is whether a class a CTE or non-CTE program influence impact the instructor’s 
ranking for perceived student engagement? (Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


 


Interpretation: The “a” bullet point has a 0 count, so we can use the results for the Pearson chi-square. Since the value is 


greater .05 but less than .1, it is moderately significant.  


 


Teacher Preference 


 


Interpretation: Teachers were asked to evaluate how much they agree with 1) Whether they prefer to teach virtually, 2) 


Whether they prefer to teach in-person, or 3) Whether they prefer to teach hybrid (question 3 not show above). I created 


new variables in my statistical analysis that categorized teachers as having a preference for teaching 1) Virtual vs. in-


person, 2) Virtual vs. hybrid, and 3) In-Person vs. hybrid. The responses from the individual questions from the survey 


were ranked against each other. For example, in the rows above, the first case had a virtual score of 1 (Strongly Disagree) 


and an in-class rank of 5 (Strongly Agree). Since the in-person score was higher than the virtual score, this teacher was 


counted as preferring in-person instruction. If the scores were tied (as in the second example), the instructor was coded in 


the statistical software as having no preference for teaching virtually vs. in-person. The same methodology was used to 


code instructors as having a virtual vs. hybrid and an in-person vs. hybrid preference. The next several graphs analyze 


variables against this “mode of instruction” preference.  


 


  







Question 3: Is an instructor’s preference to teach in-person, virtual, or hybrid dependent 


upon his/her class discipline? (Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


 


Summary: Following a similar trend as when looking at student engagement against discipline, the cell count for the “a 


bullet point of the cell count is not equal to 0, so there needs to be some recoding before a statistical significance analysis 


can be made. Since CTE and non-CTE was only moderately significant, I decided to recode discipline at a classroom-based 


vs. tech/lab-based dichotomy.  


 


Summary: Both classroom-based and tech/lab-based instructors preferred in-person vs. 100% virtual instructions. Since 


the Pearson chi-square value was greater than .05 (at .089) but less than .1, this is considered moderately significant. 


 


Summary: Classroom-based instructors slightly preferred virtual instruction over hybrid instruction whereas tech/lab-


based instructors much more preferred hybrid over 100% virtual. Since the Pearson chi-square value was greater than .05 


(at .089) but less than .1, this is considered moderately significant. 







 


Summary: Both classroom-based and tech/lab-based instructors preferred in-person vs. hybrid instructions; however, 


since the Pearson chi-square value was greater than .1, this is not a significant finding. 


 


Classroom-Based In-Person (IP) Virtual (V) Hybrid (H) 


In-Person (IP) - IP – Moderately significant IP – Not significant 


Virtual (V) IP – Moderately significant - V – Moderately significant 


Hybrid (H) IP – Not significant V – Moderately significant - 


 


Tech/Lab-Based In-Person (IP) Virtual (V) Hybrid (H) 


In-Person (IP) - IP – Moderately significant IP – Not significant 


Virtual (V) IP – Moderately significant - H – Moderately significant 


Hybrid (H) IP – Not significant H – Moderately significant - 


 


 


Question 4: Do instructors who have a greater preference to teach virtually feel like they are 


better equipped to teach online? In-Person? Hybrid? (Independent Sample t-Tests) 


 


Summary: Instructors who had a greater preference to teach virtually felt like they had the necessary tools to teach 


online more than those who preferred to teach in-person with an average score of 4.00 vs. 3.45. In the Independent 


Sample Test table at the bottom, the measure for statistical significance ins in the Sig. (2-tailed) column. (Note: The row 


to use for this column depends on the significance of the Sig. column next to the column labeled F.) In this case, the .084 


value is moderately significant since it was greater than .05 (at .089) but less than .1. 


 


 







 


Summary: Instructors who had a greater preference to teach virtually felt like they had the necessary tools to teach 


online more than those who preferred to teach hybrid with an average score of 4.16 vs. 3.49. In the Independent Sample 


Test table at the bottom, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is.014, which is statistically significant since it was less than .05. 


