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About This Report

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program is a residential, quasi-military program for youth ages 16 to 
18 who are experiencing difficulty in traditional high school. This report covers the program years 2020–
2021 and is the sixth in a series of annual reports that RAND Corporation researchers have issued over the 
course of two research projects. The previous National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Annual Reports cover pro-
gram years 2015–2016 through 2019–2020 and can be found on the RAND website (Wenger, Constant, Cot-
trell, Trail, et al., 2017; Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018; Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Chan, et al., 2019; 
Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Wrabel, et al., 2020; Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021).

Each annual report documents the progress of participants who entered ChalleNGe during specific pro-
gram years and then completed the program; this is done in support of the National Guard Youth ChalleNGe 
Program’s required annual report to Congress. In this report, we provide information on participants who 
entered the ChalleNGe program and completed it in 2020, as well as follow-up information on those who 
entered the program and completed it in 2019. We also include a description of our analyses in support of the 
Job ChalleNGe program. 

This report draws on analyses of existing literature, qualitative data collected from virtual site visits and 
interviews, and quantitative program data. Caveats to be considered include some documented inconsisten-
cies in reported data across sites and the short-run nature of many of the metrics reported here.

This report will be of interest to ChalleNGe program staff and to personnel providing oversight for the 
program. This report may also be of interest to policymakers and researchers concerned with designing 
effective youth programs or determining appropriate metrics by which to track progress in youth programs.

The research reported here was completed in September 2021 and underwent security review with the 
sponsor and the Defense Office of Prepublication and Security Review before public release.

RAND National Security Research Division

This research was sponsored by the Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Manpower and Reserve 
Affairs and conducted within the Forces and Resources Policy Center of the RAND National Security 
Research Division (NSRD), which operates the National Defense Research Institute (NDRI), a federally 
funded research and development center sponsored by the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Staff, 
the Unified Combatant Commands, the Navy, the Marine Corps, the defense agencies, and the defense intel-
ligence enterprise. 

For more information on the RAND Forces and Resources Policy Center, see www.rand.org/nsrd/frp or 
contact the director (contact information is provided on the webpage). 

http://www.rand.org/nsrd/frp
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Summary

The National Guard Youth Challenge (ChalleNGe) program is a residential, quasi-military program for 
youth ages 16 to 18 who are experiencing academic difficulties and exhibiting problem behaviors inside 
school and/or outside school; have either dropped out or are in jeopardy of dropping out of their high 
school; and, in some cases, have had run-ins with the law. ChalleNGe’s stated mission is to “intervene in and 
reclaim the lives of 16-to-18-year-old high school dropouts, producing program graduates with the values, 
life skills, education, and self-discipline necessary to succeed as productive citizens” (National Guard Youth  
ChalleNGe Program, 2015, p. 2). 

Participating states operate the program, with began in the mid-1990s, through their state military 
departments with state matching funds and supporting federal funds and oversight. As of this writing, there 
are 40 sites in 28 states, the District of Columbia, and Puerto Rico (three of these sites are in planning or 
start-up phases). Nearly 256,000 young people have taken part in the ChalleNGe program; more than 189,000 
have completed it.

The ChalleNGe program is 17.5 months in length, broken into a five-and-a-half-month residential phase 
(comprising a two-week acclimation period, called Pre-ChalleNGe, and the five-month ChalleNGe) followed 
by a 12-month post-residential phase. During the post-residential phase, graduates may continue their edu-
cation, find employment, enlist in the military, or undertake some combination of these. Each graduate has 
a mentor whose role is to provide advice, assist with the transition after ChalleNGe, and provide monthly 
reports back to the program about the graduate’s placement (i.e., pursuing education, being employed, enlist-
ing in the military, or some combination thereof). Graduates and mentors are expected to meet regularly.

The ChalleNGe program emphasizes the development of eight core components: leadership and follower-
ship, responsible citizenship, service to community, life-coping skills, physical fitness, health and hygiene, 
job skills, and academic excellence. There is variation across the sites in the particular program activities 
implemented to support the program’s core components. The factors that determine this variation are likely 
a combination of state and local context, program history, and site-level preferences. 

Given the relatively short duration of ChalleNGe’s residential phase and the time necessary to complete 
meaningful training for many occupations, a continuation program, the Job ChalleNGe program, was estab-
lished in three states in 2016. Job ChalleNGe is, like ChalleNGe,1 a residential program of five and a half 
months; the program provides additional technical and career training to ChalleNGe graduates through 
partnerships with community colleges. Today, the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) funds five Job Chal-
leNGe sites, and the U.S. Department of Labor (DoL) funds a sixth site.2

Project Objectives

The RAND Corporation’s ongoing analysis to support ChalleNGe has multiple objectives: to gather and 
analyze data from each ChalleNGe site to support the program’s yearly report to Congress, to provide imple-
mentation and outcome analyses for the new Job ChalleNGe program, and to provide supporting analyses 
of key aspects of the ChalleNGe and the Job ChalleNGe programs. To help ensure the long-term success of 

1	  Throughout this report, we refer to Job ChalleNGe as Job ChalleNGe, but we refer to Youth ChalleNGe as ChalleNGe; this 
language is common among program staff.
2	  The Job ChalleNGe sites are located in California, Georgia, Louisiana (funded by DoL), Michigan, South Carolina, and 
West Virginia. 
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Job ChalleNGe, we are conducting an implementation study and an outcomes study. In the implementa-
tion study, we focus on ensuring that the program is implemented according to its design. In the outcomes 
study, we focus on designing and collecting appropriate measures of participant outcomes. We describe find-
ings to date from the implementation study and provide an update on the outcomes study in this report. 
While the ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs undergo periodic inspections and provide information 
to their leadership, RAND’s reports present consistent information across many aspects of program activi-
ties. Finally, the ChalleNGe program delivers a yearly, congressionally mandated report documenting prog-
ress; the data and information in this report support this requirement.3 

Cross-Site Findings for the 2020 ChalleNGe Classes

Despite disruptions caused by the pandemic, the ChalleNGe program was able to provide opportuni-
ties to thousands of young people. The coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic, which began to 
spread throughout the United States in early 2020, caused considerable disruption across the country; the  
ChalleNGe sites are located in a variety of areas in the United States, and the pandemic affected sites at differ-
ent times and in different ways. By the end of 2020, all sites reported some level of disruption, and the overall 
numbers of applicants, participants, and graduates were lower than in previous years. However, sites adapted 
in a variety of ways so that more than 8,300 young people enrolled in ChalleNGe during 2020, and more than 
4,800 graduated. More than 70 percent of graduates received a credential—either a test-based certificate, a 
high school diploma, or transferrable high school credits. 

Sites made many modifications in response to the pandemic in 2020, and by early 2021, the majority 
of sites were operating in a similar manner to earlier years. Sites showed flexibility during the pandemic. 
Early in 2020, more than three-quarters of sites condensed their residential periods or moved at least partly to 
online operations; by late 2020, these accommodations were less common, and about 40 percent of sites were 
operating at lower capacity. By early 2021, the majority of sites reported operating under normal conditions, 
albeit some at lower capacity. A few sites did not operate for some portion of this period.

2020 class performance on some outcome measures was similar to that of earlier cohorts, but some 
opportunities were disrupted by the pandemic. On most measures, such as standardized test scores and 
physical fitness measures, cadet progress appears similar to that observed in earlier years. Sites reported 
that, on average, cadets had fewer opportunities to complete community service during 2020 compared with 
earlier years. In terms of postgraduate placement, sites reported that the pandemic had disrupted placement 
opportunities; cadets were less likely than in previous years to report a placement, and, among those placed, 
educational placements were less common than in previous years. 

Testing changes complicate cohort and site comparisons. Cadets continue to demonstrate substantial 
improvement on the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) during the residential period, regardless of test 
version used. Cross-cohort comparisons of scores on the TABE are complicated by the fact that some, but not 
all, sites have begun using the newest version of the TABE, and scores differ across versions. 

Given ChalleNGe’s broad focus, fully assessing success requires multiple measures. Determining 
how well the program is doing at meeting its mission of producing successful citizens requires measures of 
long-term outcomes that currently are not collected (Wenger, Wrabel, et al., 2022). But it is also possible to 
improve our understanding of the program’s effectiveness by using educational assessment models, such 

3	  See 32 U.S.C. 509(k) for reporting requirements. This RAND research heavily draws on the previous five reports (Wenger, 
Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021; Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Wrabel, et al., 2020; Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Chan, 
et al., 2019; Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018; Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Trail, et al., 2017). The previous reports include 
additional background information and detail on the ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs.
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as cohort change, growth, or value-added models. In this report, we find that value-added models can be 
applied to ChalleNGe data and that the results suggest that different models measure different aspects of 
program success. 

Findings on the Implementation of Job ChalleNGe 

Buy-in for the Job ChalleNGe missions is strong. Our interviews with Job ChalleNGe staff and partners 
demonstrated that there is overwhelming understanding of and buy-in for the program mission across 
the program sites. Sites have aligned their approaches and activities with the ChalleNGe program’s core 
components, focusing on three core components in particular, and are working to form effective partner-
ships with their training partners. We found that sites are encountering several challenges in meeting Job 
ChalleNGe mission and goals, and that some education partners offer services that could be useful to Job 
ChalleNGe participants. 

In some cases, the Job ChalleNGe program schedule does not align well with the schedules of the pro-
gram’s educational partners. This often occurs only within the training pipelines for certain occupations 
(courses offered by educational partners vary in length based on requirements to succeed in the field). This 
misalignment can create an additional layer of management complexity. Some programs have begun to make 
alterations so that the program and the training pipelines are better aligned.

Job ChalleNGe sites are developing key partnerships, which can be further leveraged to achieve pro-
gram goals. Each Job ChalleNGe program depends on multiple partnerships of different types. Along with 
their educational partnerships, Job ChalleNGe sites also form partnerships with key employers. Here, our 
analyses suggest that building stronger relationships with these employers has the potential to improve par-
ticipant outcomes. Finally, Job ChalleNGe sites serve as partners to the ChalleNGe programs in their states, 
but at times there is a lack of coordination between the ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe sites. 

The Job ChalleNGe program lacks metrics and a data system. To date, Job ChalleNGe sites lack a data 
system that would allow both sharing of key data among program staff while participants are enrolled and 
consistent tracking of participants’ longer-term outcomes. The program also lacks established measures of 
longer-term outcomes. 

As we labor to complete the implementation study, we are also working with the staff at each Job  
ChalleNGe site to formulate a tailored approach to measuring relevant outcomes among participants. 

Recommendations

All ChalleNGe sites should adopt the newest version of the TABE and examine any requirements based 
on specific TABE scores. ChalleNGe sites use TABE as one method of tracking cadet progress. Currently, 
some sites use the newest version of TABE, but other sites continue to use an older version. Because scores on 
the two versions are not comparable, we recommend that sites shift to the new version (which offers substan-
tial information on student progress), reexamine requirements tied to TABE scores to maintain their validity, 
and not combine scores from the two versions of the TABE. 

The ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs should adopt long-term measures of graduate success 
and continue working to develop the data systems necessary to track this success. Both ChalleNGe and Job 
ChalleNGe sites lack long-term measures of graduate success; additionally, Job ChalleNGe lacks a common 
data system to track in-program progress and long- or short-term outcome measures. Long-term measures 
are necessary to determine a program’s success at meeting its mission and could also help identify best prac-
tices that would lead to program improvement. We continue to recommend that sites work toward collect-
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ing data on long-term success. As part of this process, sites should work to build a culture of understanding 
among staff and participants so that participants expect to remain in contact with program staff after gradu-
ation; this will be helpful for data collection efforts and for supporting program graduates. 

The ChalleNGe program should develop a better understanding of the relationships and trade-offs 
between short-term outcome measures. There are many potential measures of short-term program suc-
cess; examples include status measures, growth measures, and value-added measures. Given the breadth of 
the ChalleNGe program, it is unlikely that a single measure can capture overall program success. However, 
developing a set of short-term metrics will help sites improve program efficiency.

The Job ChalleNGe program should further leverage educational partners’ existing activities and ser-
vices. The Job ChalleNGe program demonstrates notable strengths, such as the clear and shared understand-
ing of program goals across staff and educational partners. But as a relatively new program, Job ChalleNGe 
continues to build capacity. Part of this capacity-building involves the development of strong relationships 
between sites and educational partners. Job ChalleNGe educational partners, which are primarily commu-
nity or technical colleges, often have established advising and career development services, for which enrolled 
Job ChalleNGe participants are eligible. Job ChalleNGe sites should incorporate these activities and services 
into their plans for participants.  

With graduate employment as the program’s primary goal, program offerings are the keystone of program 
design and implementation. While we recognize that increased flexibility in programming will also increase 
management complexity for program staff, there is considerable evidence that, at times, the current program 
activities are not well aligned with the offerings of educational partners. Therefore, Job ChalleNGe should 
work to increase the labor market alignment and flexibility of program offerings. To the extent practical, 
training tracks and other program activities should be aligned with workplace qualification requirements. 
Enhanced flexibility could be accomplished by adopting a rolling enrollment structure to allow the length 
of the program to better match educational offerings and by offering key supplemental training programs as 
appropriate (such as drivers’ education courses).

Sites presently have concerns about graduates’ placement in well-paying, training-aligned jobs and note 
a lack of connections with relevant employers. Job ChalleNGe should continue working to build stronger 
relationships with potential employers. At times, this may require additional resources to develop a more 
systematic approach to forming and documenting relationships with employers. Graduates of Job ChalleNGe 
might still need fairly intensive advising and placement services after program completion; present staffing 
resources do not allow for dedicated support. Graduates’ initial job placement outcomes would be bolstered 
by strong relationships between Job ChalleNGe sites and potential employers. Efforts to build stronger rela-
tionships with employers should, to the extent possible, be conducted with attention to all relevant industries 
and regions of the state. This should improve graduates’ placements and success.

In states with ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs, the programs should work to increase coop-
eration, coordination, and information-sharing. Greater coordination could offer several benefits, includ-
ing a better understanding of the distinctions between the programs, a stronger pipeline between the pro-
grams, and potential efficiencies from joint development of outcome measures and data-collection strategies. 
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction: The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe 
and Job ChalleNGe Programs

The National Guard Youth ChalleNGe program is a residential, quasi-military program for young people 
ages 16 to 18 who have left high school without a diploma or are at risk of dropping out.1 The National Guard 
Job ChalleNGe program provides additional career-focused training to (Youth) ChalleNGe graduates. Like 
ChalleNGe, Job ChalleNGe is a 5.5-month, residential program with aspects of military culture and disci-
pline. Participants in the programs are not enrolled in the military while taking part in the programs. 

This is the sixth annual report to Congress that has been completed by the RAND Corporation. In this 
report, we include information from ChalleNGe classes that began in 2020. (Past reports included informa-
tion on ChalleNGe classes that began in each year between 2015 and 2019.) We also include findings from 
our implementation study of Job ChalleNGe. This report is designed as a standalone document; therefore, it 
includes some information drawn from or in common with the previous reports (respectively, Wenger, Con-
stant, Cottrell, Trail, et al., 2017; Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018; Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Chan, 
et al., 2019; Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Wrabel, et al., 2020, and Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 
2021). We begin with a description of the ChalleNGe program; in a following section, we provide similar 
information on the Job ChalleNGe program.

The ChalleNGe Program

The ChalleNGe program is well established; the oldest sites have been in continual operation since the mid-
1990s. The original model for ChalleNGe was developed in the 1970s and 1980s, with a goal of bringing 
positive aspects of the military’s experience with training and education into a developmentally appropriate 
program for at-risk youth (Price, 2010). 

Participating states operate the ChalleNGe program through their state military departments with state 
matching funds and supporting federal funds and oversight. The National Guard Bureau is authorized to 
administer the national operational aspects of the program; the Office of the Secretary of Defense provides 
overall policy and budget oversight. States are required by federal law to contribute at least 25 percent of the 
operating funds for the ChalleNGe programs in their state. The first ten ChalleNGe sites were established 
in the mid-1990s. As of 2021, there are 40 ChalleNGe sites in 31 states and territories and over 70 percent of 
young people who are not on track to complete high school have a ChalleNGe site in their state.2 As of this 

1	  Students who are unlikely to earn sufficient credits to graduate, based on their age and associated grade level, are consid-
ered to be at risk of dropping out.
2	  This figure is based on state-level measures of the youth population and of the adjusted cohort graduation rate (ACGR) 
using data from the sites that were in operation in mid 2021. The ACGR is a statistic measuring the proportion of public school 
students who attain a regular high school diploma within four years of entering ninth grade; see U.S. Department of Educa-
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writing, nearly 256,000 young people have participated in the ChalleNGe program, and nearly 189,000 have 
completed the program. Table A.1 in the appendix includes a list of all ChalleNGe sites.

The ChalleNGe model is based on the following eight core components: 

•  leadership and followership
•  responsible citizenship
•  service to community
•  life-coping skills
•  physical fitness
•  health and hygiene
•  job skills
•  academic excellence.

These components are woven through the program’s curriculum and activities. Day-to-day life at  
ChalleNGe can be characterized as “structured,” with cadre (staff who work with and monitor participants, 
called cadets) providing oversight to platoons of cadets around the clock. Cadets generally sleep in large bays 
and spend four to six hours per day in an intensive classroom setting; in addition, their schedules include 
prescribed amounts of time for physical fitness activities, eating, studying, personal grooming, volunteering, 
and planned extracurricular activities.

Cadets may be referred by school counselors or other school officials, law enforcement or those working 
in the juvenile justice system, or other members of the community. Programs require that young people who 
participate in ChalleNGe do so voluntarily, and parents or guardians of those who enter as minors consent to 
the cadet’s participation. Potential cadets must complete a formal application; sites work to screen out appli-
cants who require additional supports that are unavailable at ChalleNGe, but there are no entry requirements 
in terms of test scores or high school credits earned. The program is not means-tested, so cadets are eligible 
regardless of their family income, and no tuition is charged. Some sites require potential cadets to visit the 
site as part of the application process; many sites require an interview of some sort.3 Some applicants who are 
accepted decide not to enter the five-and-a-half-month residential portion of the program. 

All cadets are asked to select a mentor at the beginning of the program, but program sites do recruit and 
assign mentors for those cadets who cannot identify an appropriate adult to serve in this role. Mentors, who 
are volunteers living in cadets’ home communities, are expected to communicate with cadets throughout the 
residential phase and to meet regularly for at least 12 months after the cadet leaves the residential phase of 
ChalleNGe; this post-residential period is viewed as a key window for cadets who have completed ChalleNGe 
(graduates) to carry out the plans they developed during the residential phase. The program uses a process 
called a Post-Residential Action Plan (P-RAP) to provide structure and assist with planning during the pro-
gram and the post-residential period; cadets document their plans to continue or complete their education, 
enter the labor force, enter the military, or undertake other activities (these activities are referred to as place-
ments). Graduation, or successful completion of the ChalleNGe program, does not require earning an educa-
tion credential, but it does require persistence throughout the entire program and participation in required 
activities across the core components (completing the P-RAP is one such activity).

tion, National Center for Education Statistics, undated. ACGR data are not available for Puerto Rico; we assume the average 
ACGR for students in Puerto Rico.
3	  During 2020, sites made various modifications due to the coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic; for example, 
some sites conducted interviews or site visits virtually. We discuss these modifications in detail in Chapter Two.
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Over time, individual sites have made adjustments to the program. One key adjustment involves the pro-
gram’s academic efforts; sites originally focused on preparing participants to obtain a General Educational 
Development (GED) certificate, but as of 2021, more than half of the sites offer the option to work toward 
traditional high school completion by awarding either high school diplomas or high school credits that allow 
the cadet to transfer back to his or her home high school after completing ChalleNGe (the latter model is 
referred to as credit recovery). However, all sites maintain a focus on the eight core components and the cen-
tral mission of the program.

ChalleNGe’s stated mission is “to intervene in and reclaim the lives of 16–18-year-old high school drop-
outs, producing program graduates with the values, life skills, education, and self-discipline necessary to 
succeed as productive citizens.”4 Previous research has found that ChalleNGe has a positive influence on par-
ticipants’ near-term labor market outcomes (Bloom, Gardenhire-Crooks, and Mandsager, 2009; Millenky, 
Bloom, and Dillon, 2010; Millenky et al., 2011) and is cost-effective (Perez-Arce et al., 2012).5

During our initial data collection at the beginning of our first project in 2016, we developed a logic model 
to describe how the program’s resources and activities are expected to meet its outcomes and goals.6 Program 
inputs (the resources needed to administer the program) include policy and planning materials to guide 
program activities and the assets needed to house and instruct cadets. Program activities include orienta-
tion activities during the initial two-week acclimation period, undertaken to prepare cadets for ChalleNGe 
(for example, performing physical exams and instructing cadets on program standards and expectations). 
The acclimation period activities feed directly into program activities during the 20-week residential phase. 
Program outputs include those related to cadet educational activities (for example, housing, instructing, and 
mentoring cadets) and those related to the end process of graduating cadets (for example, administering 
standardized tests, awarding credentials, and placing cadets). Outcomes expected to result from program 
completion include those in the short term (within three years of graduation), medium term (within three to 
seven years of graduation), and long term (seven or more years after graduation). These include positive out-
comes for the cadets themselves and their families (for example, better job skills and job prospects), as well 
as for their communities, the government, and the military (for example, an increase in individuals partici-
pating in community service activities, greater tax revenue, and increased military enlistment from under-
represented populations or communities). Understanding the dynamic flow of the relationships between and 
among the inputs, outputs, and outcomes and measuring the expected connections among these components 
allows for systematic evaluations of the ChalleNGe program (Gonzalez, Miller, and Trail, 2016; W. K. Kellogg 
Foundation, 2004). 

