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I. Overview and Purpose
This full-day exploratory session was held by the SBA to build awareness of and capture similarities and differences among the data collected by resource partners, including the WBC, the SBDC, and SCORE. The session also assessed group buy-in for the workgroup’s long-term goal—to create an agreed-upon data-collection strategy for baseline partner data—and determined topics for execution of subgroups. The introduction and welcome from SBA hosts emphasized the importance and value of data collection to the SBA Administrator and to the SBA as an agency in demonstrating the impact of its partners in entrepreneur education. The major items discussed in the workgroup are organized by topic. 
II. Data Collection in Resource Partner Programs
Participants discussed the variety of purposes for which data are collected within their programs, including reporting to different stakeholders such as private funders, government funders, clients, and volunteers working in the programs. Purposes related to different requirements were discussed, such as meeting benchmarks or accreditation standards. Data are also collected for planning purposes, such as measuring performance, assessing need, identifying macro trends, and justifying new programs.
Participants discussed the large variations within and between the three programs, particularly in terms of administrative structure and resources. The programs have different structures with regard to host organizations, which can affect the relative importance of different metrics. For example, a SBDC representative noted that being hosted by a community college meant that education completion metrics were important; a WBC representative mentioned host variation that included Chambers of Commerce as well as faith-based organizations, which leads to very different metrics being emphasized within that program. Conversely, SCORE operates without hosts—although SCORE programs may be “hosted,” they are similar to tenants and thus do not influence the SCORE metrics. SCORE and WBC representatives noted that funding aspects, including the source of program funding and the relative size of funding between local affiliates, also influence metrics.
The partners agreed that there is value in diversity and that local affiliates should not be held to a single standard. An SBA representative noted that all partners will continue to serve their stakeholders but have two commonalities: service to small businesses and the need to determine their program impact.     
III. Metrics
Participants commented on the importance of different impact metrics early on. For example, an SBDC representative distinguished business metrics, such as revenue growth, from political metrics that are not of direct concern to business owners, such as job growth, noting that the organization is sensitive to the need for both types. A SCORE representative mentioned that metrics such as the client’s ability to recommend SCORE has a greater impact on the organization than some economic outcomes. Participants also discussed metrics that are currently collected but should be discontinued, which generally related to Form 641 data. 
An SBDC representative observed that all partners seem to have a national survey, which could serve as a platform for collecting a subset of common/comparable data for use by the SBA. An initial list of program-specific and potentially common impact metrics was compiled by the participants, including new jobs, new job creation, retained jobs, capital, sales increase, business starts, sales growth, customer satisfaction, willingness to recommend the program, state and federal tax impact, business survival, market penetration, socioeconomic improvement, economic health profile (e.g., savings rates and health insurance), and sustainability. More extensive metrics conversations included the following:
· New business: Partners discussed different definitions of a new business that are in use among a variety of programs. For example, the term “new business” may refer to a new owner taking over or a business that has never booked a sale. Participants expressed the need for a shared definition that is meaningful to the partners and to clients.
· Capital: Some of the partners noted that capital was not an important metric because most clients were self-financing by using credit cards and friends. It is of concern to policymakers, but capital access is not a primary concern of the clients. This raised concerns that an SBA metric should not be a performance indicator that a partner is judged against, although the data may be collected commonly. In addition, capital may be measured differently among partners, may capture lender behavior that the programs do not have control over, or may be a leading indicator that is collected through real time systems. An SBA representative noted that capital is a policy question that could not be decided within the room. 
· Survival: The group discussed the difficulty and costs associated with measuring business survival (e.g., the program may no longer have contact when the firm goes out of business, it may have been sold, retirements occur, etc.). Participants noted that survival is not a metric (calculation) that people use to make decisions. It was noted that survival was previously collected by the SBA but the information did not capture the value of inputs from the resource partner and thus it was discontinued. Some alternative suggestions were to focus on longitudinal methods to capture survival, identify another question to operationalize business “success,” or determine how to use 1099 labor data for a jobs-like number.
· Attribution measures: Some resource partners use a measure of program attribution in their surveys’ outcomes but others do not. Discussion ensued around the drawbacks of attempting to isolate program influence on business outcomes, particularly for long-term clients, and the benefits of using client perceptions of program influence in outcome measures. Group members determined there is literature to support both sides of the issue.
· Gross sales and incremental sales: Participants discussed the difference between measuring gross sales as a static figure and sales growth, which better captures attribution to program participation. It was determined that sales growth is a calculation based on asking for sales over two time periods within a survey, or some other method. Still, incremental sales, increases, and decreases may be different than what can be captured by EDMIS.
· Government contracts: SBA representatives introduced their interest in measuring government contracting dollars. Discussion ensued around the value of this metric to partners, because those with contracts are a small subset of clients. One suggestion from the group was to have the government purchaser ask small business contractors whether they had visited a SCORE, SBDC, or WBC program.