 


 


 


Summary: Instructors who had a greater preference to teach hybrid felt like they had the necessary tools to teach online 


more than those who preferred to teach in-person with an average score of 3.94 vs. 3.52. In the Independent Sample 


Test table at the bottom, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is .213, which means this finding is not significant since it is greater 


than .1 


 


  







Question 5: Do instructors who prefer to teaching virtually perceive that their students are 


more engaged? (Independent Sample t-Tests) 


 


Summary: Instructors who had a greater preference to teach virtually felt like their students were more engaged with an 


average score of 3.65 vs. 2.42. In the Independent Sample Test table at the bottom, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is ~0, which 


means this finding is extremely significant. 


 


Question 6: Which combination of variables influence student engagement? (Multiple 


Regression) 


 


Interpretation: This test (known as a multiple regression) measures the significance of a combination of variables. If the 


variables – in theory – had a completely perfect correlation with student engagement, the Adjusted R Squared value in 


the Model Summary section would equal 1.0. The values listed here show the percent of explanatory power (but 


expressed as a decimal) of these specific variables. The significance (Sig) column in the ANOVA section demonstrates the 


significance of the overall model. The combination of variables are listed in the Coefficients section. The Sig column in 


this section shows the overall significance for that specific variable.  







The above example shows the analysis for only the Discipline and In-Person vs. Virtual variables. This model explains 


12.8% (.128) percent of the variance from a perfect correlation model. The model itself has a .006 significance, which is 


significant. The discipline variable (see the Coefficients section) had an insignificant value of .575 whereas the in-person 


vs. virtual preference has an extremely significant level of .002.  


The summary table below shows a more concise view of the results from Model 1 alongside the analysis for Models 2 and 


3, which added additional variables. You will be able to see how the explanatory power (i.e. the adjusted r2 value) 


increases as well as how the addition of additional variables provide a better picture of factors influencing the overall 


perceived of student engagement rating. 


 Degree of Student Engagement 


 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 


r2 .128 (.006)*** .279 (.000)*** .442 (.000)*** 


Discipline .575 .952 .154 


In-Person vs. Virtual .002*** .002*** .012** 


Necessary Tools to Teach Online - .001*** .002*** 


Classroom vs. Tech/Lab-Based - - .000*** 


 


 


Summary of Quantitative Findings 


1. The impact of CTE vs. Non-CTE programs on student engagement was moderately significant. 


2. Both classroom and tech/lab-based classes preferred in-person classes vs. virtual classes, but this was 


moderately significant. (Note: 16% of instructors had no preference.) 


3. Instructors of tech/lab-based classes preferred hybrid courses over a 100% virtual format while classroom-based 


instructors slightly preferred virtual. This was moderately significant. 


4. Both classroom and tech/lab-based classes preferred in-person classes vs. hybrid, but this was not statistically 


significant. 


5. Those who believed they had the necessary tools to teach online preferred to teach virtually vs. in-person 


(moderately significant) or hybrid (significant). 


6. Those who believed they had the necessary tools to teach online slightly preferred to teach in a hybrid format 


vs. in-person, but this was not significant.  


7. Instructors who preferred to teach virtually saw a perceived higher level of student engagement. This was 


extremely significant. 


8. Based on regression model 3, all variables tested were significant with the exception of the disciple of the 


course. The variables that influenced the perceived degree of student engagement were whether: 


a. The course was classroom vs. tech/lab-based 


b. The instructor had the necessary tools to teach online 


c. The instructor had a preference to teach in-person vs. virtually 


d. The course discipline mattered 


Summary: Instructors prefer to teach in-person vs. virtually. The preference for hybrid vs. virtual depends on whether 


the courses are classroom-based or tech/lab-based. Instructors who had the necessary tools to teach online preferred 


to teach virtually and also saw a higher level of perceived student engagement. When looking at a combination of 


variables, whether a course was classroom-based or tech/lab-based had the greatest influence on perceived student 


engagement. 