Since 2017, we have presented the logic model to many stakeholders, including staff and directors of indi-
vidual ChalleNGe sites and U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) leadership. We have refined the model based 
on feedback. See Figure 1.1 for a current version of the ChalleNGe logic model.

4	  The mission statement can be found in previous annual reports to Congress (for example, National Guard Youth  
ChalleNGe program, 2015, p. 2) and elsewhere (Youth.Gov, undated). The mission statement appears to be widely shared 
across ChalleNGe sites. It is quoted in various materials and briefings used at the sites and was included in briefings that 
formed part of our site visits in past years.
5	  See Millenky et al., 2011, for a description of a randomized controlled trial (RCT) developed to evaluate the effects of 
ChalleNGe by comparing a treatment group (those who participated in ChalleNGe) with an otherwise similar control group  
that was not randomly assigned to participate in ChalleNGe. The researchers collected information from ChalleNGe partici-
pants, via surveys, over the 36 months following the participants’ entries into the study and found a variety of positive effects, 
as well as some areas in which program effects were small or near zero. RAND researchers used the results from the RCT to 
conduct a cost-benefit analysis of the program by projecting lifetime earnings using data on ChalleNGe participants’ higher 
educational attainment and labor force participation (Perez-Arce et al., 2012).
6	  For more information on logic models, see, among others, Knowlton and Phillips, 2008. For a discussion of how the RAND 
team developed the ChalleNGe logic model, see Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Trail, et al., 2017.
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FIGURE 1.1

ChalleNGe Logic Model

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes

Policy and 
planning
• Curricula
• Guidelines

on youth 
fitness 
programs 
and nutrition

• ChalleNGe,
DoD, and 
National 
Guard 
instructions

• Donohue
intervention 
model

• State or local 
education 
agreements

• Job training 
partnerships

• Program
staff training

Assets
• Instructors
• Administra-

tive staff
• Mentors
• Cadre
• Facilities
• Funding

Recruitment and application
• Create program awareness and 

communicate mission
• Get applicants, screen, admit
• Get admits to acclimation

Acclimation phase
• Administer orientation, physicals, and 

placement tests
• Organize teambuilding
• Counsel cadets and instruct on 

program expectation, life skills, and 
well-being

Residential phase
• Provide housing, meals, medical 

support
• Administer drug tests
• Enforce appropriate cadet behavior and 

protocol
• Communicate and collaborate with 

parents/guardians
• Coordinate cadet activities
• Enact the core components

– Physical fitness training
– Academic instruction
– Life skills instruction
– Community service activities
– Voter registration
– Selective Service registration
– Leadership/followership opportunities
– Health and hygiene guidance

• Administer assessments
• Track cadet progress
• P-RAP

Cadets
• Recruited to 

ChalleNGe
• Experience life in 

quasi-military setting
• Understand and 

comply with 
behavior 
expectations

• Remain drug free
• Engage in physical 

training
• Receive academic 

and life skills 
instruction

• Participate in job 
skills training

• Perform community 
service

• Register to vote
• Register for 

Selective Service
• Participate in 

leadership/ 
followership 
activities

• Fulfill personal health 
and hygiene 
requirements

• Connect with a 
mentor

• Remain through end 
of residential phase

• Graduate from 
ChalleNGe

• Earn credentials for 
credits

Graduates
• Placed in school, 

military, job, or 
community service

• Earned a high school 
and/or 
postsecondary 
credential

• Improved health 
outcomes, e.g., 
weight management,
smoking cessation, 
and physical fitness

• Increased
awareness of and 
interest in military 
service 

• Improved life-coping 
skills, such as 
leadership and 
self-discipline

Graduates
• Earned

additional 
credentials, 
certifications, 
and/or 
degrees

• Learned better 
job skills

• Improved
career 
opportunities

• Maintained
steady 
employment

• Provided
service to local 
communities

• Enhanced
physical 
well-being

Graduates
• Increased

civic 
participation

• Healthier
social 
functioning 
and social 
interactions

• Improved
economic 
self- 
sufficiency

• Enhanced
physical 
well-being

Communities and government
• Employed individuals, who support family and contribute to 

the tax base
• Reductions in drug addiction, crime, and the resulting 

economic losses
• Decreased expenditures on social services
• Healthier communities and community members
• Improvements in communities through increased levels of 

community service
• Greater involvement in government processes

Military
• Higher regard for armed services
• Increases in high-quality enlistees, including from 

underrepresented populations

External factors: Parents, unexpected family events, job market, outside peer influence, cadet motivations, preexisting academic levels,
prior criminality or drug use, preexisting mental or physical conditions

As detailed in Chapter Two, the ChalleNGe sites collect considerable information about the number of 
participants and their progress on the core components during the residential portion of ChalleNGe; the sites 
also collect information about graduates’ activities in the first postgraduate year. These data track parts of 
the left-hand side of the logic model—inputs, activities, and outputs—as well as some short-term outcomes. 
But the long-term outcomes listed on the right-hand side of the logic model are those that can determine how 
well ChalleNGe is doing at achieving long-terms goals for participants. We discuss progress on the develop-
ment and tracking of long-term outcomes and make recommendations regarding specific outcome measures 
in related RAND research (Wenger, Wrabel, et al., 2022).

The Job ChalleNGe program is, like ChalleNGe, a quasi-military residential program, but with a stronger 
focus on job training. We describe the history and current status of Job ChalleNGe next. 

The Job ChalleNGe Program

In 2016, DoD, the U.S. Department of Justice (DoJ), and U.S. Department of Labor (DoL) worked together 
on a three-site pilot program to provide ChalleNGe graduates with additional job training in a residential 
setting. The mission statement of this program, which is referred to as Job ChalleNGe, is to “provide Youth 
ChalleNGe program graduates with post-secondary Career [and] Technical Education (CTE) training and 
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concurrent high school education, leading to service industry certificates, college credits, and a high school 
diploma, resulting in job placement” (California Job ChalleNGe Program, undated). Job ChalleNGe began 
with three pilot sites (Georgia, Michigan, and South Carolina). Achieving initially promising results, DoD 
expanded and modified the program; today, DoD funds five Job ChalleNGe sites (the three original sites, as 
well as a site in California and one in West Virginia), and DoL funds a sixth site in Louisiana.7 

Only ChalleNGe graduates are eligible to attend Job ChalleNGe, and, like ChalleNGe, the program 
includes 5.5 months in a residential setting. Job ChalleNGe sites are colocated with existing ChalleNGe pro-
grams and, in some cases, staff or other resources are shared between the programs. Postsecondary training 
is provided by a local partner, typically a nearby community college. Job ChalleNGe sites emphasize the same 
eight core components as ChalleNGe. Thus, Job ChalleNGe emphasizes the holistic development of partici-
pants, but with a particular focus on completing an occupational credential. Although the Job ChalleNGe 
program features structure and rules, participants’ time generally is less scheduled than that of ChalleNGe 
cadets (Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021). As described in later sections and chapters of this 
report, the RAND team’s current analyses include an emphasis on Job ChalleNGe program implementation 
and outcomes. 

Job ChalleNGe sites have one or more training partners (Table 1.1). For instance, Georgia Job ChalleNGe 
has two community college training partners offering different occupational courses, and Michigan and 
West Virginia each partner with at least one community college and an industry training partner. Several 
sites, including those in South Carolina, California, and Louisiana, have changed their training partners 
between cycles to better meet program needs and goals. To attend courses run by training partners, most 
often, participants are transported to and from partners’ campuses. At some sites, educational partners have 
sent instructors to the Job ChalleNGe site for instruction. For example, West Virginia’s Mountaineer Job 
ChalleNGe has hosted instructors for its preapprenticeship training in the construction trades at its facilities 
at Camp Dawson.

7	  Some of the information in this section draws from our previous report (Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021), 
which also contains additional details about the Job ChalleNGe program.

TABLE 1.1

Summary of the Six Job ChalleNGe Programs

State Location
First 

Cohort

Number of Cohorts 
as of December 

2020 Partner Institution(s)

California Los Alamitos August 
2019

3 •	 Long Beach City College

Louisiana Carville January 
2020

2 •	 Internal, Job ChalleNGe–employed instructors

West  
Virginia

Kingwood August 
2019

3 •	 Robert C. Byrd Institute
•	 International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers
•	 Wood Technology Center
•	 Monongalia County Technical Education Center

Georgia Fort Stewart August 
2016

10 •	 Savannah Technical College
•	 Coastal Pines Technical College

Michigan Battle Creek August 
2016

10 •	 Kellogg Community College (Regional 
Manufacturing Center)

•	 Zero Day

South 
Carolina

McCrady Training 
Center, Fort Jackson

August 
2016

10 •	 Midlands Technical College

SOURCES: This information was gathered through interviews, site documentation, and data collected by the National Guard Bureau.
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Job ChalleNGe and the community college partners collectively choose the courses and career pathways 
that they offer to participants. Typically, these determinations are made by combining assessments of (1) 
which occupations are likely to be in high demand and thus position graduates for good entry-level jobs 
and (2) the interests of the participants themselves. Community college partners have not always been able 
to accommodate all requests, particularly given instructor availability and other scheduling considerations.

One of the first steps in working with Job ChalleNGe was to develop a logic model to describe the key 
design features of the program and its intended goals. The logic model, shown in Figure 1.2, illustrates the 
inputs, activities, outputs, and outcomes associated with Job ChalleNGe, drawing much of its design and 
components from the ChalleNGe model. The logic model provides an organizing principle to better under-
stand the differences and similarities in implementation across sites and to determine expected outcomes 
and how these may be measured or assessed. 

FIGURE 1.2

Job ChalleNGe Logic Model

Short-term

Associates
• Job and apprenticeship placement
• Postsecondary acceptance and attendance
• Improved health outcomes
• Increased civic engagement and service to community

Workforce and talent pool
• Improved quality of talent pool
• Alignment of worker skill with partner needs
• Increased military enlistment

Communities and civic health
• Increased voter registration and participation, civic engagement
• Improved quality of talent pool

Medium-term

• Career growth (civilian or military)
• Educational attainment goals met
• Appropriate upskilling/reskilling
• Physical, mental, and emotional well-being
• Sustained civic engagement and service to community

• Employment, responsible individuals support families
• Community improvement through service
• Lower rates of drug addiction and crime, justice system interactions, and 

social services use

• Increase in skilled workforce
• Decrease in unemployment
• Increase in civic engagement
• Higher community/regional confidence in armed forces

Long-term

• Increased financial stability and job fulfillment
• Sustained career growth (civilian or military)
• Sustained physical, mental, and emotional well-being
• Leadership in community, government

• Lower rates of crime
• Lowered economic losses due to drug addiction
• More livable communities

• Increased tax revenue
• Decreased social services expenditures

Inputs Activities Outputs Outcomes

Policy and planning
• Curricula
• Guidelines on 

community college 
training

• ChalleNGe, DoD, 
DoL, and National 
Guard instructions

• Donohue intervention 
model

• Job training 
partnerships

• Program staff training

Assets
• Leadership and 

administrators
• Cadre
• Mentors
• Facilities
• Funding
• Partner program 

instructors, facilities, 
administrators

• Industry and 
professional 
associations

Youth ChalleNGe
outcomes
• Self-discipline and 

motivation
• Civic values
• HS-level academic 

achievement
• Awareness and 

perceived desirability 
of military service

Academic
• Postsecondary 

coursework
• Foundational academic 

support

Job training
• Targeted job skills 

development
• Workplace and 

professionalism skills 
instruction

• Job search guidance 
and skills instruction

Social development and 
citizenship
• Mentorship
• Community service
• Team activities

Basic needs and
well-being
• Housing and meals
• Fitness and training

Associates

Knowledge and skills
• Grow academically
• Prepare for 

occupations/the 
workplace 

• Develop life skills
• Develop social skills

Perceptions and 
attitudes
• Improved career 

prospects and 
decisionmaking

• Improved 
perceptions of 
public institutions

• Lowered appeal of 
drugs and crime

Actions and behaviors
• Meet military 

eligibility 

Contextual factors (e.g., military exposure; economic and community context)

SOURCE: RAND analysis based on information collected from Job ChalleNGe sites (Wenger et al., 2019).
NOTE: HS = high school.
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Notably, both ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe strive to assist participants with the goal of completing 
or working toward a high school credential, providing opportunities to pursue postsecondary education,  
and preparing participants to find a “good” job or qualify for military service if they choose to do so. Job 
ChalleNGe extends the time available for ChalleNGe graduates to complete a high school credential, provid-
ing them with an additional 5.5 months of structure and supports. It also gives them the opportunity to gain 
a postsecondary education credential, such as a certificate of course completion, as well as an industry-based 
certification that they can use as currency in the job market or an apprenticeship as an entry point into an 
occupational trade. Some Job ChalleNGe participants have earned college credit that they can further build 
on toward an associate or a bachelor’s degree. These additional college-based credentials also enhance mili-
tary enlistment eligibility, affording applicants a choice from a fuller range of occupations and potentially a 
higher paygrade on entry for those who choose to enlist in the military. 

Methods and Sources of Data

Using a mixed-methods approach, RAND researchers have collected and analyzed data and provided other 
types of analytic support to the ChalleNGe program since 2016. Key initial steps included development of 
a program logic model and of processes for collecting quantitative and qualitative data. Between 2016 and 
2019, RAND researchers visited every ChalleNGe site, spoke to key staff members, and collected qualitative 
data using a semistructured interview protocol. 

RAND’s current project in support of the ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs began in 2020 and 
will continue through 2023. In this project, we continue to use the ChalleNGe logic model and to collect and 
analyze quantitative data from each ChalleNGe program. In addition, we focus on the Job ChalleNGe pro-
gram. Below, we describe each source of data used in this report.

ChalleNGe Program Data
To provide a snapshot of the ChalleNGe program during 2020 and 2021, we collected information from indi-
vidual ChalleNGe sites in June and July of 2021. We collected and reviewed information from each site on 
program characteristics; 2020 budget and sources of funds; numbers of applicants, participants, and gradu-
ates; credentials awarded; and metrics of physical fitness and community service or engagement. We also 
collected information on staffing. Much of this program-level information is similar to the types of informa-
tion included in our previous annual reports, but this year we included some questions to better understand 
each site’s specific practices. The questions included queries about the communication of the Cadet Code of 
Conduct, socio-emotional competencies, restorative practices, and how sites plan time for cadets to work on 
the P-RAP. Finally, we included some questions about each site’s response to COVID-19 during 2020–2021 
and modifications undertaken in response to the pandemic. 

As part of data collection, we also requested cadet-level information on graduation, credentials awarded, 
changes in the Test of Adult Basic Education (TABE) scores, and placements during the post-residential 
phase. We requested and received the information through secure data transfers (although we requested no 
identifying information). We specified that sites should include information from the two classes that began 
in 2020 (most sites start classes in January and July, but some sites run on different schedules). As we did last 
year, we accelerated this year’s data collection slightly so that sites would have more time to respond. This 
information forms the basis of the analyses in Chapter Two. When examining ChalleNGe outcomes, we also 
make use of some data from 2019 (see Chapter Four).
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Job ChalleNGe Program Data
In this section, we describe the sources of data collected as part of the Job ChalleNGe implementation study. 
The implementation study focuses on how program features, policies, and processes align with the program 
design; the extent to which features align with evidence-based practices; and discovery of barriers or facilita-
tors to implementation. 

To date, semistructured interviews constitute the key source of data for the Job ChalleNGe implemen-
tation study. In fall 2019 and winter 2020, we held initial conversations with leadership across the six sites 
and visited two sites to get a general sense for program design and operation. Using this  information, we 
developed  interview protocols for the main staff of the Job  ChalleNGe  program (director, deputy direc-
tor, commandant, cadre, recruiter, placement coordinator, mentoring coordinator,  facilities,  logistics) 
and the staff of the training partner(s) (community college administrators and instructors). The questions 
covered topics related to program mission, features, resources, staffing and hiring, outreach, and day-to-day 
operations. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, we substituted virtual discussions for all in-person discus-
sions that were initially planned for spring 2021. The shift to the virtual format allowed the RAND research 
team to speak with nearly every staff member across the sites and a larger number of educational partner staff 
because interviews could be scheduled more flexibly over a longer period rather than during a concentrated, 
in-person site visit. We provide a breakdown of interviews conducted in spring 2021 by staff role, title, and 
affiliation in Table 1.2. 

We took a deductive approach to our analysis of the interview data. Drawing from our logic model, we 
developed a coding scheme that reflected core concepts, issues, features, activities, challenges, and oppor-
tunities.8 Along with data collected from the interviews, we reviewed and analyzed a variety of documents. 
For example, while planning the Job ChalleNGe implementation study, we reviewed documentation on Job 
ChalleNGe, including program and curriculum materials. Additionally, we reviewed notes from visits made 
to the original three Job ChalleNGe sites during the last year of the pilot phase (these visits were carried out 
as part of our previous research project; the notes described the mission of Job ChalleNGe and the activities 
conducted at the sites during the initial three-year pilot program). Finally, we used counts of participants col-
lected by the National Guard Bureau (shown in Table 3.1 in Chapter Three). 

When travel resumes, we plan to conduct in-person site visits and to hold focus groups among partici-
pants. We will document analyses and results from in-person site visits and focus groups in future reports. 

8	  All data were coded in Dedoose at least twice, which allowed researchers to identify new ideas and processes that clari-
fied and challenged the assumptions embedded in our model. Codes were then collapsed and synthesized to develop larger 
themes that responded to the primary research questions. 

TABLE 1.2

Interviews Conducted Virtually in Spring 2021

Site
Program 

Leadership
Student-Facing 

Staff
Administrative 

Staff
Internal 

Instructor
Partner 

Administrator
Partner 

Instructor Total

California  1 9 3 0 1 2 16

Georgia  2 6 1 0 3 0 12

Louisiana  3 11 3 3 0 0 20

Michigan  2 8 0 0 1 4 15

S. Carolina  2 5 3 0 2 0 12

W. Virginia  1 12 4 0 1 3 21

Total 11 51 14 3 8 9 96
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Organization of This Report

The remainder of this report consists of four chapters and three appendixes.

•  Chapter Two focuses on the ChalleNGe program and its implementation. It provides a snapshot of the 
ChalleNGe program; information on the proportion of cadets meeting key TABE levels and cadets’ con-
tributions to their communities; descriptive statistics about program practices; and detailed informa-
tion about how the sites have responded and are responding to the COVID-19 pandemic.

•  Chapter Three focuses on Job ChalleNGe. It analyzes program implementation based on the perspec-
tives of Job ChalleNGe leadership and staff and educational partner leadership and instructors.

•  Chapter Four documents existing outcome measures for ChalleNGe. These include placement rates and 
a new value-added measure of cadet progress.

•  Chapter Five presents concluding thoughts, recommendations, and plans for future analyses.
•  Appendix A presents a complete list of the ChalleNGe programs and detailed information collected 

from each program; Appendix B provides additional information on value-added models (VAMs); and 
Appendix C contains information on outcome measures for Job ChalleNGe.
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CHAPTER TWO

Data and Analyses, 2020 ChalleNGe Classes

In this chapter, we provide a snapshot of the 2020 ChalleNGe program classes. We begin by presenting a 
summary of the information from all reporting sites, as well as descriptions of how sites responded and 
adapted in the wake of the COVID-19 pandemic. We then present detailed information for each site and 
by class (the classes that began during 2020 are referred to by ChalleNGe staff as Class 54 and Class 55). In 
the next section of this chapter, we provide a detailed analysis of the data on cadets’ TABE scores, as well as 
a RAND-developed metric to show the number of cadets who achieved key TABE milestones.1 We discuss 
recent and ongoing changes to the TABE test and the implications of these changes for the ChalleNGe pro-
gram. We present information on community service, as well as some information on site-level differences 
with a focus on program practices. The information in this chapter tracks many of the activities and outputs 
shown in the logic model (see Figure 1.1).

Summary Metrics for the 2020 Classes

In this section, we present summary information on the numbers of young people who applied to, entered, 
and completed any ChalleNGe program in 2020. For the classes that began in 2020, ChalleNGe sites received 
a total of 15,320 applications; of this group, 8,363 young people met the enrollment criteria, were accepted by 
a site, and chose to enroll. Of those who enrolled, 4,824 (58 percent) graduated from the 5.5-month residen-
tial phase of ChalleNGe. 

Graduation, or successful completion of the ChalleNGe program, requires persistence, participation, and 
completion of required activities across the core components. Among graduates, about 43 percent graduated 
with a GED, High School Equivalency Test (HiSET) certificate, or a high school diploma, and about 72 per-
cent graduated with one of these credentials or with high school credits (cadets who leave ChalleNGe with 
high school credits generally transfer the credits back to their previous high schools).2 

Most ChalleNGe sites operate on a January-to-June and July-to-December schedule, but a small number of 
programs operate on different schedules during the year. We define 2020 participants as those who attended 
a ChalleNGe class that started in 2020. In some cases, cadets may have applied in 2019 (e.g., to enter a class 
that began in January 2020). In most cases, cadets graduated during 2020, but a few sites scheduled classes 
that spanned the 2020 and 2021 calendar years. Table 2.1 provides a summary of several key ChalleNGe sta-
tistics, across all sites; we break out 2020 results but also include aggregate results over the life of the program.