· Client demographics: SBA representatives introduced their interest in measuring client demographics to report outcomes by subgroups. Discussion ensued around which information should be included (e.g., race, gender, age, education). Socioeconomic factors are already an important metric collected by the WBC, while SCORE noted that it could capture this information quarterly.
Some partners confirmed that survey methods were the best way to capture their program’s impact and that alternative sources of data collection could introduce the potential for manipulation. However, the AWBC clarified that there is no national WBC client survey. AWBC participates in a client survey of Microtracker affiliates, but participation it is not required of the WBCs and the individual local affiliates do not have the resources for these types of extensive data collection.

The group members discussed how their data-collection instruments reflect the time between services and a measurable impact. Participants described different lag times between their collection instruments as well as other aspects of the timing issue. For example, a SCORE representative noted that its program’s survey timing reflects when information is needed for funding activities. SBDC and WBC representatives discussed their use of rolling averages to report some outcome measures, because economic cycles cause unreliable fluctuations. The group also discussed the issue of timing as it relates to the SBA’s need for client information at the end of each year (e.g., fiscal year) versus some of the partners’ current surveys, which capture outcomes after a predetermined span of time.
Participants discussed other aspects of survey challenges and methodological variation used by the partners, such as the sampling strategy, criteria for clients sampled, the mode of collection, and analysis of the results (e.g., statistical significance at the locality level, extrapolation if the sample is biased, response rates, etc.). Participants discussed the common goal of a comparable set of key metrics and acknowledged their need to be sensitive to changing metrics and reporting in surveys with a lengthy history.
IV. Messaging

A number of discussions revolved around what to communicate to the Hill and other funders about the partners’ programs. For example, the SBA raised the concern that the Hill was receiving different information about partner impact, which has caused confusion. A SCORE representative noted that the quality and amount of data their program collects have proven enough to satisfy the Hill, but greater coordination with the SBA is needed, particularly due to their advocacy role on the Hill. Further, an SBDC representative noted that the group may need to play a role in educating funders and stakeholders about what constitute good measures of business sustainability or stability. Partners will need to explain how data collection works in the programs and better distinguish real-time data from impact data collection. There was also discussion that the Hill may need broader education on how the programs’ work individually and together to grow entrepreneurship.
The SBA raised the notion that the partners could meet with the Hill to determine what is of interest to legislators—i.e. a “round table”. The partners would need to come to agreement about the narrative before creating a joint report, for example, or going to the Hill. Partners agreed on the need to educate stakeholders on the model of business development at work among the resource partner programs and noted that the approach could help avoid comparisons among the programs. However, an SBDC representative also expressed the need to maintain the programs’ unique identities, which would mean speaking “together” rather than with “one voice.” The representative commented that it is important to recognize the time it will take to speak to others within the respective organizations and to build the trust necessary for collective action within the group.
V. EDMIS

Although the plan was to reserve discussion of the EDMIS data system for the weekly meetings, some participants voiced the perspective that EDMIS topics could not be completely disentangled from impact measures. For example, an SBDC representative noted that determining the impact of training means knowing which information would need to be collected from clients attending training. A SCORE representative pointed out that some data being collected on Form 641 are not necessary and suggested that the group discuss which metric collection could be discontinued. 

Some partners also voiced their programs’ perspectives on the data-collection tool more specifically. SCORE and SBDC representatives expressed concern over the length and timing of the required “641 like” data collection. A WBC representative agreed with other partner concerns but noted that the tool has allowed for the calculation of statistics related to every client touched by the WBCs she works with and helps provide the ability to connect that information to other data collected on programming. 

Due to the demographic information collected on Form 641, facilitators raised the question of connecting EDMIS data to survey data in order to assess outcomes by demographic groups. Participants agreed that this was theoretically possible but that they had concerns about the quality of EDMIS data, because the information uploaded by the partners is not always reflected in the data system. In addition, the partners do not necessarily update client information after each client meeting, although they may use the system as a source of real-time data.  Partners concluded that any final documents produced from the exploratory workgroup should reference the connection to EDMIS. 

VI. Action Items

The workgroup formed two subgroups that will each maintain representation from the three resource partners and the SBA. A survey metrics subgroup will be facilitated by Optimal, while a messaging subgroup will be convened by the SBA. It was determined that the subgroups will work in parallel but will also come together periodically. Timelines will be determined within the subgroups. However, the final outputs should be completed March 1, 2014, or earlier. Optimal will provide a work plan template to help initiate the first meeting of each subgroup. The SBA stated that it would send the opening PowerPoint slides and the slides created during the meeting to all participants via e-mail.
VII. Appendix - Flipchart Transcription: Building Awareness Activity*
Why does your program collect data? Why is it important to your program?

SBDC

· Demonstrate value to stakeholders; business growth and success is one element

· Demonstrate value through economic impact (the numbers), success stories, return on investment (ROI)
· Meet accreditation standards regarding performance-management systems

· Justify strategic plans and new programs

· Match host needs in terms of their desired outcomes

WBC

· Meet client needs
· Understand program changes and outcomes

· Give feedback to volunteers who help deliver programs, see outcomes related to who they have helped

· Identify macro trends and development services
SCORE

· Understand engagement and client behaviors

· Understand how volunteers interpret and influence client outcomes

· Identify leading indicators, things the program affects

 *This appendix reflects information recorded on the flipcharts used during the meeting. 
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