  







Summary of Qualitative Findings 


1. There were 58 surveys with additional comments (53.2% of all respondents) 


a. Positive Instructor Impact  10 comments 


b. Negative Instructor Impact  15 comments 


c. Positive Student Impact    2 comments 


d. Negative Student Impact  13 comments 


e. Course Format      9 comments 


f. Tech Suggestions     4 comments 


g. Miscellaneous      4 comments 


Summary: The majority of the positive comments were about having the opportunity to be challenges to covert courses 


to a virtual format. Negative comments from instructors pertained to some courses not being optimized for an online 


format. This, therefore, impacted the instructors’ income earnings, including the number of sections they can teach. The 


positive comments focused on students being more engaged; however, the negative student impact comments also 


pertained to student engagement as well as a lack of course offerings in a virtual/hybrid format. There were some 


suggestions on how to make the use of technology better.  


 


Considerations for ACE Moving Forward 


1. Which classroom-based courses can be offered virtually more than others? 


2. Which tech/lab-based courses can be offered in hybrid more than in-person? 


3. How can ACE ensure instructors have the necessary tools to teach online if they prefer to teach virtually or 


hybrid? 


4. Should ACE consider digital comfortability when hiring new instructors for certain courses? 


5. How can course schedules be designed to match instructors with their teaching preferences and what financial 


impact (positive or negative) would a shift to an overall more virtual/hybrid format have? 








ACE Student Survey Results 
May 10-17, 2021 


 


Interpretation: Frequency and percentage of courses taken by students taking the survey. 78 total respondents, three of 
whom did not indicate which course they took.  


 


Question 1: Does the class discipline impact the student’s ranking for engagement? 
(Boxplots and Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


 


Interpretation: Range of answers is show with the tails of the boxplot. The bulk of the values (also known as the 
interquartile range) are in blue and a thicker line indicates the average of the total values. The value with the ° is an 
outlier beyond the accepted variance of the answers (also known as beyond a standard deviation) while the value with * 
is an extreme outlier (also known as beyond two standard deviations).  







 


  


Interpretation: For the engagement variable, strongly disagree and disagree were recoded as low engagement. Agree 
and strongly agree were recoded as high engagement. In the chi-square section, you want first the “a” bullet to have 0 
cells listed (as opposed to this chart that has 6) and you also want the Pearson chi-square value to be <.01 for extreme 
statistical significance or < .05 for significance or < .1 for moderate significance. Because the cell count from bullet “a” is 
greater than 0, we cannot use the chi-square value to measure for statistical significance without combining some of the 
discipline categories into simpler groupings. 


 


 


 


Interpretation: As indicated above, the disciplines needed to be recoded into simpler groupings for a more accurate 
measure for statistical significance. I broke them up into CTE and non-CTE programs.  


 


  







Question 2: Is whether a class a CTE or non-CTE program influence impact the student’s 
ranking for engagement? (Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


  


Interpretation: The “a” bullet point has a 2 count, so the results for the Pearson chi-square are still a bit skewed. That 
said, there is an improvement over using the discipline variable, but the value is greater .05 (at .132). As such, the finding 
is not statistically significant.  


 


Class Format Preference 


 


Interpretation: Students were asked to evaluate how much they agree with 1) Whether they prefer to take classes 
virtually, 2) Whether they prefer to take classes in-person, or 3) Whether they prefer to take classes in a hybrid format 
(question 3 not show above). I created new variables in my statistical analysis that categorized students as having a 
preference for taking classes 1) Virtual vs. in-person, 2) Virtual vs. hybrid, and 3) In-Person vs. hybrid. The responses from 
the individual questions from the survey were ranked against each other. For example, in the rows above, the first case 
had a virtual score of 5 (Strongly Agree) and an in-class rank of 2 (Disagree). Since the virtual score was higher than the 
in-person score, this student was counted as preferring virtual instruction. If the scores were tied (as in the second 
example), the student was coded in the statistical software as having no preference for taking classes virtually vs. in-
person. The same methodology was used to code students as having a virtual vs. hybrid and an in-person vs. hybrid 
preference. The next several graphs analyze variables against this “mode of instruction” preference.  


 


  







Question 3: Is a student’s preference to take classes in-person, virtual, or hybrid dependent 
upon his/her class discipline? (Crosstabs/Chi-Squares) 


  


Summary: Following a similar trend as when looking at student engagement against discipline, the cell count for the “a 
bullet point of the cell count is not equal to 0, so there needs to be some recoding before a statistical significance analysis 
can be made. Since CTE and non-CTE was not significant, I decided to recode discipline at a classroom-based vs. tech/lab-
based dichotomy.  