1	  In some cases, we requested similar information at the site and cadet levels; for example, we requested the overall number 
of credentials awarded and indicators of which cadets received credentials. We found occasional minor discrepancies in these 
data. When such discrepancies occur, we report the numbers calculated from the cadet-level data.
2	  The HiSET is an alternate to the GED; the test covers language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science. For more 
information on the HiSET, see ETS HiSET, undated.
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The COVID-19 pandemic disrupted program operation (discussed in the next section) but also resulted 
in fewer applicants, enrollees, and graduates, and lower graduation rates among enrollees.3 For example, 
the topline numbers in terms of enrollments and graduates among those entering ChalleNGe in 2020 were 
substantially lower than in prior years; during the 2015–2019 period, the average number of enrollees was 
12,000 to 13,000 per year. The substantial decrease in the numbers of enrollees and graduates was linked 
to the pandemic; many sites operated at limited capacity or released cadets early, and the vast majority 
made at least some modifications. Consistent with these across-the-board disruptions, the number of Chal-
leNGe graduates in states with Job ChalleNGe sites was about 65 percent lower in 2020 than in 2019. Only  
ChalleNGe graduates are eligible to enter Job ChalleNGe, so this decrease means that there are far fewer 
potential Job ChalleNGe participants than in the past. In the next section, we provide more detail on the sites’ 
adaptations in response to the pandemic.

COVID-19–Related Disruptions

Each year our data call to programs includes several consistent questions, as well as a set of questions unique 
to the given year. The consistent questions have enabled us to track trends over time. For example, we asked 
about TABE, applicants, cadets, etc. We also asked a set of timely questions; this year we focused on the 
response to COVID-19 and on some program practices. We present the COVID-19 response data here, and 
we present the data on program practices in a later section of this chapter. 

As shown in Figure 2.1, nearly all the sites made adjustments in response to the pandemic.4 A small 
number of sites indicated that they operated as usual, and a small number shut down completely.5 The vast 

3	  Partly because of variation in operational schedules, some cadets who entered ChalleNGe in 2019 experienced disruptions 
related to COVID-19; these cases are documented in our previous report (Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021). 
However, most disruptions occurred in Classes 54 and 55 (the classes documented in this report).
4	  Table A.2 in Appendix A provides the same information as Figure 2.1, by site and class.
5	  Shutdowns were most common during Class 55. No site shut down for all three classes (2020 to early 2021), but three sites 
reported being shut down for two classes in a row during this period.

TABLE 2.1

ChalleNGe Statistics, 1993–2021

ChalleNGe Statistics 1993–2019 2020a 1993–2020

Number of applicants 428,490 15,320 443,810

Number of enrollees 247,501 8,363 255,864

Number of graduates 183,895 4,824 188,719

Academic credentials awardedb 108,812 2,078 110,890

Number of service hours to community 12,233,738 132,039 12,365,777

Value of service hours ($) 252,549,339 3,610,558c 256,159,897
a Information in this table was reported by all ChalleNGe sites in July 2021 and covers Classes 54 and 55; these classes began in 2020. Applicants 
includes all who completed an application (although sites may define application completion in slightly different ways).
b Academic credentials reflect cadets who graduated and received either a GED, HiSET certificate, a Test Assessing Secondary Completion 
(TASC) credential, or a high school diploma (limited to one credential per cadet). When we also consider high school credits, about 72 percent 
of cadets received an academic credential (see Table A.4 for more information). Programs may have reported the total number of academic 
credentials for earlier classes rather than limiting credentials to one per cadet; therefore, the numbers here may not be comparable with those 
documented in reports pertaining to ChalleNGe classes that graduated prior to 2015.
c Computed by summing the community service hours performed by each graduating cadet and multiplying by the value of volunteer time 
(Independent Sector, 2020). Due to COVID-19 modifications, Oklahoma and Wyoming Class 54 did not have any graduates, but some cadets still 
were able to perform service hours. This count includes Oklahoma and Wyoming Class 54 nongraduating cadets.
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majority of sites operated, but with substantial modifications. Figure 2.1 also suggests that sites modified 
their responses to the pandemic over the past 18 months; during Class 54, most sites initially responded to 
the pandemic by either condensing the residential period or shifting to (partial or complete) virtual opera-
tions. But increasingly over the next two classes, sites moved to a model of operating at lower capacity—by 
Class 56, which was generally held in the first half of 2021, more than half of sites reported operating at lower 
capacity, and no sites reported operating virtually. Also, sites were increasingly likely to report that their 
operations were not substantially affected; by Class 56, about 20 percent of sites indicated that they were 
operating normally. 

Along with requesting that sites categorize their disruptions as shown in Figure 2.1, we also requested 
information on how sites altered their specific processes and practices. Sites generally reported relatively 
modest modifications to hiring practices, or none at all. Some sites indicated that state-level hiring freezes 
had affected their capacity to hire during part of 2020, and several sites indicated that they held at least some 
interviews virtually. Some sites required COVID-19 tests or vaccinations as part of the hiring process. And 
some sites shifted at least partly to telework during the pandemic, which changed the working conditions 
experienced by many staff members. 

In terms of recruiting cadets, sites reported larger shifts. Many sites noted that recruitment overall had 
slowed and was made much more difficult by the pandemic and by the changing policies that affected opera-
tions. In general, sites leaned heavily on virtual platforms for interviews and other recruitment activities 
and presentations to stakeholders, as well as for orientation briefings for those who were accepted into the 
program.6 Some sites reported an increased focus on advertising, through digital marketing. At least one site 
relaxed deadlines to allow potential participants more time to complete required paperwork. 

Finally, we requested that sites report any other ways in which COVID-19 affected their programs. Sites 
provided rich and detailed responses to this question. As a group, their answers reflect the broad and deep 

6  Prior to the pandemic, ChalleNGe recruiters traveled extensively and met with stakeholders as well as potential cadets and 
their families in person.

  FIGURE 2.1

Site Responses and Adjustments Due to COVID-19

Percentage

NOTES: This figure uses information that was reported by the sites in July 2021. Most questions on this data call covered information from 
Classes 54 and 55, but the COVID-19–related questions also asked about modifications in early 2021 for Class 56. At the beginning of 2020, 
37 ChalleNGe sites were funded and operational. Also see Table A.2 in Appendix A.
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impacts of the pandemic on virtually every aspect of ChalleNGe. The bullets below categorize these changes 
and provide examples of each.

•  Limiting class size to decrease interactions between cadets: Sites decreased the size of classes and used 
some virtual classes. While small classes may have provided benefits, sites reported that the virtual 
classes were less effective; one site explained that the virtual environment made forming relationships 
between cadets and staff more difficult.7

•  Redesigning other on-campus activities to decrease interactions between different groups: Cadets spent 
their time in small groups throughout the day, with activities conducted exclusively within platoons or 
classes. This reduced the number of opportunities for cadets to interact with each other and with pro-
gram staff.

•  Limiting off-campus activities and decreasing the number of visitors to the sites: Sites reported discon-
tinuing nearly all in-person activities that involved cadets interacting with those outside the site—thus, 
cadets had fewer opportunities to take part in community service, job shadowing, field trips, sporting 
events, and job fairs. Many sites canceled home passes, family visits, and opportunities for mentors to 
visit cadets in person (where possible, sites substituted virtual events for in-person events). Some sites 
canceled graduation ceremonies, while other sites were able to modify the ceremonies.

•  Enacting health protocols: Sites put in place many new practices and protocols related to social distanc-
ing, mask-wearing, sanitation, testing, and isolation for those who were exposed to COVID-19.

Additionally, some sites dismissed classes early or did not operate during some of the period covered by 
this report. 

Cross-Site Metrics

Here, we report cross-site metrics on participants, graduates, physical fitness, and community service. We 
indicate sites that were not operational, as well as those operating a condensed residential period with early 
release, those operating at lower capacity, and those operating partially or completely virtually. As shown in 
Table 2.1 and Figure 2.1, the overall disruption due to COVID-19 was substantial; in terms of broad opera-
tional changes (such as early release of cadets), the disruption was greater at some sites than at others. But 
according to sites’ responses to how the pandemic influenced their operations, most or all sites experienced 
at least some level of disruption.

Tables 2.2 through 2.5 and Figure 2.2 include data on several key core components of ChalleNGe, pre-
sented for each site and each class. Appendix A includes additional details.8 The tables and figure in this 
section provide a detailed sense of each site’s progress on multiple metrics. In some cases, individual data 
items are noted as missing (in this chapter and in the corresponding tables in the appendix also). In such 
instances, we note the reason—some sites were not operational for part or all of 2020 due to the pandemic; 
some sites failed to report specific elements; in some cases, information was not yet available; in other cases, 

7	  Evidence from outside ChalleNGe suggests that virtual instruction can be less effective, even when students are highly 
motivated (see, e.g., Kofoed et al., 2021).
8	  Tables A.2 through A.13 in Appendix A provide more-detailed information on the numbers of participants, graduates, 
and credentials, as well as community service, physical fitness, and test score information. Tables A.14 through A.50 provide 
detailed data on each ChalleNGe site, including information on staffing, funding, dates when classes began and ended, and 
detailed placement information on ChalleNGe graduates.
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the information was inconsistent. For more details, see the discussion of our quality assurance processes in 
the appendix.

In this section, we include information on the number of entrants and graduates, as well as measures 
of responsible citizenship, community service, and physical fitness; in the following section, we delve into 
information on cadets’ standardized test scores. Each subsequent figure and table provides information for 
each site and class.9 Information on physical fitness and responsible citizenship presented in Figure 2.2 and 
Tables 2.3 through 2.5, as well as information on TABE scores in Figures 2.3 and 2.4, pertains to only cadets 
who graduated from ChalleNGe. 

Numbers of Entrants and Graduates
Table 2.2 lists the numbers of entrants and graduates by site. During a typical year, these numbers are key 
metrics for sites because each site has a targeted number of graduates. The numbers of entrants and gradu-
ates this year are lower than in previous years. During 2020, no program graduated as many cadets as it had 
planned (see Targeted Number of Cadets in Table 2.2).10 Drawn from information reported by the sites, these 
numbers reflect conditions related to the COVID-19 pandemic. For more information, see also Tables A.3 
and A.4 in Appendix A.

Responsible Citizenship
Tables 2.3 and 2.4 indicate program progress on responsible citizenship. Metrics of responsible citizenship 
include registration for voting (all cadets) and registration for the Selective Service (male cadets, based on 
age). Even under pandemic conditions, most operational sites registered 100 percent of eligible cadets for 
voting and Selective Service.

Community Service
Table 2.5 reports average hours of community service per cadet, and the calculated value of that service. The 
value of community service is calculated using published figures at the state level for 2015, which are avail-
able online (Independent Sector, 2020). Community service hours generally have varied somewhat across 
sites, but the COVID-19 pandemic posed particular challenges to sites’ efforts to ensure cadet participation 
in community service activities. Also see Table A.5 in Appendix A.

Physical Fitness
Figure 2.2 reports one-mile run times, by site and class, for classes that began in 2020.11 By the end of  
ChalleNGe, the average cadet time to run one mile decreased from nearly ten and a half minutes to around 
eight and a half minutes, a difference of nearly 20 percent. The improvement in run times is very similar to 
the improvement reported by sites last year (see Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021). For more 
detailed information on cadet fitness, see Tables A.6 and A.7 in Appendix A.

In the next section of this chapter, we discuss the TABE test and cadets’ scores in more detail. 

9	  See Table A.1 for full names, locations, and abbreviations for the sites.
10	  Site targets are established for each class. In Table 2.2, we have combined the class targets for the year. Some sites did 
achieve their target numbers for one class, but Table 2.2 demonstrates that overall graduates were far below what was planned. 
11	  We also collected data on push-ups; results showed similar levels of improvement, but run-time data are more complete.
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TABLE 2.2

Entrants, Graduates, and Target Graduates, by Site (Classes 54 and 55)

Site Number of Entrants Number of Graduates
Targeted Number

of Graduates

AK 276 101 250

AR 232 151 180

CA-DC 188 134 350

CA-LA 416 269 380

CA-SL 411 243 *

D.C. 102 54 150

FL 301 202 230

GA-FG 83 63 350

GA-FS 312 49 255

HI-BP 143 110 235

HI-HI 100 76 *

ID 256 131 230

IL 136 95 230

IN 204 112 200

KY-FK 166 98 200

KY-HN 191 132 200

LA-CB 389 108 317

LA-CM 344 60 250

LA-GL 156 133 126

MD 93 93 100

MI 266 225 228

MS 460 337 358

MT 235 151 160

NC-NL 169 138 200

NC-S 207 161 250

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM 133 0 225

OK 323 111 220

OR 182 152 150

PR 449 406 440

SC 171 80 160

TX 205 72 *

VA 213 155 250

WA 211 100 135

WI 246 147 200

WV 245 120 200

WY  149   55   *

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled) during Classes 54 and 55. Several sites (CA-DC, GA-FG, IL, MD, NM, 
OR) operated during only one of the two classes scheduled to begin in 2020. Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers the total numbers of entrants, graduates, and target graduates for Classes 54 and 55. Please see Table A.1 in the appendix for full names of 
ChalleNGe program sites.
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TABLE 2.3

Core Component Completion—Responsible Citizenship, ChalleNGe Graduates (Class 54)

Site Eligible to Vote (#)
Registered to 

Vote (#)

Percentage 
Eligible Who 

Registered (%)

Eligible for 
Selective  

Service (#)

Registered for 
Selective Service 

(#)

Percentage 
Eligible Who 

Registered (%)

All Sites 738 718 87 815 694 82

AKc 2 2 100 0 0 0

ARa 15 15 100 33 33 100

CA-DC 12 12 100 12 12 100

CA-LAa 23 23 100 27 27 100

CA-SLa 55 0 0 57 0 0

DCc 2 2 100 2 2 100

FLa 131 131 100 13 13 100

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

GA-FSa * * * * * *

HI-BPa 9 9 100 34 34 100

HI-HI 8 8 100 21 21 100

IDc 8 8 100 5 2 40

IL NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

INa 27 9 33 51 26 51

KY-FKb 10 10 100 27 27 100

KY-HNa 5 5 100 8 8 100

LA-CBc 8 0 0 25 15 60

LA-CMc 57 57 100 89 89 100

LA-GLb 17 17 100 14 14 100

MDc,d 22 93 423d 19 39 205d

MIa 28 28 100 28 28 100

MSa 36 36 100 62 62 100

MTa 15 15 100 23 23 100

NC-NLa 90 90 100 11 11 100

NC-Sa 22 22 100 17 15 88

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMa * * * * * *

OKa 11 10 91 30 24 80

ORc 29 29 100 56 56 100

PRa 32 32 100 27 27 100

SCb 8 2 25 7 4 57

TXc 2 2 100 5 5 100

VAc 8 8 100 36 35 97

WAc 15 14 93 33 8 24
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Table 2.3—Continued

TABLE 2.4

Core Component Completion—Responsible Citizenship, ChalleNGe Graduates (Class 55)

Site Eligible to Vote
Registered to 

Vote

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Eligible for 
Selective  
Service

Registered for 
Selective Service

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

All Sites 650 521 80 676 537 79

AKb 24 24 100 18 18 100

ARa 5 5 100 26 26 100

CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAb 12 12 100 15 15 100

CA-SLb 48 0 0 55 0 0

DCb 9 9 100 6 6 100

FLb 71 71 100 12 12 100

GA-FGb 15 14 93 21 21 100

GA-FSb 17 8 47 16 16 100

HI-BPa 12 8 67 19 18 95

HI-HI 5 3 60 6 6 100

IDa 15 15 100 22 22 100

ILb 22 1 5 15 15 100

INa 10 8 80 27 17 63

KY-FKb 2 2 100 16 16 100

KY-HN 5 5 100 7 7 100

LA-CBa 24 20 83 89 52 58

LA-CMb 36 36 100 25 25 100

LA-GLb 16 16 100 14 14 100

MDd NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIa 19 19 100 17 17 100

MSa 28 28 100 39 39 100

MTb 25 25 100 18 18 100

NC-NLa 68 68 100 6 6 100

NC-Sa 6 6 100 5 4 80

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Site Eligible to Vote (#)
Registered to 

Vote (#)

Percentage 
Eligible Who 

Registered (%)

Eligible for 
Selective  

Service (#)

Registered for 
Selective Service 

(#)

Percentage 
Eligible Who 

Registered (%)

WIc 15 15 100 33 26 79

WVa 12 10 83 10 8 80

WYc   4   4   100   *   *   *

NOTES: * did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). 
a condensed residential period (with early release). 
b operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity). 
c operated partially or completely virtually. Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Class 54. 
d In Maryland, a person is eligible to vote if the individual is at least 18 years old, but the individual can be registered to vote at 16 years old. A 
person is eligible for Selective Service if that person is 18 years old and male; however, a male can be registered for Selective Service at 17 years 
and three months old. All sites’ eligible and registered counts (vote and Selective Service) numbers include Maryland, but the percentage eligible 
who registered calculations (vote and Selective Service) exclude the Maryland counts.
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Table 2.4—Continued

Site Eligible to Vote
Registered to 

Vote

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

Eligible for 
Selective Service

Registered for 
Selective Service

Percentage 
Eligible Who 
Registered

OKa 13 8 62 29 26 90

OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PR 35 30 86 33 28 85

SCb 7 6 86 5 4 80

TXb 12 12 100 16 16 100

VAb 22 0 0 21 0 0

WAc 28 28 100 22 22 100

WIa 23 18 78 42 37 88

WVb 16 16 100 9 9 100

WYa * * * 5 5 100

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). 
a condensed residential period (with early release). 
b operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity). 
c operated partially or completely virtually. Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Class 55. 
d In Maryland, a person is eligible to vote if the individual is at least 18 years old, but the individual can be registered to vote at 16 years old. A 
person is eligible for Selective Service if that person is 18 years old and male; however, a male can be registered for Selective Service at 17 years 
and three months old. All sites’ eligible and registered counts (vote and Selective Service) numbers include Maryland, but the percentage eligible 
who registered calculations (vote and Selective Service) exclude the Maryland counts.

TABLE 2.5

Community Service Hours, by Site

Site
Hours of Community Service,  

Class 54 (mean)
Hours of Community Service,  

Class 55 (mean)
Hours of Community Service,  

Classes 52–53 (mean)

All Sites 34 37 58

AKc 40 22 61

ARa 52 44 77

CA-DC 13 NOT OP 50

CA-LAa 25 19 47

CA-SLa * * 48

DCc 11 * 46

FLa 50 62 72

GA-FG NOT OP * 53

GA-FSa * * 45

HI-BPa 69 102 138

HI-HI 101 1 122

IDc 20 32 49

IL NOT OP 46 63

INa 49 47 39

KY-FKb 50 42 69

KY-HNa 9 47 53

LA-CBc 14 10 43

LA-CMc * * 43

LA-GLb 54 54 53

MDc 6 NOT OP 46

MIa 10 26 48
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Test of Adult Basic Education Scores

The TABE is a standardized test that includes subtests focused on reading/language arts and math. TABE is 
most commonly used in adult basic and secondary education programs.12 The ChalleNGe program has used 
TABE for many years as one method of tracking academic progress. Although sites use the TABE in some-
what different manners, cadets in ChalleNGe programs generally take the TABE at least twice—once near 
the beginning of the program and again near the end of the residential phase. TABE reports cadet perfor-
mance using scale scores for each subject tested, and earlier versions of the assessment also included a grade 
equivalent score; for example, a score of 7.5 indicated that the test-taker demonstrated median (50th percen-
tile) performance for a student in the fifth month of seventh grade.

In response to evolving educational standards, the TABE test underwent substantive changes in 2017; as 
part of these changes, TABE developers considered federal legislation, high school testing requirements, and 
established educational standards (Test of Adult Basic Education, 2019). The updated version is referred to as 
TABE 11/12; it was initially released in September 2017 and is authorized for use through September 2024.13 
The movement toward College and Career Readiness (CCR) standards for Adult Basic Education (ABE) has 
reshaped the focus of many ABE programs and was a driver behind the development of TABE 11/12. 

12	  For more information about TABE and the common uses of the test, see U.S. Department of Education, Office of Voca-
tional and Adult Education, Division of Adult Education and Literacy, 2016. For more information about ChalleNGe’s use of 
the TABE and the differences between grade equivalents and gain scores, see Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Trail, et al., 2017, 
and Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018. 
13	  The former version of TABE (TABE 9/10) officially expired on February 2, 2019, but with a sunset period permitted 
through June 30, 2019. See U.S. Department of Education, Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education, 2018.

Site
Hours of Community Service,  

Class 54 (mean)
Hours of Community Service,  

Class 55 (mean)
Hours of Community Service,  

Classes 52–53 (mean)

MSa 24 51 68

MTa 13 * 55

NC-NLa 41 49 83

NC-Sa 14 * 104

NJ NOT OP NOT OP 47

NMa * NOT OP 55

OKa * 50 54

ORc 23 NOT OP 81

PRa * * 47

SCb * 5 34

TXc 17 11 50

VAc 117 * 83

WAc 24 21 60

WIc 11 51 58

WVa 7 46 58

WYc   *   12   46

NOTES: * did not report or reported 0 hours. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). 
a condensed residential period (with early release). 
b operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity). 
c operated partially or completely virtually. Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Classes 54 and 55.

Table 2.5—Continued
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FIGURE 2.2

Improvement in Average Mile Run Times in Minutes, by Class and Site

NOTES: This figure uses information reported by the sites in June and July of 2021, covering Classes 54 and 55. The edges of the gray 
columns indicate the cross-site average initial and final run times. For operational statuses of sites, see notes below Tables 2.3 and 2.4.
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Implications of the New TABE 11/12 Test
Over the past three years, most of the ChalleNGe sites have adopted the TABE 11/12; by the end of 2020, over 
two-thirds of sites reported using the TABE 11/12. Some of the nonoperational sites may also have adopted 
the new test over the past year. 

The TABE 9/10 scores can be linked to specific outcomes of interest; for example, a grade-equivalent score 
of 9.0 was associated with a 70-percent passing rate on the reading, language arts, and math computation 
sections of the GED, while an 11.0 grade-equivalent score was associated with an 85-percent passing rate on 
these same GED tests (National Reporting Service for Adult Education, 2015; Comprehensive Adult Student 
Assessment System, 2003; Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System, 2016; West Virginia Depart-
ment of Education, undated). These relationships drove our development of key grade-equivalent scores 
shown below. 

Prior to this year, data did not exist to link the TABE 11/12 to other relevant outcomes. But recent infor-
mation allows linking of TABE 11/12 scores to the likelihoods of passing the TASC, HiSET, and GED exams 
(Data Recognition Corporation, 2021). Using this emerging evidence, the RAND team will develop a series 
of key grade-equivalent scores for the TABE 11/12 that will be included in the 2021–2022 annual report. The 
goal of this information will be to assist the sites as they work to identify cadets who are prepared for a high 
school equivalency exam.

The change from TABE 9/10 to TABE 11/12—and any comparison between the two—are complicated by 
some key differences between the two tests. First, unlike TABE 9/10, TABE 11/12 does not provide grade-
equivalent scores. The assessment developers have provided a crosswalk between TABE 11/12 scale scores 
and an individual’s approximate grade level (e.g., 9th grade), which is useful as sites transition to a focus on 
scale scores alone. Second, a scale score of 550 on TABE 9/10 is not equivalent to a scale score of 550 on TABE 
11/12. Indeed, according to our analyses and those of other researchers, a given student would score lower 
on TABE 11/12 than on TABE 9/10, because of differences in assessment content (Pimentel, 2013; Constant, 
Wenger, Cottrell, Chan, et al., 2019). These changes affect the analyses of the TABE data. 

This all suggests that the ChalleNGe staff need a solid understanding of many aspects of the new TABE—
not only the format and test length but also the ways in which scores will likely differ. If, as appears to be the 
case based on ChalleNGe data from the past two years, sites see a drop in grade-equivalent scores when shift-
ing from TABE 9/10 to TABE 11/12, they should not interpret this change in scores as an absolute change. In 
other words, a lower score on TABE 11/12 than on the TABE 9/10 does not necessarily indicate lower levels 
of skills, abilities, or competencies.14 

In the interim, we continue to track the number of sites using each version of the test. Because of the offi-
cial expiration of the TABE 9/10 and the corresponding lack of technical support available for this version, 
we would expect all or nearly all sites to adopt the TABE 11/12 in the coming year. Because of the substantial 
differences between the versions, we do not merge TABE data across versions; instead, we report scores on 
the TABE 9/10 separately from those on the TABE 11/12.

TABE Scores, Classes 54 and 55
We requested TABE scores on the math and reading sections from the TABE (and for the sites that continue 
to use the TABE 9/10, we also requested Total Battery scores).15 The figures below report scores grouped by 
grade level; the categories include elementary (grades 1–5), middle school (grades 6–8), early high school 

14	  See Constant, Wenger, Cottrell, Chan, et al., 2019, especially Appendix B, for more information on the TABE 11/12.
15	  The Total Battery score is formed from a combination of the scores on reading, language arts, math computation, and 
applied math areas of the TABE. The TABE 11/12 does not include a Total Battery score. 
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(grades 9–10), and late high school (grades 11–12). Cadets generally achieved higher TABE scores at the end 
of ChalleNGe than at the beginning across sites; in other words, by the end of ChalleNGe, cadets are more 
likely to score in the high school range and less likely to score in the elementary range.16

Figure 2.3 documents changes in the TABE reading, math, and Total Battery tests over the residential 
phase of the ChalleNGe program among ChalleNGe graduates at the relatively small number of sites that 
used the TABE 9/10 in 2020. In each case, scores increase substantially during the residential phase. This 
year, most cadets at the sites using TABE 9/10 entered ChalleNGe scoring at the elementary level (below the 
sixth-grade level). These initial scores are lower than the scores reported last year, but a smaller number of 
sites are included in this figure as sites continue to adopt the TABE 11/12. The shift from TABE 9/10 to TABE 
11/12 could explain at least some of the differences between scores reported this year versus last year. By the 
time the cadets completed ChalleNGe, about half of cadets scored in the (early or late) high school range on 
reading, and about one-quarter scored in this range on math. These scores represent relatively large gains. 
Figure 2.4 shows similar statistics, but this time on the group of cadets who attended ChalleNGe sites that 
used the TABE 11/12. As discussed previously, TABE 11/12 scores are substantially lower than TABE 9/10 
scores. But again, scores increase markedly over the residential period. These scores are roughly similar to 
the scores reported on the TABE 11/12 last year. 

In summary, linking the TABE 11/12 to high school equivalency performance will help staff interpret 
scores, but until such linkages become available, we encourage ChalleNGe staff to use caution when inter-
preting TABE 11/12 scores. In particular, scoring lower on the TABE 11/12 than on the TABE 9/10 should 
not be assumed to represent academic regression. Additionally, given the lower scores on TABE 11/12, sites 
should revisit any cut scores, or target TABE scores that could be used to determine eligibility for any aspect 
of ChalleNGe. 

16  See Tables A.8–A.13 for more-detailed information on test scores by TABE version and site.

FIGURE 2.3

Scores on TABE 9/10 Reading, Math, and Battery Tests Show Substantial Improvement During 
ChalleNGe Residential Phase
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We recommend that sites all move to adopt the TABE 11/12. Although the density of cadets’ initial scores 
at the elementary levels suggests that the TABE 11/12 pretests offer less initial discernment than the TABE 
9/10, the TABE 11/12 offers other advantages. First, technical support will continue to be available for the 
TABE 11/12 (unlike the TABE 9/10, which was officially sunset in the middle of 2019). Second, the increased 
alignment between TABE 11/12 and CCR standards offers potential advantages to sites as they seek to deter-
mine cadets’ levels of preparation for additional educational or training opportunities. Third, using a single 
test version will make cross-site comparisons more straightforward. Finally, the TABE 11/12 offers detailed 
individual reports that may be quite helpful to ChalleNGe staff as they assess cadets’ progress. These reports 
include identification of the competencies the cadet successfully demonstrated and content areas to focus on 
next for the cadet, by subject area (e.g., reading, math) and domain (e.g., geometry, functions, algebra). 

We have no systematic information documenting sites’ reason(s) for continuing to use the TABE 9/10 
rather than transitioning to the TABE 11/12. Site staff are aware of the new TABE; RAND researchers briefed 
site staff on the existence of TABE 11/12 over the past two years. In conversations at ChalleNGe directors’ 
meetings, staff have expressed some concerns about the likelihood that cadets will have lower scores on the 
new test, as well as some concerns about investments made in TABE 9/10 materials and in understanding 
the TABE 9/10 score. RAND researchers will continue to work with ChalleNGe staff to increase their under-
standing of and comfort with the TABE 11/12.

Program Practices

Each year, along with consistent questions to allow for tracking, our data call to programs included a set of 
questions unique to that year. Along with questions about how sites adapted to the pandemic, we focused on 

FIGURE 2.4

Scores on TABE 11/12 Reading and Math Tests Show Substantial Improvement During 
ChalleNGe Residential Phase
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a set of six program practices in our most recent data call. The goal of these questions was to understand how 
common these practices are across the program sites. The six practices were derived from a wide variety of 
extant research on educational environments and positive youth development practices, as well as research 
on ChalleNGe (Corte and Padilla, 2021). Socio-emotional learning instruction, for example, is shown to sup-
port the development of socio-emotional competencies, academic achievement, positive social behavior, and 
lower rates of self-reported drug use (Durlak et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2017) and is also associated with ben-
efits later in life, such as increased earnings and lower rates of criminal activity (National Academies of Sci-
ences, Engineering, and Medicine, 2016; National Research Council, 2012). Conceptually, a trauma-informed 
culture and approach in educational settings is one based in an understanding of the widespread nature of 
trauma in the lives of young people and that leverages systems of intervention and support to improve the 
academic, social, emotional, behavioral, and mental health outcomes of all young people (Chafouleas et al., 
2016; Morton and Berardi, 2018; Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, 2014). These 
six program practices collectively represent promising or effective approaches aligned to the wide array of 
outcomes that ChalleNGe promotes for its cadets (see Figure 1.1). Specifically, the sites were asked to indicate 
(yes/no) whether they employed the following practices:

•  positive articulation of the Cadet Code of Conduct (expressing desired conduct as a series of “do’s” 
instead of “don’t’s”)

•  trauma-informed culture, which could be included as part of acclimation, curricula, incentives, and/or 
interventions

•  using teams of staff members working together to formulate intervention plans or progress reports for 
specific cadets

•  including socio-emotional competencies in the curriculum
•  including restorative practices to resolve conflicts and remediate harms from poor behavior
•  scheduling or planning time for cadets to reflect on and work on the P-RAP throughout the program 

cycle.17

As a group, ChalleNGe sites are very likely to report using these practices. Thirty of the 37 sites that 
reported data indicate they use all six of these program practices; the other seven sites reported using either 
four or five of the practices (see Figure 2.5). All sites report using teams to work on intervention plans or 
progress reports, and all sites report scheduling or planning time for cadets to reflect on and work on their 
P-RAP plans. Positive articulation of the Cadet Code was the practice that was used with the least frequency, 
and even in this case, 33 of the 37 sites reported using this practice.

Summary

In this chapter, we provided a snapshot of the ChalleNGe program in 2020–2021. This includes information 
on two recent classes (cadets who entered ChalleNGe sites in 2020). Information includes the numbers of 
applicants, participants, and graduates; rates at which cadets achieve key milestones; and placement rates for 
recent graduates. We also provided information and analyses of several program practices and some detailed 
information describing sites’ responses to COVID-19. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has proven to be very disruptive to the ChalleNGe sites. However, the sites 
adopted a variety of modifications to operate during 2020; as a group, their response could be characterized 

17	  The ChalleNGe P-RAP process helps cadets with identifying goals and planning for their lives after leaving the program.
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as agile (early in the pandemic, sites frequently used compressed residential periods or operated virtually; by 
early 2021, most sites were operating as planned, although 21 sites did report operating at lower than maxi-
mum capacity). Sites described the many ways in which the pandemic disrupted their operations, ranging 
from recruiting to placement, and the many modifications they put in place.

The numbers of participants and graduates were lower in 2020 than in previous years; this appears 
mainly to reflect the pandemic-related modifications. But cadets who completed ChalleNGe showed sub-
stantial increases in their TABE (standardized test) scores; many sites were able to provide at least some 
community service opportunities to cadets, and cadets who were eligible were quite likely to register to 
vote and for the Selective Service (the Selective Service rate is calculated among eligible male cadets). 
Cadets also demonstrated substantial improvements in physical fitness; run times improved by about the 
same amount as in 2019. 

As a group, ChalleNGe sites generally reported using all or nearly all of a group of positive program 
practices. Examples of these practices include a positive articulation of the Cadet Code, the incorporation of 
socio-emotional considerations as part of the curriculum, restorative justice practices in the wake of harmful 
actions, and reserving time for reflection on cadets’ future plans as part of the P-RAP process. These finding 
indicate that sites are aware of many of the promising practices in youth-focused programs and are seeking 
opportunities to incorporate these practices in their programming. 

FIGURE 2.5

Use of Program Practices

Number of sites using practice

NOTE: This figure uses information that was reported by the sites in July 2021, covering Classes 54 and 55. 

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Positive articulation of Code

Trauma-informed practices

Team intervention 
and/or progress plans

Socio-emotional competencies

Restorative practices

Time for P-RAP reflection

All sites use practice



27

CHAPTER THREE

Analyses in Support of Job ChalleNGe

As detailed in Chapter One, the Job ChalleNGe program was established in 2016 to provide meaning-
ful training opportunities to ChalleNGe graduates. The program currently operates in six states; like  
ChalleNGe, Job ChalleNGe is a 5.5-month residential program that offers considerable structure to partici-
pants (all of whom are ChalleNGe graduates). Job ChalleNGe offers technical and career training to partici-
pants, largely through partnerships with community colleges. Today, DoD funds five Job ChalleNGe sites 
(located in California, Georgia, Michigan, South Carolina, and West Virginia), and DoL funds a site in Loui-
siana. Thus, Job ChalleNGe offers opportunities for additional training to graduates from the 11 ChalleNGe 
sites in these six states. 

In the next section of this chapter, we provide an overview of the DoD-funded Job ChalleNGe sites. In the 
following sections, we describe findings to date from the Job ChalleNGe implementation study. The infor-
mation in this chapter tracks to some of the activities and outputs shown in the logic model (see Figure 1.2).

Summary Metrics, Job ChalleNGe Sites

Table 3.1 presents selective information, collected by the National Guard Bureau (NGB), that describes the 
five Job ChalleNGe sites funded by DoD. Over the first three years of the Job ChalleNGe pilot phase, Georgia 
Job ChalleNGe enrolled a cumulative total of 584 participants and had a completion rate of 79 percent. The 

TABLE 3.1

Enrollment and Completion Information on the Three Pilot Job ChalleNGe Sites (as of 
December 2020)

Site Total Applicants Total Accepted
Total 1st Week 

Enrollees
Graduation Rate 

(%)
Women 

Graduates (%)
Nonwhite 

Graduates (%)

Georgia 
(2016–2020)

831 698 584 79 22 80

South 
Carolina 
(2016–2020)

597 451 420 55 23 70

Michigan 
(2016–2020)

748 543 495 97 19 41

California 
(2019–2020)

376 218 198 76 46 91

West 
Virginia 
(2019–2020)

  235   119   57   63   17   11

SOURCE: NGB and authors’ calculations.

NOTES: Data that were reported by the NGB aggregated years 2015 to 2018 when funding came from the DoL, DoD, and DoJ arrangement and 
then were reported separately for 2019 and 2020 when data came from DoD completely. The figures for the California site differ from figures 
reported in previous years; during NGB’s previous data collection, California’s information on the first class from 2020 was incomplete. The 
numbers here represent updated information.
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South Carolina and Michigan Job ChalleNGe programs were comparatively smaller than Georgia’s program, 
at 420 and 495 enrollees and with a 97 and 63 percent completion rate, respectively. The two new programs 
in California and West Virginia reported, respectively, a cumulative enrollment of 198 and 57 and 76 and 
63 percent completion rates. Except for California, sites reported relatively low shares of women among their 
graduating classes; California reported 46 percent, while the other sites reported 17 percent to 23 percent.1 
In terms of race/ethnicity, a much higher share of graduates in Georgia (80 percent), South Carolina (70 per-
cent), and California (91 percent) are reported as nonwhite compared with Michigan (41 percent) and West 
Virginia (11 percent). These figures are somewhat reflective of the ChalleNGe graduates in each state.

While we do not yet have complete information on Job ChalleNGe participants in 2021, the number of 
ChalleNGe graduates in states with Job ChalleNGe sites was about 60 percent lower in 2020 than in 2019. 
Only ChalleNGe graduates are eligible to enter Job ChalleNGe, so this decrease means that there are far fewer 
potential Job ChalleNGe participants than in the past. Given this trend, Job ChalleNGe classes may be rela-
tively small in 2021 and beyond. 

The bulk of this chapter focuses on the Job ChalleNGe implementation study, with a focus on findings 
from the 2021 wave of data collection. The implementation study focuses on the goals and core components 
of the program; how program features, policies, and processes align with the program design; the partnerships 
at each site; and discovery of barriers or facilitators to implementation. Broadly, these findings are consistent 
with the results of the 2020 data collection, but for more details on earlier findings, see Wenger, Constant, 
Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021. 

In the next sections, we summarize our findings from the spring 2021 data collection and analysis. First, 
we present the goals and core components of Job ChalleNGe, the degree to which these program features are 
understood by staff and aligned with activities and services, and challenges that sites face in achieving their 
goals. Second, we offer a detailed look at the partnerships and working relationships that Job ChalleNGe 
sites have developed with educational organizations and potential employers to support the program’s mis-
sion. Third, we provide an update of sites’ occupational offerings, highlighting tracks and sectors that have 
gained traction in the past few years. Fourth, given Job ChalleNGe’s contingent relationship with ChalleNGe, 
we discuss how their evolving relations affect Job ChalleNGe’s operations and overall capacity to meet its 
mission. We conclude with a summary of our core findings. 

Goals and Core Components

Each ChalleNGe site is charged with developing cadets’ skills and abilities along all eight core components: 
leadership and followership, responsible citizenship, service to community, life-coping skills, physical fit-
ness, health and hygiene, job skills, and academic excellence. Job ChalleNGe’s charge, in promoting all eight 
areas, is less clear. Our analysis shows that while the Job ChalleNGe sites value all eight core components, 
staff frame the program goals more broadly around building work and life readiness and facilitating access 
to jobs and career, education, and military pathways, in alignment with the core components focused on job 
skills, academic excellence, and life-coping skills (Table 3.2; also see Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, 
et al., 2021). 

1	  Over the past three years, about one-quarter of graduates across all ChalleNGe sites were female; while there is variation 
across the sites, women made up less than 40 percent of ChalleNGe graduates at the California sites. 
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Program Mission and Goals
Across all six Job ChalleNGe sites, there is overwhelming agreement that the mission of Job ChalleNGe 
is to enable participants to change their circumstances, to “alter the course” for “better opportunity.” 
Staff and leadership remark that participants come from challenging backgrounds and that the program 
is intended to give them better opportunities through development along several domains. Accordingly, 
many participants (who, based on site-defined program selection criteria, are generally older than Chal-
leNGe participants, have some work experience, and are motivated to take advantage of the services and 
trainings to achieve their goals) are primed and ready for what Job ChalleNGe has to offer. Job ChalleNGe 
staff largely speak to securing and succeeding in a job, and ultimately a career, as the primary avenue for 
changing participants’ circumstances. 

That said, most staff acknowledge that the 5.5-month Job ChalleNGe program is simply the first rung of 
the ladder to give participants some leverage into a career field; as one staff member put it, “Our goal is to give 
them the entry skills to help them get into the field they want to go into.” Indeed, Job ChalleNGe gives par-
ticipants the opportunity to earn entry-level certifications in various technical fields (see this chapter’s sec-
tion on Occupational Offerings for additional discussion). These fields have various certification levels, and 
some require registered apprenticeships to enter the profession. Therefore, Job ChalleNGe is meant to simply 
ensure that, as another staffer explained, participants “[are] job ready. We are not making them experts in 
their field, but we give them just enough knowledge in their area to get an entry-level job. We try to give them 
the skills to keep the job.” Given the limited program length and technical nature of the career fields, aiming 
for strong qualification for an entry-level position is a substantial goal. 

Staff also note that postprogram pursuit of further education and military enlistment are potential path-
ways toward changing participants’ circumstances and, thus, secondary goals of the program. When staff 
and leadership discussed the program goals, earning credentials and securing jobs were always mentioned 
first, with further education and military enlistment noted later. For instance, we were told that the program 
aims to “take ChalleNGe graduates . . . and they come here to further their education in a couple different 
pathways. Help them get education and get certificates so they can get a job. Help them go on to education or 
military, too.” Discussion of postprogram placement efforts reinforced this message: Placement coordinators 
focus on building relationships with employers and connecting participants with job opportunities in their 
field and geographic area. 

Since the participant population is entirely composed of ChalleNGe graduates and leverages the same 
guiding core components, some staff remarked that Job ChalleNGe is a continuation of ChalleNGe. In a Job 
ChalleNGe leadership interview, we learned that “JCP [Job ChalleNGe Program] is [a] continuation of YCP 
[Youth ChalleNGe Program]. We are taking students who have been broken down and built back up stron-
ger and bringing them to the college level. JCP is about bringing them in and getting them work ready and 
sending them work ready.” Likewise, staff across other sites made the analogy that ChalleNGe is basic train-
ing to Job ChalleNGe’s advanced individual training. These statements convey that Job ChalleNGe staff see 
themselves as further building and developing individuals whose foundations have been laid and reinforced 
by ChalleNGe. 