  


Summary: Both classroom-based and tech/lab-based students preferred in-person vs. 100% virtual instruction. Again, the 
cell count for the “a” bullet point of the cell count is not equal to 0, so there is some skew in the answer. Since the 
Pearson chi-square value was greater than .05 (at .177), this is considered not significant. 


  


Summary: Classroom-based students slightly preferred virtual instruction over hybrid instruction whereas tech/lab-based 
instructors slightly preferred hybrid over 100% virtual. Since the Pearson chi-square value was greater than .05 (at .327), 
this is considered not significant. That said, Lab/Tech-based students had no preference to the format at a greater ratio 
than classroom-based students (2:1). 







  


Summary: Both classroom-based and tech/lab-based students preferred in-person vs. hybrid instructions; however, since 
the Pearson chi-square value was greater than .1 (at .654), this is not a significant finding. Again, the cell count for the 
“a” bullet point of the cell count is not equal to 0, so there is some skew in the answer. 


 
Classroom-Based In-Person (IP) Virtual (V) Hybrid (H) 


In-Person (IP) - IP – Not significant IP – Not significant 
Virtual (V) IP – Not significant - V – Not significant 
Hybrid (H) IP – Not significant V – Not significant - 


 


Tech/Lab-Based In-Person (IP) Virtual (V) Hybrid (H) 
In-Person (IP) - IP – Not significant IP – Not significant 


Virtual (V) IP – Not significant - H – Not significant 
Hybrid (H) IP – Not significant H – Not significant - 


 


 


Question 4: Do student who have a greater preference to take classes virtually feel like they 
are better equipped to take classes online? In-Person? Hybrid? (Independent Sample t-Tests) 


 
Summary: Students who had a greater preference to take classes virtually felt like they had the necessary tools to take 
classes online more than those who preferred to take classes in-person with an average score of 4.10 vs. 4.58. In the 
Independent Sample Test table at the bottom, the measure for statistical significance is in the Sig. (2-tailed) column. 
(Note: The row to use for this column depends on the significance of the Sig. column next to the column labeled F.) In this 
case, the .025 value is significant since it was less than .05. 


 







 


 


Summary: Students who had a greater preference to take classes virtually felt like they had the necessary tools to take 
classes online more than those who preferred to take hybrid classes with an average score of 4.37 vs. 4.29. In the 
Independent Sample Test table at the bottom, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is .748, which is not statistically significant since it 
was greater than .05. 


 


Summary: Students who had a greater preference to take classes in a hybrid format felt like they had the necessary tools 
to take classes online more than those who preferred to take classes in-person with an average score of 4.67 vs. 4.12. In 
the Independent Sample Test table at the bottom, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is .013, which means this finding is 
statistically significant since it is less than .05. 


 


  







Question 5: Do students who prefer to take classes virtually have higher engagement? 
(Independent Sample t-Tests) 


 
Summary: Students who had a greater preference to take classes virtually felt more engaged with an average score of 
3.79 vs. 3.38. In the Independent Sample Test table at the top, the Sig. (2-tailed) value is .023, which means this finding 
is statistically significant. 


 
Question 6: Which combination of variables influence student engagement? (Multiple 
Regression) 


 
Interpretation: This test (known as a multiple regression) measures the significance of a combination of variables. If the 
variables – in theory – had a completely perfect correlation with student engagement, the Adjusted R Squared value in 







the Model Summary section would equal 1.0. The values listed here show the percent of explanatory power (but 
expressed as a decimal) of these specific variables. The significance (Sig) column in the ANOVA section demonstrates the 
significance of the overall model. The combination of variables are listed in the Coefficients section. The Sig column in 
this section shows the overall significance for that specific variable.  


The above example shows the analysis for only the Discipline and In-Person vs. Virtual variables. This model explains 
4.8% (.048) percent of the variance from a perfect correlation model. The model itself has a .080 significance, which is 
moderately significant. The discipline variable (see the Coefficients section) had a moderately significant value of .062, 
but the in-person vs. virtual preference had an insignificant level of .132.  