TABLE 3.2

Goals of Job ChalleNGe and Corresponding Core Components

Program Goal Corresponding Core Component

Setting participants up for employment opportunities Job skills 

Supporting participants to access other educational 
opportunities or military pathways (secondary)

Academic excellence

Developing socio-emotional skills Life-coping skills
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Staff were quick to note the key differences between ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe. Primarily, they noted 
that ChalleNGe is focused on discipline and structure, while Job ChalleNGe affords participants greater 
autonomy. Consequently, staff, many of whom have worked at both ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe at some 
point, noted that they have different expectations for Job ChalleNGe participants than they do for ChalleNGe 
cadets. A Job ChalleNGe staff member remarked that “My expectation for Job ChalleNGe [participants] is 
that you have already learned the rules and the expectations, and you’re preparing to carry yourself in the 
real world. You need to take what you learned in Youth ChalleNGe and apply it yourself.” This statement 
captures the pervasive sentiment that Job ChalleNGe participants take a more proactive, individual role in 
their development during the program and engage with staff, peers, and their training differently as a result. 

Staff statements go further to explicitly connect these expectations for Job ChalleNGe participants to 
program goals related to socio-emotional skillset development, more commonly known as soft skills. Inter-
viewees saw the development of soft skills as being inextricably tied to accomplishing the job and career 
development goals of the program in an authentic and valuable way. A counselor at one of the Job ChalleNGe 
sites remarked that 

We can get you this job and what not, but you have to keep it, and I feel like that it’s that other part, that’s 
getting you the emotional intelligence, that empathy that you need, the ability to view others’ point of view, 
is more critical. Those soft skills are necessary for you to excel in the workforce, and not just because you 
can get a job. You can have that job for 20 plus years, but where are you? Are you growing? It’s those skills 
that help you to be able to grow in your trade, grow in your profession, and grow in life. So that’s the overall 
mission of Job ChalleNGe.

Staff see their role as supporting participants in achieving these goals through coaching and mentorship. 
Interviewees from across sites consistently cited common goals of the program and remarked on the ways in 
which they encourage participants to take advantage of the opportunity to build a stronger future. Some Job 
ChalleNGe staff shared that they were brought up in similar environments and that they leverage their career 
pathways and changed circumstances as motivation for the participants and evidence of the importance of 
their hard work and engagement during the program. Staff see themselves as role models to give participants 
a window into a different type of adulthood: “We’re showing them a different way of doing things and show-
ing them that, ‘Hey, you don’t have to continue to do the things that you’ve seen in the past.’”

Participants’ occupational instructors, who largely work for external partner organizations (e.g., commu-
nity colleges, private training companies) were also familiar with Job ChalleNGe’s goals and the background 
of the participants. They remarked on their approaches to encouraging participants to take advantage of Job 
ChalleNGe and to see it as a stepping-stone for their future. According to one external instructor, “I always 
tell them that this is free education. There is no debt at the end of it. I tell them that they get out what they put 
into it. . . . They can be engineers if they really want to. There are a lot of opportunities beyond this. You make 
this what you want.” Instructors are bought into the mission; an instructor at the Louisiana site, where all 
instructors are now program employees, shared that this potential for impact is their reason for teaching Job 
ChalleNGe participants: “So if I can influence them or encourage them and make them better in some kind 
of a way, then I’ve done my job. And that’s what I’m here for: I’m here to make positive impact on these kids.” 
These remarks from 2021 echo sentiments that we heard from internal and external instructors in interviews 
conducted in 2020 (Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021); they communicate overall buy-in and 
understanding of the mission on the part of instructors. 

To accomplish these goals, the Job ChalleNGe programs provide training and activities that align with 
the ChalleNGe program’s core components. While all eight of the core components are explicit focuses in 
ChalleNGe, the Job ChalleNGe program is structured differently. In the next section, we discuss the core 
components that are the primary focus of the Job ChalleNGe program. 



Analyses in Support of Job ChalleNGe

31

Core Components of Focus
Job ChalleNGe comprises a different distribution of activities than ChalleNGe, as the former focuses on pre-
paring participants to secure and succeed in industry jobs. From our interviews, we find that the core com-
ponents that feature prominently in the Job ChalleNGe program are (1) job skills, (2) academic excellence, 
and (3) life-coping skills.

We learned during the first wave of data collection and analysis (spring 2020) that Job ChalleNGe par-
ticipants spend most of their time in the residential program attending classes and being transported to and 
from an external educational partner’s campus, activities that are aligned with the job skills and academic 
excellence core components. Moreover, some Job ChalleNGe participants are simultaneously working on 
completing their high school credential (GED or high school diploma), further constraining the time they 
might have for the other core components. For example, while physical training (PT) is an important part 
of the morning routine for ChalleNGe cadets, spring 2020 interviews with Job ChalleNGe staff revealed that 
the logistics of getting Job ChalleNGe participants to the education institution to attend their classes makes 
it difficult to consistently perform their PT activities. Variation in schedules and coursework requirements 
makes it challenging to schedule group activities. The only real common time available is over the weekends, 
so core components classes, PT, socialization time, and community service all compete for time on the sched-
ule. During spring 2021 data collection and analysis, we continued to find that the fulfillment of all eight core 
components might be less rigidly structured in Job ChalleNGe than is the case with ChalleNGe, where cadets 
spend the bulk of their time attending activities on campus.

Job Skills
Job ChalleNGe’s primary goal of enabling participants to secure and succeed in jobs and the time demands of 
training programs translates into an overwhelming focus on the development of job skills. The bulk of par-
ticipants’ time in the program is spent in or completing work for training to develop skills and prepare them 
for industry certificates. Participants across sites have class Monday through Thursday or Friday with daily 
study time. Time spent in class is, given the nature of the trades, often spent learning job skills in a hands-on 
fashion. The goal is to ensure that participants leave with an industry certificate, and staff perceive this out-
come as an important step toward a longer-term goal of stacking credentials that will increase participants’ 
options and competitiveness in the workforce. For example, a staff member explained the way in which the 
program is designed to set participants up for future skills development and credentialing: 

The way we’re set up is every [credit] actually builds into the larger diploma or degree. So if a student comes 
to [educational institution partner] and gets that basic metal arc welder certificate, then that student could 
actually go back home to [major nearby city]. And [urban community college] is there. They can actually 
have their transcript sent to [urban community college]. They get credit for that basic metal arc welder cer-
tificate and then they can go on to the next certificate. And the next certificate, or getting the diploma or 
the degree.	

In addition to teaching concrete technical skills for jobs, Job ChalleNGe also focuses on developing par-
ticipants’ habits and competencies that will lead to success in their careers. Participants are coached about 
worksite safety, arriving on time and being work ready, and interpersonal competencies (e.g., collaboration) 
that will contribute to stronger performance. 

Academic Excellence
At some sites, many participants are still working to finish their high school diploma, HiSET, or GED while 
concurrently undertaking job skills training. Additionally, at a couple of sites, participants can take more-
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traditional college-level academic coursework rather than occupational training. Consequently, academic 
excellence is another of the core components that features prominently in the Job ChalleNGe program. 

In service of ensuring that all participants complete their high school credential, Job ChalleNGe sites have 
adopted various models to provide participants with the time and support that they need. At some sites, space 
and supplies are provided, and participants are supervised as they independently study for their exams. On 
the other side of the spectrum, some sites provide virtual coursework or in-person instruction to give par-
ticipants guided, structured opportunities to develop their academic knowledge and skills and prepare for 
equivalency exams.

In addition to supporting the completion of high school–level credentials, many Job ChalleNGe pro-
grams also offer traditional academic coursework as an alternative to occupational training. Participants 
who pursue these courses often intend to transfer their credits toward a degree at another college after they 
complete Job ChalleNGe. Job ChalleNGe and educational partner staff expressed a commitment to these 
participants’ successful transition to further education after the program. For instance, interviewees noted 
working with participants to complete transfer and financial aid applications for future study. 

Regardless of whether students enroll in academic coursework or occupational training, the Job  
ChalleNGe sites are focused on promoting high levels of participant commitment to studying, knowledge 
building, and skill development. Participants have access to reference materials, technology, and staff during 
their daily study periods. Some sites bring educational partner staff to campus for additional tutoring hours 
to ensure that participants can be as successful as possible in their Job ChalleNGe training. 

Life-Coping Skills 
Interviewees articulated that participants’ future success depends on more than academic knowledge and 
technical skills. Job ChalleNGe emphasizes developing competencies and habits that will enable participants 
to manage their emotions and relationships and make informed career and financial decisions. “We want 
them to be [a] success in the workplace. We try to teach them what is appropriate behavior in the workplace. 
If they act out, there will be consequences,” shared a staff member. There is also a focus, according to a staff 
counselor, on overcoming relational challenges in the workplace by equipping participants with the experi-
ences to develop skills and insights such as “emotional intelligence, that empathy . . . the ability to view others’ 
point of view.”

Helping participants develop life-coping skills is accomplished through direct instruction on post and in 
collaboration with education partners. For instance, at some sites, participants acquire these skills as they 
prepare to apply for jobs. Participants attend mock interviews that teach them how to present themselves in 
terms of speech and dress. Further, technical training classes are often structured to encourage collabora-
tion on projects (although this was put on hold for some sites and program tracks during the pandemic), and 
instructors embed lessons on time management, interpersonal skills, and responsibility. Job ChalleNGe staff 
at some sites noted that some life-coping skills instruction warrants separate sessions for males and females. 
As noted by a cadre member at one of the programs,

We have a Young Men’s club. . . . We teach them how to dress, do Junior Achievement. We teach them how 
to talk to females in an appropriate manner, things like that. Tie ties, normal things that some of these kids 
don’t get at home.

Participants are developing key life-coping skills across Job ChalleNGe’s range of activities. While the 
integration of life-coping skills was evident across all sites, more time and opportunities are needed to develop 
this area of emphasis. As one professionalism instructor noted, “I would love to do more work on habit for-
mation. Developing healthy habits. . . . I think some work around that would definitely be beneficial.” Activi-
ties and instruction that support the development of life-coping skills support the goals of Job ChalleNGe. 
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Difficulties in Implementing Program Components
Programs face several challenges in implementing programming aligned with the core components. The 
main challenges that we heard from sites during spring 2021 were related to program logistics, job placement 
and postcompletion support, participant engagement, and continued pandemic response. 

Managing Program Logistics
One set of challenges faced by Job ChalleNGe sites is logistical in nature: In the day-to-day operations of the 
program, many programs reported difficulty managing the logistics of transporting participants to and from 
classes. The various training tracks have different schedules and, in some cases, are facilitated by different 
educational partners. Consequently, transporting participants to their training and monitoring them while 
in class has become very logistically burdensome for some sites. As programs expand the number of training 
tracks and, in some cases, the number of educational institutions with which they partner to provide access 
to training opportunities, this logistical challenge may be exacerbated. Sites might need to make adjust-
ments to mitigate these challenges. One site has worked with its educational partners to try to ensure that 
class times are similar across training tracks and to move the welding course to a campus that is closer to the 
installation. Louisiana has brought all training “in-house” by hiring training instructors as Job ChalleNGe 
employees and having classes on post. 

Connecting Participants with Employment Opportunities and Providing Post-Completion 
Services
Program personnel generally reported that participants are encountering difficulties with securing employ-
ment, particularly related to their training field, after Job ChalleNGe and that it is difficult to reach and 
serve participants after the program’s conclusion. Placement coordinators and other staff cited several dif-
ferent root challenges related to the issues with job placement. Some of the placement difficulties are based 
on age: Minors are too young for apprenticeship programs and cannot work on some job sites. Additionally, 
programs are having a difficult time monitoring opportunities and building connections in all the areas that 
participants call home. The geographic spread of participants, differing regional workforce needs, and the 
distance to their home areas (for network building and transportation to job interviews) present persistent 
challenges for placement staff. Some staff noted that the COVID-19 pandemic has perhaps exacerbated this 
issue, because placement personnel have less access to employers, and there are fewer opportunities to con-
nect participants with employers directly. 

Staff across sites also noted that, generally, post-completion services are not meeting graduates’ 
needs and, consequently, Job ChalleNGe is not accomplishing its goals. The job placement– and career  
development–oriented goals of Job ChalleNGe make post-completion follow-up and supplemental service 
provision central to determining how the program is performing and supporting graduates in need of addi-
tional support. Interviewed staff from across the sites noted that graduates often lack adequate housing and 
may not have access to transportation needed to secure and maintain employment. Interviewees noted that 
many Job ChalleNGe graduates are not comfortable returning to the homes of their parents or guardians 
because those environments are not aligned with the structure and habits that they have developed through 
ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe. Nonetheless, Job ChalleNGe graduates do not have the financial resources 
to rent their own apartments or may not be old enough to do so. Though staff do what they can to connect 
graduates with the resources that they need, they often fall short because the needed resources do not exist. 

The lack of a centralized data system also inhibits the ability of post-residential staff to track and report 
out on graduates’ statuses. ChalleNGe has Cadet Tracker, a centralized data system that collects useful, 
common data points about ChalleNGe cadets and graduates across sites (although not all sites use Cadet 
Tracker, all sites generally collect similar information to what is required by Cadet Tracker). Job ChalleNGe 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

34

does not have an equivalent centralized data collection system. Consequently, staff are unsure of what data 
to collect to track graduate progress and how best to catalogue these data for use at their site and for out-
comes analysis across all sites. The lack of a centralized data system affects the work of staff serving both 
current participants and graduates. Interviewed staff members noted that each department at their Job Chal-
leNGe site uses a different spreadsheet or paper filing system to keep track of needed data points on partici-
pants’ progress during the program. Consequently, staff are unable to look across a participant’s experience 
in Job ChalleNGe to how they are performing in the classroom, what their plans are for after graduation, 
and whether there are any current behavioral or emotional concerns. Likewise, staff who work with Job 
ChalleNGe graduates are not able to access information from their time in Job ChalleNGe that might help  
them to connect with these individuals and better promote their success. 

Participant Engagement
Both Job ChalleNGe and educational partner staff noted that program implementation is often impeded 
by participant behavior and motivation. Participants were described by various personnel as disruptive or 
argumentative, “happy doing the bare minimum,” and “not organized . . . [and] not timely.” When partici-
pants are disengaged or disruptive during activities and coursework, it makes it difficult for them and their 
peers to achieve the high standards set forth in the core components. The nature of this challenge varies from 
participant to participant, cycle to cycle. Staff from several Job ChalleNGe sites noted that spring cycle par-
ticipants in 2021 were generally more engaged than participants in the prior cycles. Nonetheless, cadre, in 
particular, noted that a large part of the role of staff is to address any behavioral challenges. This is important 
in the training setting, where cadre across programs work in collaboration with instructors to ensure that 
the training environment is as productive as possible. The deputy director at one site noted the importance of 
having Job ChalleNGe staff working alongside instructors and the need for ongoing work to ensure produc-
tive collaboration: “We’re figuring out the best way to work together and establish collaborative relationships 
between the instructors and the cadre.”

To combat these challenges, Job ChalleNGe personnel provide structure and speak with students about 
the program-imposed and natural consequences of their actions; their efforts are intended to build collab-
orative relationships with participants through which they work together to improve participants’ habits and 
develop their professionalism.

Program staff also acknowledge that the participants often come from challenging backgrounds and that 
their participation in Job ChalleNGe demonstrates their motivation and ambition. Staff articulate that par-
ticipants’ home environments and prior educational experiences have been challenging and often traumatic 
and led them to the program. One instructor noted, “I think a lot of students in this program don’t have a lot 
of choice but to go to this program.” Staff overwhelmingly expressed their commitment to doing all that they 
can to work with participants to overcome challenges related to behavior and engagement to promote their 
success in training and, subsequently, the workforce. 

Pandemic Implications and Response
The COVID-19 pandemic has slowed program growth and limited program success. This has been par-
ticularly dramatic for the expansion sites, which were in their first or second cycle of participants when 
the COVID-19 pandemic virtually shut down in-person instruction and necessitated the closure of some 
ChalleNGe programs in March 2020. For example, Louisiana, which welcomed its first class in January of 
2020, has not been able to implement standard operating procedures under nonpandemic conditions. In the 
intervening year, programs have had the opportunity to reopen but have faced difficulty with planning and 
implementing activities, as well as with recruiting participants. Site leadership and recruiting staff expressed 
hope that the coming year will see an easing of restrictions that will facilitate program implementation. As 
noted in Chapter Two, the number of participants in ChalleNGe during 2020 was markedly lower than in 
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previous years, but as ChalleNGe programs can return to normal capacity, personnel said that they anticipate 
larger ChalleNGe classes and, in turn, more individuals interested in continuing their training through Job 
ChalleNGe participation. 

Without a doubt, the COVID-19 pandemic disrupted Job ChalleNGe sites’ capacity to fully achieve pro-
gram goals. The pandemic affected every dimension of the program, and it was rare to meet with a staff 
member or educational partner who did not mention the pandemic as a significant challenge to participant 
experiences and learning. Sites had to immediately adjust to public health mandates (e.g., social distanc-
ing, wearing masks), which amplified the challenges participants already experienced as they progressed 
through the program. Visitation from family, friends, and mentors was eliminated, and field trips and off-
site activities were significantly modified to keep participants safe; this made participants, according to our 
interviews, feel constrained in a program that was already highly structured. Many educational partners had 
to shut down their campuses and shift to virtual learning, which sites were not prepared to accommodate 
because of a lack of technological resources for participants. And even when in-person learning was rein-
stated, especially for tracks that require lab work (e.g., welding), social distancing was maintained, which dis-
couraged collaborative learning. Developing relationships with employers, as well, was a challenge because 
placement and outreach coordinators had to minimize their travel. Inviting employers on site to connect with 
participants—via job fairs or speaking engagements—was also not allowed. And Job ChalleNGe leaders and 
staff were overwhelmed because they had to determine how to best meet evolving public health mandates 
with little guidance; this was more difficult for sites that were experiencing higher levels of turnover with 
cadre. In essence, Job ChalleNGe sites, this past year, operated under circumstances that were beyond their 
control. We took this context into account throughout our research process, and we ask that findings shared 
in this report be reviewed with this in mind.

Training Provision

A wide range of organizations actively support and promote Job ChalleNGe’s mission by equipping its par-
ticipants with the knowledge, skills, and experiences to pursue opportunities in high-demand sectors of the 
economy. Job ChalleNGe sites, broadly, seek partnerships with local community colleges to lead and deliver 
training and instruction for participants, with some variation across sites (see Table 3.1 in Chapter Three). 
As the largest sector of the U.S. postsecondary education system to offer vocational and technical education, 
community colleges possess the expertise to develop learning environments aligned with Job ChalleNGe’s 
needs. However, many sites also seek private or industry training partners to accommodate the 5.5-month 
length of the program and site preferences with regard to training track design and implementation. 

The relationship between each Job ChalleNGe site and its partner(s), based on a shared goal of pre-
paring individuals for the workforce, is one in which all parties work together and share resources to 
achieve optimal participant outcomes. This section provides an overview of training provision at each site 
and describes, where applicable, the features of sites’ educational partnerships with various organizations, 
including the policies and processes and the approaches taken and resources provided to facilitate positive 
experiences for participants. 

Overview of Sites’ Arrangements for Training Provision
In spring 2021, the Job ChalleNGe sites took various approaches to meet program and participant train-
ing needs: 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

36

•  In California, near the Los Alamitos site, Long Beach City College is Job ChalleNGe’s main partner. 
With a dedicated academic college for CTE, Long Beach City College has one of the largest technical 
education programs in the state. The Certified Nursing Assistant (CNA) track, however, is offered to 
participants through a partnership with Libertana, a health services organization. 

•  At the Georgia Job ChalleNGe site, Savannah Technical College and Coastal Pines Technical College are 
the educational providers. These community colleges belong to the greater Technical College of Geor-
gia, allowing participants to continue their education no matter their location in the state. 

•  In Michigan, Kellogg Community College is the provider for most training tracks. Job ChalleNGe par-
ticipants can also pursue an apprenticeship program in construction through Zero Day, a local organi-
zation committed to promoting workforce development among veterans that has expanded to include 
other populations (e.g., formerly incarcerated individuals). 

•  In South Carolina, the Job ChalleNGe site partners with Midlands Technical College. Job ChalleNGe 
anticipates establishing an additional partnership with Apprenticeship Carolina, the apprenticeship 
arm of the South Carolina Technical College System, to expand training and credential options. 

•  The West Virginia site works with the Monongalia County Technical Education Center, which places 
a heavy emphasis on adult education, and the Robert C. Byrd Institute, the technical education arm of 
Marshall University, a four-year university. 

•  The Louisiana site, unlike its counterparts, provides direct training to its participants and maintains its 
own roster of instructors. Instructors are hired and employed by Louisiana Job ChalleNGe and teach 
their classes on post. The term educational partnerships that we use to describe other sites’ arrange-
ments to provide participant training is, thus, not applicable to Louisiana. 

While community colleges remain the primary educational provider to Job ChalleNGe participants, sites 
establish partnerships with various organizations that best meet the needs of their populations. 

Meeting the Educational Needs of Job ChalleNGe
Job ChalleNGe recruits individuals from a wide range of circumstances and with diverse interests and goals. 
The educational organizations that are partners recognize this reality and ensure that the education and 
training that they provide are tailored to Job ChalleNGe’s mission while maintaining flexibility to accom-
modate changes and constraints at the sites. Staff across the sites spoke highly of their educational partners 
for helping them navigate challenges related to scheduling, resources, and student needs. According to a 
staff member, “We have good partnerships and pathways. [Our partners] all work around our needs,” and 
“[Campus leaders are] very receptive to our needs and willing to explore any avenues that we want to explore.” 
For instance, staff spoke of one partner’s willingness to align courses with the site’s daily timetable so that 
participants can tend to their other responsibilities on site. A staff member also shared how an academic dean 
allowed a participant to enroll in a program track outside of those predetermined for Job ChalleNGe because 
it was more aligned with the participant’s interests. In describing his organization’s relationship with Job 
ChalleNGe, an administrator at an external partner stated, “We are very compatible.” In short, educational 
organizations enter this partnership with a mentality that is responsive to sites. This mentality is expressed in 
three concrete ways: instructional approach, relevant curriculum, and access to campus services.

Instructional Approach
Participants arrive at Job ChalleNGe with varied educational backgrounds and life experiences. Many 
instructors take this into account as they determine instructional approaches to optimize participant out-
comes in the program. One instructor’s perspective captures this sentiment well:



Analyses in Support of Job ChalleNGe

37

[They] come from different backgrounds and they have different learning styles. . . . I have to find a way to 
keep everyone on track and up to speed. I don’t want to leave anyone behind. I want to be able to have them 
all on the same level or have the opportunity to get up to the same level as everyone else. . . . I have to tailor 
my time and approach to each one of those individuals.

Instructors employed a variety of tools to help participants master content and skills. For instance, 
instructors leaned on social media platforms, such as YouTube and Twitch, that were popular with partici-
pants. Traditional lectures were transformed into Jeopardy! games to help participants remember key facts. 
Role playing was used to help participants master soft skills (e.g., communication, collaboration). Breakout 
sessions ensured that participants, who may be more comfortable in smaller groups, were given opportuni-
ties to speak up and interact with their peers. According to one instructor, “Because of the stress that they’re 
under, which is far greater than the typical college student, they [participants] may not always walk in the 
room ready to learn in the most traditional senses. So it’s important to be able to flex and shift with them 
quickly.” As exemplified by this quote, we heard from instructors that they are creative in their instructional 
methods in part because they perceive that it is especially important to use various approaches to engage the 
group of learners in the Job ChalleNGe program. 

Instructors were also aware that traditional notions of homework were not well suited for Job  
ChalleNGe participants, given time and resource constraints on site. For instance, an instructor decided to 
flip his course because he knew that participants would not have access to the necessary lab materials out-
side class, which meant that all the assignments were completed in class, where participants could also seek 
support, while the lecture materials were reviewed at their leisure. Of course, the COVID-19 pandemic also 
disrupted traditional modes of instruction. While public health policies dictated when in-person instruction 
and lab could resume, instructors described trying to be agile throughout this period and to choose the best 
possible instructional approaches for participants.

According to several conversations with Job ChalleNGe staff and instructors across all sites, many par-
ticipants had had negative experiences in the educational system, which affected their outlook on the future 
and how they responded to the academic component of Job ChalleNGe (e.g., considering instructor expertise 
and perspectives, taking classes seriously). Instructors addressed this challenge by modifying their instruc-
tional approach to focus on providing positive feedback to and building strong rapport with participants. A 
welding instructor discussed the importance of delivering formative feedback, a method that simultaneously 
highlights the participant’s progress and encourages them to improve. A trades instructor reported going as 
far as interviewing each of his students to ascertain their goals and decide how he could best support them. 

Not all instructors, however, were prepared to teach Job ChalleNGe participants. While all instructors 
possessed the technical expertise to prepare participants for their intended careers, some did not have the 
experience and skills to support participants from a wide range of personal and social circumstances. A few 
sites admitted that some of their participants’ behavior violated campus rules and instructors were unable 
to manage them in class, leading to strained relations with an educational partner. Interviews with site lead-
ers and education partner administrators revealed wide variation in how instructors were hired for Job  
ChalleNGe participant courses. At the Louisiana site, where courses are taught in house, prior experience 
working with populations similar to Job ChalleNGe participants was a key criterion for hire; this was not the 
case for some of the other sites, which focused on technical expertise and availability. Given our interviews 
with staff and education partners across the six sites, it appears that instructors are effective when they have 
a clear sense of participants’ diverse circumstances instead of treating participants as more-traditional col-
lege students. 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

38

Relevant Curriculum
Educational partners maintain working relations with industry representatives to ensure that curriculum is 
relevant and opportunities for learning are expanded. While this feature is not unique to the partnership, 
it is nonetheless critical to the Job ChalleNGe mission. For instance, in one state, an educational partner 
developed an advisory committee made up of local industry partners that meets twice a year “to review cur-
riculum and provide input.” This input is then sent up to the regional area and eventually gathered statewide; 
the modified curriculum then reflects the most up-to-date and comprehensives changes in industry. In Cali-
fornia, a similar structure exists for the automotive industry, albeit limited to the local area. According to an 
administrator, 

In automotive, we have the local companies, big and small. We try to make our advisory boards as diverse 
as possible to keep the curriculum as applicable as possible due to the diversity of work within the field. 
The advisory board meets annually. Our local community and the advisory board understand our mission. 
They send their job positions, and they let us use their facilities. We’ll also organize field trips.

Advisory committees are also a channel for campus representatives to procure additional resources and 
future opportunities for participants. 

Instructors also identify and maintain relations with employers that are local to the participants’ home 
region. Because of these working relations, instructors can gather the specific competencies and skills that 
employers require their employees to possess; this information is then incorporated in the curriculum. Since 
many participants return to their home region after completing Job ChalleNGe, this strategy also promotes 
their future employability. 

Access to Campus Services 
Student services at educational partners are accessible to Job ChalleNGe participants and supplement their 
experiences. While Job ChalleNGe is the home program for participants, their enrollment in courses offered 
by educational partners makes them eligible to access and participate in the services and programming 
offered to all of the partners’ students. These services include orientation, which acclimates participants to 
campus life, sets them up with a campus ID, and informs them of campus policies and the available resources 
to support their learning. Academic support is also offered both in and outside of class. On one campus, 
instructional assistants walk around assisting Job ChalleNGe participants with their assignments. When 
not physically on the college campus, participants can access the Cranium Café, a virtual platform that links 
them to the instructional assistants. At another educational partner, participants can access the Adult Learn-
ing Center, which offers learning support in basic skills, job readiness, life-coping skills, computer literacy, 
and preparation for specialized examinations. Other partners also run several workshops for job readiness, 
including career days, resume and cover letter preparation, and mock interviews. In fact, one educational 
partner has a dedicated career coach who works directly with Job ChalleNGe students. It is important to note 
that some of these services do address gaps in resources at the Job ChalleNGe sites, such as psychological 
counseling services. Due to budgetary constraints and staff turnover, some sites have not been able to staff up 
appropriately. Through their partnership with educational organizations, participants can still access these 
crucial wellness services. The challenge, however, lies with opportunity. With tight schedules, exacerbated 
by staffing shortages and the long distances between some sites and educational partners’ campuses, partici-
pants may not have the time to take advantage of these services.
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Programmatic Elements to Support Partnership
As an expression of their commitment to their partnership with educational organizations, sites will often 
place cadre inside or near the classrooms to support an instructor in managing disruptive classroom behav-
ior and promoting participant engagement. Across most sites, cadre and instructors communicate regularly 
and have good rapport with each other. Cadre will often quietly sit in the back or right outside the door to 
minimize disruption to participant learning. There have been times where instructors may ask cadre for their 
assistance, such as with enforcing PPE rules or to better entertain and engage participants during a lecture. 
Instructors also feel assured that cadre are present to handle any disruptive behavior, allowing instructors 
to focus on teaching. According to an instructor, “From my perspective, it’s been awesome. You know, when 
the very few times we’ve had one of the students who might be having a bad day or something, they’ve got 
their cadre all with radios and you know, we’ll just let someone know.” Instructors may provide cadre with 
updates on student progress; in this way, cadre can extend targeted support to participants on site, ensuring 
that participants are supported in both spaces. While the presence of cadre has been generally positive for 
participants and instructors, this is not the case for all sites. 

Some sites and their educational partners have expressed mutual concerns with the presence of cadre in 
the classroom. According to one deputy director, “It wasn’t very clear between the cadre and instructor and 
what [cadre] roles were. . . . We’ve been having those conversations because cadre have experience working 
with the youth.” As noted earlier, some instructors do not possess the experiences and skills to work with and 
support Job ChalleNGe student populations. Given the duties—to supervise and support the development of 
participants—that cadre were hired to perform, it appears that, in some cases, cadre may believe that their 
authority extends to the classroom, the primary domain of educators. When we asked educational partner 
personnel for their perspective on instructor-cadre relations, an administrator stated, “I’ve heard some com-
plaints from the instructors that there was a cadre doing the work for a student in the classroom. The pro-
gram side said that they were just helping out. Sometimes the cadre are too friendly with the students, and 
not like an authoritative figure.” At one site, current cadre-instructor relations have led the site to schedule 
opportunities for staff and instructors to meet one another and clarify expectations of the partnership and 
the disciplinary policy. Instructors will also be given training on working with youth. It is unclear whether 
these efforts will mitigate these challenges; until then, the educational partner is concerned about losing 
instructors over this situation. 

Occupational Offerings

The occupational training offerings are the primary draw to enroll in Job ChalleNGe and the primary activ-
ity that participants engage in while in the program. Job ChalleNGe was initiated to connect ChalleNGe 
graduates with occupational training and credentials to secure well-paying, attainable jobs in in-demand 
fields. In spring 2020, we found that the sites had been working closely with their training partners to iden-
tify occupations to which graduates of Job ChalleNGe can transition directly. In spring 2021, we continued to 
find evidence of this collaboration with educational partners, as well as reflection on the demand for existing 
and new training tracks and the likelihood of participant success in the programs. To date, all sites continue 
to evaluate and modify their occupational offerings, adding and eliminating fields as they deem appropri-
ate and necessary. Motivation behind changing offerings centers on participant interest and the feasibility of 
completion of a meaningful credential during the 5.5-month program period. 
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Common Occupational Offerings Across Sites
Last spring, we found that the six sites had substantial overlap in offerings. For instance, most programs offer 
courses in welding and in the health fields. While there have been some changes since spring 2020, offerings 
through the January 2021 cycle continued to show a core set of occupational offerings across sites. Table 3.3 
displays the specific course offerings. As before, there is variation in program duration within disciplinary 
tracks, as sites can offer different training and certification opportunities depending on educational part-
ner programming and participant qualifications. Our interviews suggest that these choices reflect strong 
demand for middle-skill health and construction professionals across the country. 

Determining Occupational Offerings
In selecting occupational training pathways, Job ChalleNGe sites strive to offer programs that both appeal 
to the interests and needs of the participants and align with industry needs. Program personnel often 
spoke first of the need to generate participant interest to drive enrollment in and engagement with Job 
ChalleNGe training. 

Program personnel described the need for occupational training pathways to be aligned with participants’ 
interests. Sites look for demand signals from participants and try to make inferences about gaps in their offer-
ings based on demand for the Job ChalleNGe program and enrollment in particular training tracks. Many 
programs survey ChalleNGe cadets to get a sense for their interests or conduct surveys and exit interviews 
with Job ChalleNGe participants to gauge what future pathways might be of interest to their peers. One edu-
cation coordinator noted that, through this information-gathering, the program can make sure that it offers 
pathways of interest to youth and that these pathways of interest are appropriately aligned to prepare partici-
pants for jobs:

We’re constantly revamping things, adjusting modules. I’m always looking for new pathways. I offer 11 or 
12 trade pathways, and I’m looking to offer more. At the college, I can only build on what they offer, but I 
am looking to work with private vendors.

This staff member, like others across sites, noted that by looking to private training vendors and addi-
tional community college partners, sites can offer more types of training opportunities to Job ChalleNGe 
participants. 

TABLE 3.3

Most Commonly Offered Courses Across the Job ChalleNGe Programs

Course Duration CA GA LA MI SC WV

Welding 10–20 weeks ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ 

CNA, medical assistant 9–20 weeks ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️

Heating, ventilation, and air conditioning 
(HVAC)

6–20 weeks ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️

Phlebotomy 6 weeks ✔️ ✔️ ✔️ ✔️

Electrical 10–20 weeks ✔️  ✔️ ✔️ ✔️

Commercial driver’s license (CDL) 6–8 weeks ✔️ ✔️

Automotive 6–20 weeks ✔️ ✔️ ✔️  

NOTES: This information was gathered from interviews conducted virtually during spring 2021 in combination with previously collected data from 
course documentation shared at the February 2020 Directors’ Conference in Arlington, Va., and virtual interviews conducted from March through 
June 2020. 
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Leadership and program staff also consistently underscored the importance of ensuring that program 
training offerings are industry driven. They do this by looking at forecasts for job growth regionally and 
nationally, speaking with local and regional employers about current and upcoming need, and by working 
with their educational partners. For instance, one education partner administrator noted that, “We started 
a new small engine mechanic course combined with a modified, custom welding course. We were told by 
employers that there are no people taking small engine mechanic courses, but they need people in that area.” 
Job ChalleNGe staff noted that they had an upcoming meeting with their education partner about offering 
training in higher-paying fields going forward. Through these and similar actions, Job ChalleNGe programs 
both examine new training tracks and evaluate the continued relevance of existing tracks. 

Program personnel recognize the need to strike a balance between labor market demand, available 
courses, and participant interests. It is imperative that training tracks be aligned with job opportunities to 
place program graduates, but keeping track of current and emerging job growth is a substantial task.2 Also, 
as the Job ChalleNGe sites become better established, there may be additional opportunities to influence 
participant interest (perhaps while recruiting ChalleNGe cadets to participate in Job ChalleNGe). Education 
partners are generally aligned with Job ChalleNGe leadership regarding the importance of maintaining bal-
ance between youth interests and industry demand. One education partner administrator noted,

We want it to be something that is worthwhile and will hopefully result in employment. We don’t want to 
do training just to do training. I’ve seen too much of that. We want to make sure it’s in demand and can be 
completed in a short period of time. We’ve done pretty good at it. The other side is that it has to be some-
thing that the kids are interested in.

In addition to considering youth interest and labor market demand, Job ChalleNGe programs and their 
educational partners also noted the particular considerations for participants who are interested in enlist-
ing in the military or pursuing further college-level academic study. Individuals who are planning to enlist 
are interested in earning at least 15 college credit hours to advance their standing upon entry. Consequently, 
programs work with participants interested in this pathway to ensure that they are enrolled in sufficient 
coursework to meet this goal during their time in Job ChalleNGe. Similarly, participants who are interested 
in pursuing an associate or bachelor’s degree are interested in earning as many college credits as possible 
while in the Job ChalleNGe program. 

Most sites have the flexibility to adjust occupational training offerings relatively quickly: If an opportu-
nity arises or participants express an interest, as long as places can be secured in the appropriate coursework, 
sites can generally add the program swiftly. However, Louisiana Job ChalleNGe is a notable outlier with 
regard to training program selection processes. Louisiana’s program is funded by the DoL, so the DoL must 
approve any occupational training pathway. 

Adjustment of training tracks from cycle to cycle may be advantageous for Job ChalleNGe programs, but, 
in some circumstances, it can present challenges for education partners. Education partner institutions need 
to secure instructors, instructional space, and the appropriate equipment and supplies to offer high-quality 
training to Job ChalleNGe participants. 

Placement of Participants in Training Tracks
Once the training tracks are established, staff must place participants in their training pathways. Recruit-
ing staff work to identify candidates for the Job ChalleNGe program, assess their training program interest 

2	  To assist ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe staff with this task, new RAND research identifies a set of high-paying, attainable, 
growth-oriented middle skills occupations; see Edwards, Zaber, and Schwam, 2022.
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and eligibility, and get them enrolled in a particular training pathway. Guiding factors for participant place-
ment in training tracks are interest, age, prior academic experience, and demonstrated aptitude. Discussions 
about interests are, naturally, quite important during the application process. Additionally, age is an impor-
tant factor in training track placement; it is not possible for individuals under 18 years old to participate in 
certain training programs. Further, job placement staff at some sites have found that, even if minors can 
train, they cannot get jobs once they graduate because of worksite regulations with strict age requirements. 
Consequently, program staff at several sites have determined that it is not in the participants’ or program’s 
interest to let minors enroll in training tracks for jobs in which they cannot successfully be placed right after 
the program. 

Participants’ prior academic experience and demonstrated aptitude are also important factors in training 
placement. Most often, these qualification-related requirements are instituted by the educational partner to 
ensure adequate academic preparation (e.g., enrollment requires a high school diploma, GED, or a particular 
math placement score). However, sometimes these decisions are made subjectively by Job ChalleNGe pro-
gram staff in light of trends that they have observed with regard to participant success in the program during 
prior cycles or their knowledge of participants’ academic background and behavior while in ChalleNGe. 

Because of challenges with timing of admission and generating sufficient interest to guarantee particu-
lar courses, most sites admit participants first and assign them to training tracks later. When participants 
are not informed of their training tracks until after they have begun Job ChalleNGe, as is most frequently 
the case at present, staff noted that they become upset and disengaged if they are not placed in their first-
choice program, regardless of the reason. Many Job ChalleNGe staff members noted that it would be more 
beneficial for participants, cadre, and instructors if participants were informed of their training track assign-
ment before enrollment. However, recruiting staff and leadership acknowledged that they might have diffi-
culty enrolling younger participants or those with weaker academic backgrounds if they took this approach, 
because those individuals are frequently the ones who are ineligible for their first-choice training programs. 
This concern is salient to staff members because of the pressure that sites feel to hit their enrollment targets.

Difficulties in Occupational Training Provision
The primary difficulty that Job ChalleNGe programs are facing at present with regard to occupational train-
ing provision is getting sufficient interest and participant success to start and maintain programs. Program 
staff consistently express that they want to offer training courses that will set participants up for gainful 
employment opportunities. However, these opportunities are sometimes not aligned with participants’ inter-
ests. Consequently, programs described their efforts to work with education partners and internal staff to 
find flashy or cutting-edge opportunities. Unfortunately, there may still be limited participant interest in 
these options. For instance, one director noted that they set up a drone certification class, which they thought 
would be a hit with participants and which would give opportunities to their staff to share some of their 
expertise from their military occupations. However, they have not yet gotten any participant interest. 

Mismatch between program length and the time it takes to earn a credential for employment in the train-
ing fields presents difficulties for Job ChalleNGe, as it impedes connecting participants with post-program 
opportunities. The length of the program might not be sufficient to allow participants to develop the techni-
cal skills and professional competencies necessary to qualify for entry-level positions in their chosen fields. 
This challenge was most salient in discussions with instructors, who noted the differences in traditional pro-
gram length and Job ChalleNGe, and placement coordinators, who spoke of the difficulty of finding jobs for 
which graduates were qualified. Adjustments may need to be made to program design to address this issue.

Another challenge that programs and their participants are facing is limited participant success in par-
ticular training tracks. Several Job ChalleNGe sites noted that their participants do not have the mathe-
matical or technical foundations to be successful in offered programs. Some sites have successfully refined 
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their models in response to this concern by discontinuing offering such training tracks; one staff member 
described the motivation for discontinuing a training track by saying that the “investment is not providing 
the returns we want.” Other sites continue to offer such tracks but are increasingly discerning regarding 
which participants are permitted to enroll. 

Another challenge to program offerings is having to discontinue courses in response to changes with edu-
cational partner organizations. Job ChalleNGe leadership described last-minute changes to anticipated pro-
gram offerings when educational partners could not find an available instructor or experienced low demand 
from Job ChalleNGe or high demand from traditional college enrollees (i.e., the course filled before Job 
ChalleNGe gave the college its numbers). Interviewees related that, when coveted courses are not offered,  
some of the anticipated participants are also lost because they choose not to enroll rather than to enter a 
second-choice training track. 

Some sites have found that developing more partnerships has helped to mitigate offering instability. One 
education coordinator noted the following:

I would like to get as many partners as I can. I found that with [one private partner], if we don’t have enough 
individuals interested for a construction course, then they won’t run the class. So either I have to come up 
with another construction course or the students leave me. However, I’ve found that I can look at what the 
college has to offer and create a pathway at the college. Likewise, I used to be very dependent on the col-
lege, but when they shut down, it became very difficult. I am looking to change that for the future in case 
something like that happens again. Now we’re getting more companies to come in so we don’t have all of 
our eggs in a basket.

By not putting all the program’s “eggs” in one educational partner’s “basket,” Job ChalleNGe sites may 
be better positioned to consistently offer enough seats in training tracks of interest to participants. How-
ever, managing multiple partners might be time-consuming and, when it comes to program implementation, 
logistically untenable. 

Cultivating Employer Relations 

Job ChalleNGe sites dedicate resources toward cultivating working relations with employers to facilitate par-
ticipants’ transition from training to full-time employment, a fundamental pillar of the program. Sites estab-
lish relations with local employers that are aligned with training tracks. Jiffy Lube and General Motors, for 
instance, hire graduates of the automotive track, whereas St. Jude’s Hospital has been a successful source of 
employment for those completing the CNA track. Benefits to these working relations include priority hiring 
for full-time employment, internship and apprenticeship opportunities, and field trips. But the strength of 
these employer relations varies, not just by state and region, but by how sites structure job placement services. 