The summary table below shows a more concise view of the results from Model 1 alongside the analysis for Models 2 and 
3, which added additional variables. You will be able to see how the explanatory power (i.e. the adjusted r2 value) 
increases from Model 1 to Model 2 but drops when moving to Model 3. Additionally, the Discipline variable was the only 
(moderately) significant finding that only occurred in Model 1. A possible explanation for this trend is because there was 
not a strong cross section of discipline representation as was found in the Instructor survey.  


 Degree of Student Engagement 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 


r2 .048 (.080)* .050 (.115) .034 (.205) 
Discipline .062* .128 .207 


In-Person vs. Virtual .132 .173 .185 
Necessary Tools to Teach Online - .259 .301 


Classroom vs. Tech/Lab-Based - - .863 
 


 


Summary of Quantitative Findings 


1. The findings of the student survey greatly mirrored those of the instructor survey, but the findings were less 
statistically significant, especially with the multiple regression analysis that compared several variables against 
student engagement.  


2. The impact of CTE vs. Non-CTE programs on student engagement was not significant. 
3. Both classroom and tech/lab-based classes preferred in-person classes vs. virtual classes, but this was not 


significant. (Note: 9.3% of instructors had no preference, which is less than the 16% of the instructor survey.) 
4. Students in tech/lab-based classes preferred hybrid courses over a 100% virtual format while classroom-based 


instructors slightly preferred virtual. This was, however, not significant. 
5. Both classroom and tech/lab-based classes preferred in-person classes vs. hybrid, but this was not statistically 


significant. 
6. Those who believed they had the necessary tools to take classes online preferred a virtual format vs. in-person 


(significant) or hybrid (not significant). 
7. Those who believed they had the necessary tools to take classes online slightly preferred to take classes in a 


hybrid format vs. in-person, which was significant.  
8. Students who preferred to take classes had a higher level of engagement. This was significant. 
9. The multiple regression analysis, overall, did not have significant findings. A possible explanation for this trend is 


because there was not a strong cross section of discipline representation as was found in the Instructor survey.  


Summary: The findings of the student survey greatly mirrors the instructor survey. Students prefer to take classes in-
person vs. virtually, but differing from the instructor survey, there is no evidence of a correlation between the format 
preference and whether the courses are classroom-based or tech/lab-based. Students who had the necessary tools to 
take classes online preferred to a virtual format versus in-person or hybrid and also had a higher level engagement.  


  







Summary of Qualitative Findings 


1. There were 4 survey questions that asked for student input: 
a. Impact of COVID on Students   26 comments 
b. Additional Comments on Class Experience  40 comments 
c. How Can the Learning Experience Be Improved  14 comments 
d. Additional Comments on the Survey   15 comments 


 
2. Several of the additional comments (both on class experience and on the survey) praised specific instructors and 


thanked ACE for their efforts during the pandemic. There were also several comments that pointed out an error 
in one of the survey questions that asked for the respondents to select all options that applied but restricted 
them only selecting one choice. 
 


3. The majority of the learning experience improvement question responses pertained to offering classes in-
person, and several responses indicated that they wished the classrooms could be darker when videos are 
shown. Other comments included offering classes via Zoom (as opposed to another streaming platform), 
offering more weekend writing classes, renovating the kitchen at the Plum Center, and doing a better job to 
support older students. (The last comment was not very specific on the respondent’s desired need. “Support the 
class and its students who are older adults. Encouragement.” 


Summary: Students seemed very grateful for the work of ACE and appreciated their instructors. Students were vocal 
about wanting to return to in-person classes and offered suggestions on how to virtual and in-person classes better.  


 


Considerations for ACE Moving Forward 


1. Which classroom-based courses can be offered virtually more than others? 
2. Which tech/lab-based courses can be offered in hybrid more than in-person? 
3. How can ACE ensure students and instructors have the necessary tools if they prefer online format or hybrid 


formats? 
4. Should ACE consider digital comfortability when hiring new instructors for certain courses? 
5. How can course schedules be designed to match instructors with their teaching preferences and what financial 


impact (positive or negative) would a shift to an overall more virtual/hybrid format have? 


 


Note: These considerations are the same as the instructor survey report with #3 slightly reworded to include a 
student perspective for this report. 