Most sites employ three to four placement staff tasked with placing participants in full-time employment 
upon completion of the program. To achieve this outcome, these staff will establish working relations with 
employers to strengthen participants’ transition to the workforce. These relations, however, are not formal 
nor led by any memorandum of understanding but are based on efforts of individual staff reaching out 
and educating employers, on a regular basis, about the purpose of Job ChalleNGe and helping them see the 
program as a significant source of well-trained new hires. Staff members are either assigned to areas (e.g., 
counties) in the state or by program track (e.g., culinary). The process of identifying employers in the state, 
aside from ensuring alignment with occupational offerings, is driven by student interests and location pref-
erences. For instance, an outreach specialist shared, “I had a student who really wanted to work in a lumber 
yard. I marked out lumber yards in his home area, and then I made a day trip and showed them my folders. 
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For others, I might just call them over the phone. Oftentimes it’s cold turkey.” Participants, however, are not 
always sure what they want, leading a placement coordinator to take a less-structured approach. According 
to one deputy director, a “placement coordinator has placed a lot of our [participants] just by building face-
to-face contacts with employers by walking the [participants] around their hometown with their resume.” 
This has allowed, as shared by the placement coordinator, the site to build “those connections and networks 
in the community.” Distance, though, can be a challenge to this approach, particularly for certain sites. For 
example, a staff member noted the following:

Many students aren’t local. Some of them live a five-hour drive away. Having a hard time connecting with 
employers and putting students in front of them while they’re in the program. But we can still talk to them, 
monitor job openings. Some students are from a labor market area that’s not conducive to the trade at all.

While placement staff are committed to helping participants secure opportunities after the program, 
there does not appear to be a systematic approach to developing close, working relations with employers, 
leading these services to operate inefficiently. 

The process of maintaining these relations, however, in a manner that allows sites to secure future oppor-
tunities and placement is unclear, and additional challenges do abound. Sites reported that deeper engage-
ment with employers is an important strategy to achieve the Job ChalleNGe mission, but our conversations 
with staff across the sites revealed the absence of a proactive and intentional system of engagement, as exem-
plified in this comment from one placement coordinator: “We don’t really actively maintain them. Occa-
sionally they might call back if they are looking to hire, or I might check back with them to see if they are 
hiring elsewhere.” When interviewees were pushed for more details about employer relations, the responses 
were vague. This can be partially explained by the ongoing problems with the pandemic, which has dis-
rupted normal operations—such as hosting job fairs or inviting employers to be guest speakers—and made 
it difficult to plan. As the country recovers from the pandemic, future visits to sites will provide more-
comprehensive insights on how sites engage employers.

Job ChalleNGe–Youth ChalleNGe Relationship

Although respondents noted the inherent link between Job ChalleNGe and ChalleNGe, sites varied in the 
extent of cooperation between programs. Examples of cooperation included sharing staff and resources 
between programs (e.g., lending vehicles for events), shared staff training, and cooperation for recruitment 
of participants for Job ChalleNGe. 

Relationship Between Job ChalleNGe and Youth ChalleNGe Staff
Strong partnerships between Job ChalleNGe and ChalleNGe sites may yield benefits for program implemen-
tation. At Job ChalleNGe sites where staff reported strong collaboration with ChalleNGe, Job ChalleNGe 
staff also reported that they were better able to provide information to cadets, recruit cadets to Job Chal-
leNGe, and share resources with the ChalleNGe site. At these locations, staff perceptions of program design 
and positive implementation were stronger. 

At several sites, Job ChalleNGe staff reported maintaining a close relationship with ChalleNGe staff. A 
few sites share leadership between programs, such as director or commandant, and those sites sometimes 
share additional staff, such as a counselor or instructors. These sites sometimes share resources, such as 
vehicles for transportation, on an as-needed basis to help each other out. Staff at some sites noted a great deal 
of cohesion between staff across programs. For example, one cadre member noted,
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We are all one program. Each of us always tell each other what is going on. We try to include both groups 
for activities and events. We try to do a lot of things together as the academy as a whole. 

Other sites reported a less-strong relationship and even tension between staff at each program. In  
some cases, the lack of a more positive relationship with ChalleNGe was attributed to the newness of the 
Job ChalleNGe program—that ChalleNGe staff were not convinced about the stability of Job ChalleNGe 
because of struggles launching the program. In other cases, relationship issues were attributed to the per-
sonalities of staff.

Most sites reported that they had a good working relationship with ChalleNGe for recruitment. As noted 
earlier, Job ChalleNGe depends on its feeder ChalleNGe site(s) for recruitment. Respondents noted that 
their ability to recruit enough Job ChalleNGe participants depended on the success of ChalleNGe sites in 
producing enough graduates. The pipeline of potential Job ChalleNGe applicants was severely affected by 
COVID-19. In an effort to maintain their enrollment numbers, some program staff noted, they accepted par-
ticipants who were not mature enough for the Job ChalleNGe program. Consequently, these programs expe-
rienced some problems with participant engagement and behavior that necessitated establishing additional 
structure and stricter behavior codes for participants. Respondents expressed optimism that the recruitment 
pipeline would return to normal and preferred eligibility criteria and program guidelines could resume once 
COVID-19 restrictions were lifted. 

A few sites had active cooperation between programs for recruitment, with Job ChalleNGe recruiters 
working closely with ChalleNGe staff to encourage cadets to apply to Job ChalleNGe. For example, one site 
with multiple ChalleNGe feeder sites had a recruiter assigned to one of the remote ChalleNGe locations, with 
a desk located in the main staff office area. Another site cooperated with ChalleNGe to give cadets tours of 
the Job ChalleNGe facilities with the goal of showing cadets that Job ChalleNGe offered fewer restrictions 
and better facilities than ChalleNGe. 

Respondents explained that they wanted to recruit applicants with greater likelihood of success in Job 
ChalleNGe. “We need those kids that want to achieve things,” said one staff member. Specifically, they said 
that they wanted to recruit participants who were motivated, focused and mature enough for a college envi-
ronment. One staff member noted, 

Our students also go to public technical colleges, so if they are prone to outbursts, that puts a bad image on 
us and that hurts us. Students who need more help and attention, they are not suited here, and if they come 
and we have to release them, that hurts them more than helps them. Getting [ChalleNGe] to understand 
more of those things, it helped us get a better group of students.

This sentiment was confirmed by many staff, including cadre, who expected participants, upon entering 
the Job ChalleNGe program, to arrive focused and motivated to succeed, given their time with ChalleNGe. 

Some respondents reported that privacy concerns prevented them from accessing ChalleNGe records to 
examine disciplinary issues or academic performance, so they had to rely solely on recommendations from 
ChalleNGe staff, which were not detailed assessments but just yes or no recommendations. Other programs 
reported being able to examine cadet records to identify the most-promising candidates. One site noted that 
the quality of Job ChalleNGe participants also depended on the ability of their feeder ChalleNGe sites to 
recruit “high-quality” cadets and to provide a good educational background for the Job ChalleNGe training. 
As noted by one program coordinator, “The cadets [ChalleNGe] is recruiting now, they are more focused; 
they seem to be more goal-driven. Which is good for us, because they would also be more focused if they 
come to [Job ChalleNGe].” 
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Youth ChalleNGe as Training Experience for Job ChalleNGe Staff
Since Job ChalleNGe is an extension of ChalleNGe, it is perhaps not surprising that many staff whom we 
spoke with had worked for ChalleNGe in the past. Prior experience with ChalleNGe was seen by respondents 
as a positive and a negative for staff performance at Job ChalleNGe. 

On the positive side, respondents noted that cadre receive training at ChalleNGe that prepared them for 
working with Job ChalleNGe participants. Cadre training at some Job ChalleNGe sites was described as “on-
the-job” with little formal guidance, although sites expressed plans to provide additional training to improve 
consistency among cadre. Experience at ChalleNGe was also noted as useful for leadership, helping leaders 
understand how ChalleNGe is organized and the experiences of ChalleNGe cadets so that they can more 
effectively work with participants to accomplish Job ChalleNGe’s goals. 

The main downside to having experience at ChalleNGe that was noted by respondents was staff treatment 
of Job ChalleNGe participants as if they were ChalleNGe cadets. One respondent commented, “That’s the 
reason why some of the students have left: because they don’t want to be treated like [ChalleNGe] cadets.” 
Commenting that Job ChalleNGe offered more independence for participants than ChalleNGe, one respon-
dent spoke of having to get cadre “out of that [ChalleNGe] mindset” of being more restrictive and not adjust-
ing to the more independent, professional atmosphere of Job ChalleNGe.

Summary

In this chapter, we described the current implementation status of the Job ChalleNGe program across the 
five DoD-funded sites and one DoL-funded Job ChalleNGe site. The implementation study focused on four 
specific aspects of Job ChalleNGe: the goals and core components of the program; the ways that program 
features, policies, and processes align with the program design; the partnerships at each site; and barriers or 
facilitators to implementation. We summarize findings, many of which focus on strengthening existing rela-
tionships and partnerships, across these aspects below. 

Goals and Core Components
Program staff across all six sites demonstrated overwhelming agreement regarding and recognition of the 
Job ChalleNGe mission. Leadership and staff were well-acquainted with the eight core components of the 
ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs, and sites worked toward meeting their mission by aligning their 
approaches and activities with the ChalleNGe program’s core components (in particular with job skills, 
academic excellence, and life-coping skills). However, it is unclear whether all eight core components were 
equally relevant to and integrated into the Job ChalleNGe program; this lack of clarity could make it difficult 
for sites to identify and develop the high-quality programming and activities needed. 

Program staff have encountered several impediments to meeting Job ChalleNGe mission and goals. 
These included program logistics, program length and schedule, post-program employment, and participant 
engagement. Job ChalleNGe sites lack a centralized data system, which hampered their capacity to mea-
sure outcomes and determine effectiveness. Finally, difficulty connecting with graduates during the post-
residential period appears to be an enduring challenge. This situation might be mitigated by building stron-
ger relationships between participants and the staff members responsible for supporting them. Also, some 
staff members have improved their post-program contact with graduates by using social media platforms 
(e.g., Instagram, Facebook).
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Program Features, Policies, and Processes
While matching the program cycle with educational partners’ classroom schedules continued to pose barri-
ers, a few programs made scheduling innovations over the last year. Staff at sites that used rolling enrollment 
found that, by enrolling participants at and for the amount of time necessary to train in their intended fields, 
staff could use participants’ time better and programming could be more tightly aligned with the programs’ 
goals of preparing participants for employment. This type of change, coupled with flexibility on maximum 
duration of participant enrollment, could also allow some participants whose desired training pipeline lasts 
longer than five and a half months to spend more than a single cycle at Job ChalleNGe without a need to 
increase total capacity. And lastly, some staff reported unavoidable changes to program offerings that meant 
some participants arrived with misaligned expectations. 

Educational Partnerships, Employer Relations, and Job and Youth ChalleNGe 
Relations
Many of our findings involve Job ChalleNGe sites’ myriad partnerships. In contrast with ChalleNGe, much 
of the Job ChalleNGe program (i.e., coursework and practical training that constitute the bulk of partici-
pants’ time) was facilitated by non-ChalleNGe employees (i.e., community college instructors; private indus-
try instructors). While most staff and their partners were satisfied with their collaboration at the time of 
our interviews, Job ChalleNGe leadership and student-facing staff need to continue building more-effective 
partnerships—especially in the areas of resource-sharing and clarification of the cadre–residential advisor 
role and responsibilities—with partner program administrators and instructors so that participants’ needs 
are fully met. In many cases, participants are eligible for a wide range of services provided by their educa-
tional partners. Examples of these services include counseling and psychological services, on-campus advis-
ing, job counseling, and career placement. However, because of constrained schedules, participants may not 
always have the time to use those services. Leveraging existing activities, services, and staff of educational 
partners could make Job ChalleNGe more efficient and effective, especially if crucial services (e.g., counsel-
ing and psychological services) are absent at sites. 

In some cases, sites and educational partners had different understandings of the roles of cadre (i.e., 
resident advisors), and of Job ChalleNGe disciplinary policies. This confusion can lead cadre to extend their 
presence and authority during class in a manner that competes with faculty instruction, affecting faculty 
members’ ability to fulfill their responsibilities. Sites should make time and space to clarify cadre roles and 
responsibilities and for cadre and faculty to meet and cultivate a rapport conducive to participant learning. 
Relatedly, some faculty members may not have experience supporting Job ChalleNGe participants. Sites may 
consider providing an orientation for faculty members new to Job ChalleNGe, so that they are more prepared 
to meet participants’ learning needs. 

Job ChalleNGe sites work with regional (local and statewide) employers to facilitate opportunities for full-
time employment, internships, and apprenticeships, and field trips. While sites reported using a wide range 
of approaches to developing working relationships with potential employers, these approaches did not appear 
to be efficient. Sites lacked a consistent strategy and system for capturing and sharing information on poten-
tial employers, thereby leading some sites to make uninformed decisions. Sites appeared also to lack materi-
als and messaging to educate employers on the benefits of hiring from Job ChalleNGe. Sites recognized that 
employer relations were underdeveloped, and Job ChalleNGe staff expressed optimism about their ability to 
cultivate these relations as the pandemic conditions stabilize and employer visits can resume. 

Finally, Job ChalleNGe programs tended to work in close partnership with their feeder ChalleNGe 
sites. Several sites shared leadership and resources. In fact, many Job ChalleNGe staff members worked at 
ChalleNGe programs before being hired into the current roles with Job ChalleNGe. While Job ChalleNGe 
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sites generally have close relationships with ChalleNGe sites in their states, there may be opportunities for 
increased collaboration. By working closely with feeder ChalleNGe programs on participant selection and 
training track placement, some Job ChalleNGe programs have been able to establish strong recruiting pipe-
lines and to solicit ChalleNGe staff input during participant selection, thus improving participant inter-
est and engagement. Further increasing staff-to-staff communication could be helpful as ChalleNGe staff 
seek to select and support participants who are the most prepared for Job ChalleNGe. Increased interaction 
among staff could also help to ensure that staff and participants understand the ways in which behavioral 
expectations and consequences at Job ChalleNGe differ from those at ChalleNGe. Access to information on  
ChalleNGe performance also positions Job ChalleNGe staff to better support participants along multiple 
dimensions of need (e.g., academic challenges, physical and mental health) from their first day in the program.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Assessing Outcomes Among ChalleNGe 
Participants

In this chapter, we present outcomes measures based on cadet placements, fitness levels, and TABE test scores. 
The placement data measure some of the shorter-term outcomes shown in the ChalleNGe logic model (rep-
resented in Figure 1.1). We use data on fitness levels and TABE test scores to produce value-added measures 
indicating progress at the ChalleNGe site level. The value-added measures link to the ChalleNGe program’s 
logic model in several ways. These measures provide direct assessment of site-level performance in terms 
of activities and outputs, along two of the core competencies. While the value-added measures do not serve 
as direct measures of longer-term outcomes, research links high performance on value-added measures of 
academic test performance to better post-graduation outcomes for learners (Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff, 
2014b). Therefore, the value-added measures can be thought of as potential proxies for longer-term outcomes. 
We discuss placement measures and value-added measures below. 

Measuring outcomes of Job ChalleNGe graduates is an explicit task in our current project. Currently, we 
are working closely with staff and partners at each site to gain access to existing state-level databases that 
could provide helpful information on longer-term outcomes for Job ChalleNGe participants. While we do not 
yet have outcome measures for these efforts, we note that they could prove useful in measuring ChalleNGe 
outcomes as well. We provide additional information on these efforts in Appendix C.

Placement

During the residential phase of ChalleNGe, all cadets develop a post-ChalleNGe plan; the program uses a 
process employing a P-RAP form as a tool to assist cadets in their planning. Many of the sites have modified 
the P-RAP, and they roll out the process in somewhat different ways, but completing the P-RAP generally 
includes a substantial amount of detailed planning. For more details about the process and sites’ approach to 
the P-RAP, see Corte and Padilla, 2021. 

A cadet’s plan may focus on obtaining additional education, searching for and obtaining employment, 
joining the military, or some combination of these options (any of which are defined by the ChalleNGe pro-
gram as successful placement). As in past data collections, we requested and received information on place-
ments of recent graduates at various points after graduation. 

This year, we present the data in a different manner than in previous years. Our purpose is to demonstrate 
the extent to which placements did or did not differ among cadets who entered ChalleNGe in 2020 compared 
with cadets who entered ChalleNGe prior to the pandemic. To do this in a straightforward manner, we com-
pare placements of cadets who completed ChalleNGe in 2020 with placements of cadets who completed in 
2019. Because school entry, military enlistment, and even employment patterns may vary through the calen-
dar year, we compare placements of Class 54 (those who entered in early 2020) with placement rates of Class 
52 (this class entered in early 2019); in a similar manner, we contrast placement rates of Class 55 (those who 
entered in late 2020) with those of Class 53 (this class entered in late 2019). Because the COVID-19 pandemic 
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took hold early in 2020, we recognize that placements for Classes 52 and 53 may have been affected by the 
pandemic as well. 

Figure 4.1 compares placements for cadets in Class 54 with those in Class 52; Class 54 cadets graduated 
during the pandemic while Class 52 cadets graduated in mid-2019. In Figure 4.1, we present placements as 
percentages rather than raw numbers because while the total number of graduates in Class 54 was much 
smaller than in Class 52, here we are interested in the pattern of placements. The placement data from Class 
52 demonstrates several patterns that were present in earlier data as well: The proportion enrolled in educa-
tion decreases somewhat over time, while the proportion whose information is unknown increases (but the 
proportion who report no placement decreases). There is an increase in the proportion of cadets reporting a 
placement that combines education, employment, and military service in some manner (most often educa-
tion and employment) and the proportion reporting military service increases somewhat over time. 

Some of these patterns are present in the Class 54 data, too—cadets who completed ChalleNGe in 
mid-2020 are increasingly likely to report military service or a combined placement over time. Class 54 
cadets are less likely than earlier cadets to report education as an initial placement, but the proportion does 
not fall over time. In their first month post-graduation, more than half of the cadets in Class 54 report a par-
tial placement, no placement, or do not report data; this proportion is higher than during Class 52. While 
the proportion of graduates in these categories falls by month 6, it increases again in month 9, mostly due to 
those whose placements are unknown. However, other than lower levels of educational placements in the first 
months post-graduation and higher levels of unknown placements nine months after graduation, the overall 
patterns are similar to those among Class 52 graduates. One interpretation of these data is that even in the 
wake of the pandemic, many cadets were able to secure placements that put them in similar activities to what 
we might have expected absent the pandemic. However, fewer cadets reported school enrollments than in 
2019, and somewhat fewer cadets reported any placement. The lower levels of overall reporting could be due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic and the resulting disruptions. 

FIGURE 4.1

Placement of ChalleNGe Graduates, Classes 54 and 52

NOTES: This figure uses information that was reported by the sites in June and July 2021 (Class 54), as well as information reported in 
June–July of 2020 (Class 52). Sample sizes differ across the classes; n = 2,493 (Class 54) and n = 4,604 (Class 52).
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Next, we present identical data for Class 55 (made up of cadets who completed ChalleNGe in late 2020) and 
Class 53 (who completed ChalleNGe in late 2019). In this case, we have fewer months of data, but Figure 4.2 
shows graduates’ placement information in the first few months after graduation. Consistent with Figure 4.1, 
Figure 4.2 indicates that ChalleNGe graduates who left the program in late 2020 (Class 55) were less likely 
than graduates from the previous year to enroll in school in the months immediately after graduation. Also, 
in the first months after graduation, the 2020 graduates were more likely than the previous cohort to have 
no placement or an unknown placement listed. But in other ways, the general pattern of placements among 
Class 55 graduates is similar to that of Class 53 graduates; for example, the percentage reporting employment 
grows modestly between months 1 and 3.

Value-Added Models: An Alternate Measure of Program Effectiveness

Because the ChalleNGe program is based on eight core components, measuring overall program success is 
not straightforward, and no single measure is likely to encompass all aspects of the program. In this final sec-
tion of this chapter, we discuss what different measures can and cannot tell us, and we present value-added 
measures (an alternate set of short-term measures of site effectiveness). But we begin with a more general 
discussion of the different types of measures that have been developed in the education literature, their inter-
pretation, and the different focus and use of each.

Although overlap exists across methods, educational assessment models are broadly classified into four 
main groups: status models, cohort change models, growth models, and value-added models (VAMs; National 
Research Council, 2010). While the ChalleNGe program has used the first three classes of these models, this 
is the first time that VAMs will be used to assess site-specific performance. We contrast these measures and 
discuss their application in the context of the ChalleNGe program. These distinctions are also succinctly 
detailed in Table 4.1.

FIGURE 4.2

Placement of ChalleNGe Graduates, Classes 55 and 53

Percentage

NOTES: This figure uses information that was reported by the sites in June and July 2021 (Class 55), as well as information reported in 
June–July of 2020 (Class 53). Sample sizes differ across the classes; n = 2,331 (Class 55) and n = 4,822 (Class 53). 
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Status Models
The first set of educational assessment metrics is status models. These tools contrast the performance of 
cadets or the performance of sites relative to an established benchmark. Several such measures exist for the 
ChalleNGe program, including measures of whether sites meet graduation targets, whether on-site inspec-

TABLE 4.1

Comparison of Educational Assessment Models

Status Models Cohort Change Models
Growth Models 

(gain scores) VAMs

How are these 
measures typically 
employed?

Contrasts the 
performance of a 
cadet or a site with an 
established  
benchmark

Contrasts the 
performance of one  
class of cadets with 
previous classes of 
cadets at the same 
ChalleNGe site

Contrasts the 
performance of each 
individual cadet 
entering the program 
with the same cadet on 
graduation; often these 
numbers are  
aggregated to produce 
an average gain score  
for a site and class

Contrasts the 
performance of each 
individual cadet 
entering the program 
with the same cadet on 
graduation, taking into 
account how factors 
such as age, gender, 
socioeconomic status, 
and platoon and class 
composition can 
influence the growth or 
learning process

Example research 
question

What fraction of 
graduating cadets can 
run a mile in under 8 
minutes and 15  
seconds (to meet 
presidential fitness 
requirements)?

Which ChalleNGe sites 
have experienced 
improvements in  
average cadet mile run 
times over the past  
three years?

Over the course of the 
ChalleNGe program, 
what is the typical 
improvement in mile 
run time exhibited by 
ChalleNGe cadets?

Over the course of the 
ChalleNGe program, how 
much did a particular 
site contribute to the 
observed improvement 
in mile run times of 
ChalleNGe cadets?

Benefits Clear and often very 
easy to interpret; useful 
for contextualizing the 
ChalleNGe program 
relative to other  
programs

Provides evidence 
on changes in the 
performance of 
ChalleNGe sites over 
time; particularly  
useful for assessing 
program changes

Easy to interpret; can 
highlight the  
performance of  
individual cadets within 
sites as outliers

Provides measures 
of cadet achievement 
that are empirically 
adjusted to make site 
by site and class by 
class comparisons more 
equitable—thus isolating 
the impact of individual 
sites

Limitations These measures could 
be misleading because 
the ChalleNGe program 
brings in many students 
who have struggled in 
their prior academic 
environment, making 
it hard to select an 
appropriate benchmark 
to assess cadet growth. 

By construction, these 
measures compare 
classes over time. When 
socioeconomic and 
demographic conditions 
change to affect the 
composition of incoming 
classes, these measures 
will show change even 
when site performance  
is unchanged.

The typical gain in 
performance for cadets 
is not equal for males 
and females, younger 
and older cadets, and 
cadets with different 
backgrounds. As a 
result, significant 
changes in average 
platoon demographics, 
when aggregated to the 
program level, may  
cause gain scores to 
show site performance 
changes where none 
exist. 

VAMs require additional 
data (such as cadet 
background) and the 
construction of empirical 
models. If a chosen 
empirical specification 
does not sufficiently 
account for aspects of 
the cadets’ background 
that could influence 
the outcome being 
measured, these omitted 
factors could create bias 
in calculated VAM scores.

Examples within 
ChalleNGe

TABE scores grouped 
by effective grade level, 
inspection compliance 
scores

Tracking graduation  
rates and presidential 
fitness outcomes from 
class to class

Raw TABE score 
gains, pre- and post- 
comparisons of  
physical fitness 
performance

Value-added measures 
of reading, math, and 
physical fitness by site 
and by class

NOTES: Adapted from the categorization system developed in National Research Council, 2010. This is not an exhaustive list of all measures that 
have been used to assess ChalleNGe. Each class of educational measures has its own benefits and limitations, and there is no implied ranking of 
indicators. 
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tion scores meet established compliance standards, and the measures of grade levels or grade equivalents 
derived from the TABE and discussed above. 

Status models are useful because they provide results that are readily comparable to one another (i.e., 
inspection scores and grades) and easily interpretable (i.e., the fraction of incoming cadets scoring above a 
ninth-grade level on TABE reading scores). Status models have another important potential strength—to 
the extent that they are based on meaningful and predictive benchmarks, these measures are quite likely to 
predict longer-term outcomes. For example, RAND researchers developed the existing TABE benchmarks 
because students who meet these benchmarks tend to be well-positioned to achieve other meaningful goals 
(e.g., passing the GED).

At the same time, status models of educational assessment are limited in that the chosen benchmark 
may not reflect the most appropriate comparison group for ChalleNGe cadets. For example, using a 
national average to conceptualize the academic performance of cadets fails to account for the fact that, by 
design, sites draw in individuals specifically because they faced difficulties in the traditional school set-
ting. Furthermore, because the demographic and socioeconomic makeup of incoming cadets varies from 
site to site, applying a single common benchmark to all programs fails to account for the context and initial 
characteristics of incoming cadets, effectively placing a “common” academic or physical fitness goalpost at 
a farther distance in some sites than in others. Status models have other downsides as well; in particular, 
cadets or sites barely achieving a given benchmark may perform in a very similar manner to those who 
barely miss the benchmark. In this way, such a discrete measure results in a loss of information, retaining 
only the final pass-fail outcome.

Cohort Change Models
An alternative class of measures is cohort-to-cohort change models—which compare such results as test scores 
or performance on physical fitness measures from one class of cadets with the next’s. Cohort-based educa-
tional assessment has the advantage of using as its benchmark previous students at the same site, effectively 
comparing sites to themselves. This is particularly useful because the characteristics of incoming cadets vary 
more across sites than within a particular site over time. In this regard, the measures provide useful evidence 
regarding trends and other changes over time in the ChalleNGe program. 

Cohort-to-cohort measures can also be used to directly assess the impact of programmatic decisions 
made for a particular class of ChalleNGe cadets, but the caveat remains that estimates may still be con-
founded if there is substantial-enough change in the pool of incoming cadets over time. Furthermore, these 
changes may not be equal across sites. For example, national high school completion rates have been increas-
ing over time in the United States, but state-by-state trends vary dramatically, with some states showing little 
to no progress and others showing rapid gains in recent years (McFarland et al., 2019). These differential 
trends influence the size of the available pool of individuals from which ChalleNGe sites draw and could lead 
the background characteristics of the average incoming cadet to fluctuate more at some sites than at others. 

The trend analyses that are included in most of the ChalleNGe annual reports provide multiple cohort-
to-cohort measures—for example, tracking graduation rates from year to year.1 When aggregated to the 
average program level, these measures typically demonstrate remarkable stability in the performance of 
the overall ChalleNGe program, even if individual sites sometimes exhibit variation with one another and 
from class to class.

1	  Because of the broad disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic, this year we put less emphasis than usual on trend 
analyses.
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Growth Score Models
The next set of models are growth scores, also known as gain scores. Within ChalleNGe, simple growth 
models of assessment take the form of TABE score gains and observed changes in physical fitness per-
formance from the start of pre-ChalleNGe to the end of the program. These measures rely on having 
individual-level data on cadets when they arrive and when they graduate—essentially comparing cadets 
to themselves over the course of program, and then averaging these changes to the site level. We pres-
ent aggregated measures of growth scores—for example, in Figure 2.1 in Chapter Two, where we report 
growth in physical fitness by documenting improvements in mile times. In theory, growth measures have 
the advantage of reducing bias that could depend on changes in the incoming characteristics of students 
because they capture initial performance. At the same time, an initial performance measure may not be an 
adequate summary of the factors that influence cadet learning. For example, a cadet’s performance may be 
influenced by their peers in a platoon or classroom. 

Although participation in the ChalleNGe program reliably produces gains in both academic and physical 
fitness for cadets who graduate, substantial variation exists across sites and from class to class in terms of the 
relative preparedness of incoming cohorts of cadets. Studies have shown that growth measures that simply 
compare the performance on tests at the start and at the end of a course of instruction can generate biased 
estimates of relative performance when there are sizeable differences in initial performances (Harris, 2011).2

Value-Added Models
The fourth category of models is VAMs. While similar to growth models in that they contrast individual-
level student performance at the beginning of the ChalleNGe program with that at the end, VAMs are unique 
in that they attempt to isolate the extent to which sites contribute to performance gains by minimizing biases 
arising from differences in cadet backgrounds (Kane et al., 2013; Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff, 2014a). 
Value-added measures thus provide a distinct way to assess variation across sites from those previously 
used by the ChalleNGe program and by RAND researchers. At a basic level, value-added measures augment 
simple gain scores to overcome some of their shortcomings. Rather than naively comparing pre- and post- 
performance, the VAMs produced in this section take into account detailed information collected both on 
the starting characteristics of individual cadets and the average characteristics of the platoons to which they 
are assigned in each and every site and class. This adjustment is important because youth arrive at ChalleNGe 
sites with a wide range of backgrounds, and the typical class of cadets varies significantly both from site to 
site and, to a lesser degree, from class to class. 

Given the breadth of the eight core components, the variety of activities included as part of the program, 
and ChalleNGe’s mission, one measure of success is unlikely to be sufficient. But value-added measures can 
provide information that is difficult to glean from other measures or sources, especially in areas related to the 
effective use of resources after adjusting for some of the differences among cadets and sites. 

VAMs have been used widely since the 1970s to examine teacher and school effectiveness.3 In the late 
2000s, the increase in available data, coupled with concern about the capacity of existing teacher evaluation 
systems to recognize differences in teacher effectiveness, brought a focus to VAMs of teacher performance. 

2	  For example, in one study, students who entered the school year with higher socioeconomic status and students who 
entered with higher levels of past academic performance were found to have the largest academic gains. Students from lower 
socioeconomic-status settings and those with lower levels of past academic performance demonstrated smaller gains. These 
findings suggest a need to adjust measures of educational attainment for background characteristics and to recognize that 
learning gains may be cumulative over time by robustly measuring initial capability (National Research Council, 2010).
3	  For more information on the background of VAMs, as well as the choices and interpretations made as part of the estimates 
presented here, see Appendix B.
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In more recent years, the models have been used to study the efficacy of schools, principals, and specific 
programs aimed at teachers or students. VAMs have consistently demonstrated that significant differences 
in the efficacy of teachers and schools exist, and the influence of teachers and schools has lasting impacts on 
student learning and later life outcomes. 

These methods implicitly assume that once background characteristics are controlled for, gains in stan-
dardized test scores can be directly attributed to the impact of a teacher (or a school), yet researchers have 
shown that selection, student sorting, and external influences can all conflate the precise estimation of edu-
cational value added (Hanushek and Rivkin, 2010; Koedel, Mihaly, and Rockoff, 2015). Careful modeling 
choices, rich data on cadet background, and the application of VAM methods only in appropriate settings 
can all help alleviate these concerns. 

The history and breadth of data collection for the ChalleNGe program provides a unique opportunity to 
estimate VAMs with fewer sources of bias than in traditional educational settings for several reasons. First, 
because cadets live on site, many external factors—such as parental or neighborhood influences, which may 
normally serve as confounding factors for accurate estimation of VAMs—are markedly absent.4 Thus, the 
isolation of cadets on sites away from previous external influences is a critical advantage for the reliable 
application of the value-added methodology. Second, while there is some variation in how sites recruit, who 
chooses to attend the program, and what platoon individuals are assigned, there are fewer traditional con-
cerns of selective movement by learners across classes or teachers and no concerns of transfer of students 
(cadets) between schools (sites). This is because there is only one ChalleNGe program serving most popula-
tions, and the program runs for a single period (fall or spring) before moving into the post-academic men-
toring phase. Sorting of students within academic programs and across schools are factors that make assess-
ments of educational programs in the traditional high school setting harder to estimate (Koedel, Mihaly, and 
Rockoff, 2015; Jackson, 2014; Kraft, 2019). Third, high school students typically take standardized examina-
tions in the spring of each year, with VAMs employed in those settings using changes in test scores from one 
year to the next. This leaves a large gap of noninstructional time that may influence student performance. 
In contrast, ChalleNGe data are collected at the start and end of the five-month program period, so there is 
less concern that student outcomes are influenced by extraneous factors over the summer. Finally, there are 
multiple advantages to the detailed ChalleNGe data collected. Because of the availability of push-up and run 
time data at the start and end of the five-month program period, the ChalleNGe program setting provides 
the first application of value-added modeling to physical fitness measures.

As is the case with all types of measures and models, estimating VAMs requires making several choices.5 
We examine VAMs for four outcome variables—two that measure academic achievement (TABE reading and 
math scale scores) and two that measure physical fitness achievement (mile run times and number of push-
ups completed). Our VAM is a regression model that predicts performance of cadets on each outcome (final 
TABE math score, final TABE reading score, final run time, final number of push-ups) while controlling 
for initial performance on the outcome and a range of factors related to the cadets or the site (these include 
cadet race/ethnicity; gender; age; class; measures from the cadet’s home neighborhood that capture poverty, 
unemployment, and veteran populations; as well as platoon-level demographics and average performance). 

4	  Interestingly, one of the largest sources of bias in prior work has been thought to be student learning at home and away 
from the school (Ishii and Rivkin, 2009; Scherrer, 2011; Amrein-Beardsley and Holloway, 2019). Parental investment is partic-
ularly problematic for value-added measures because motivated parents may increase their effort to make up for educational 
deficiencies in their children’s schooling (Todd and Wolpin, 2003; Sass, Semykina, and Harris, 2014; Koedel, Mihaly, and 
Rockoff, 2015). Evidence suggests that parental sorting may not directly influence measured test score performance, but that 
it is associated with selection on school safety, peer groups, and other unobservable factors—resulting in a positive impact on 
other long-term student outcomes (Abdulkadiroglu et al., 2020; Beuermann and Jackson, 2020).
5	  See Appendix B for additional details on modeling choices, interpretation, and robustness checks.
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To avoid the disruptions caused by COVID-19, we estimated VAMs on data from Classes 52 and 53. However, 
we discuss VAM analyses of prior years’ data in Appendix B.

These measures (run times, push-ups, test scores) have different underlying means and standard devia-
tions. Importantly, these values differ even within test scores, both for the subject matter (math or reading) 
and for the version of the test (TABE 9/10 or TABE 11/12). When considering physical fitness relative to aca-
demic measures, recall that the underlying scores have completely different scales. To ensure comparability 
across measures, we make a statistical adjustment known as normalization, converting each measure to have 
a common average (of zero) and a common standard deviation (of one). This places all measures on the same 
scale system and allows an equitable interpretation of performance gains across measures. We make this nor-
malization across all cadets for each academic score separately by TABE version, and, following typical prac-
tice, we make these normalizations separately for the physical fitness scores by cadet age group and gender. 

As a result of these statistical adjustments, our VAM estimates measure the extent to which cadets at each site 
improve performance on average, relative to the expected level of improvement across all sites. In other words, 
a value-added measure of zero does not indicate a lack of performance; rather, it indicates the improvement 
that would be expected in a typical ChalleNGe site, given the initial scores and cadet background measures. 
Similarly, negative value-added scores do not indicate that cadet performance decreased; rather, they indicate 
smaller improvements by cadets at one site relative to the average improvement that cadets make program wide. 
For our main results, we pool information from Classes 52 and 53 (cadets who entered ChalleNGe during 2019; 
see Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021, for more information on these classes). We do so because  
these classes’ TABE scores are more typical of scores in earlier years than are the scores from Classes 54 and 
55, which were disrupted by the pandemic. 

Figure 4.3 shows the primary results from VAMs. In Figure 4.3, each row represents a ChalleNGe site; 
each column represents the results from different VAMs. The bars within each column are color-coded to 
represent statistical significance; for sites depicted in blue, the results indicate that the value added was sta-
tistically significantly more than at the average ChalleNGe site, while gray bars indicate that the performance 
overlaps with the average site. Finally, sites with red bars were estimated to contribute statistically signifi-
cantly less than the average site (recall that the data indicate the relative increase; therefore, sites that con-
tribute less than average generally still make a positive contribution to the outcome, but the gain is less than 
might be expected).

Several points are worth noting. First, there are statistically significant differences in value added 
across ChalleNGe sites. Thus, the observed pattern suggests that some differences across the sites—perhaps in 
terms of features, programmatic choices, or other differences driven by state or local policies or conditions—
have led to these differences. As the goal is to isolate the relative impact of sites on cadet improvement, our 
analysis controls for many cadet-level factors that vary across sites. This includes age, cadet class, gender, 
race/ethnicity, and information about the cadet’s home neighborhood, such as the percentage of households 
in the zip code with income below the poverty line, percentage receiving public assistance, percentage on 
Medicaid, the unemployment rate, and the share of individuals who are veterans. We also account for aggre-
gate platoon demographics and initial platoon-level average performance. A promising area of future analysis 
would be to link measures of value-added performance to qualitative analysis of site methods, or to quantita-
tive measures of site resources and policies, to look for any programmatic choices robustly associated with 
larger gains. 

Contrasting site performance across all four measures reveals several interesting patterns. First, most 
sites outperform the average site on one or more measures. Indeed, several sites  appear to have above-
average performance improvements across a broader range of cadet outcomes, with three sites significantly 
above-average on all four measures and three other sites significantly above-average on at least three mea-
sures. But most sites are significantly above the mean in at least one outcome. 
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FIGURE 4.3

Site-Level Value-Added Measures, Classes 52 and 53

NOTES: Standard deviation units. Bands reflect 95-percent confidence intervals and are color coded by statistical significance relative to 
average site performance as discussed in the text. Red bands are statistically lower and blue bands are statistically higher than the average 
site performance. This figure uses information that was reported by the sites in July 2020, covering Classes 52 and 53. For additional 
information on VAMs and our estimation strategy, see Appendix B. 
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Second, the correlation among academic performance across subjects is stronger than the correlation 
between academics and physical fitness and stronger than the correlation between the two physical fitness 
measures. This could be because the classroom work that aids cadet learning in reading jointly affects math 
performance, while mile run times and push-ups are different enough activities that sites that invest most 
and succeed in improving one or the other physical measure do not experience the same joint benefit.  It 
is worth noting that this  result  could be specific to the physical activities assessed  and promoted within   
ChalleNGe.  Running  is more strongly associated with  cardiovascular health, while push-ups are more 
strongly linked to (upper body) strength training, for instance. Lastly, in general, performance on academic 
measures is not strongly correlated with performance on physical fitness measures. 

Too much emphasis should not be placed on academic test scores when considering holistic cadet growth. 
Recent value-added research has demonstrated that teaching effectiveness is multidimensional, with the 
potential to influence academics, self-efficacy, motivation, happiness, reading habits, and social and behav-
ioral skills (Blazar and Kraft, 2017; Ladd and Sorenson, 2017; Ruzek et al., 2015; Jackson, 2018). Analysis 
that compares student gains on standardized test scores with student gains on socio-emotional measures 
or cognitive skills have found low correlations across the ability of individual teachers to improve multiple 
measures (Kraft, 2019; Petek and Pope, 2021). This suggests that we should not conclude from our academic 
measures that sites that are successful at improving math and reading scores are also successful at improving 
other measures of cadet growth, such as socio-emotional well-being, without directly collecting and analyz-
ing these data.

The fact that measures of site performance are not interchangeable underscores the notion that each 
value-added measure carries some unique information that could be useful for sites trying to focus on spe-
cific areas for improvement. Choosing which of these dimensions of cadet growth, if any, to emphasize or 
devote resources to is a program- and site-level policy choice, but these results highlight the utility of having 
clearer information on any areas of cadet growth in which improved performance is meaningful for desired 
programmatic goals. Future analysis could be run to understand which program choices and characteris-
tics can be most clearly linked to high levels of value added for cadets.6 Similarly, carrying out an explicit 
comparison between the value-added metrics and other existing measures could help the program to better 
understand how to assess the utility of existing measures and the overlap between them. 

Like every other type of measure, value-added measures have drawbacks. Value-added measures, like 
other growth score measures, are calculated only on those who complete the program (and complete final 
assessments). Because graduation rates vary over time and across sites, these measures are influenced by the 
level of attrition at the site during a given class.7 This is especially problematic if cadets who leave the site are 
at the lower end of the distribution (in terms of academic achievement or physical fitness) or are less engaged 
than others (as seems likely). If a site works especially hard to retain cadets, this effort changes the composi-
tion of the platoon in other ways that may influence a measured VAM. For instance, higher retention rates 
could influence observed performance gains of other cadets through peer effects. Furthermore, sites exhibit 
some degree of variation in the exact timing of their initial and final examinations, both for the TABE and 
for physical fitness, which could introduce some bias into the estimates. Additionally, in the same way that 
academic tests are incomplete measures of educational systems, neither academic tests nor physical fitness 

6	  Lessons learned from academic research examining the determinants of high value added among teachers suggest that no 
single factor is likely to explain site-level success alone. Instead, examining a diverse, well-measured collection of program 
characteristics, features, and choices is likely to provide the most useful information for understanding how sites can influ-
ence cadet growth (Bacher-Hicks et al., 2020).
7	  While average graduation rates across the program were relatively stable at around 80 percent in the years prior to the 
pandemic, the variation in site-level graduation rates can be substantial; for example, site-level graduation rates varied from 
55 percent to 91 percent during Classes 52 and 53 (Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021).
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tests can be considered complete measures of the ChalleNGe program. For example, neither includes a direct 
measure of social and emotional competencies (see, e.g., Yang et al., 2019). Nonetheless, these measures have 
the potential to add new information to our assessment of the ChalleNGe program. 

In summary, value-added measures offer a different method of assessing site-specific performance, and 
these measures appear to provide a new source of information on outcomes that are related to several of 
ChalleNGe’s core components.8 Given the broad and encompassing nature of the ChalleNGe program, it is  
not surprising that relative and absolute levels of site performance vary according to the type of measure 
used. Each of the main types of educational assessment models (status models, cohort change models, growth 
models, and VAMs) has the potential to provide useful information about the ChalleNGe program. Over the 
course of our research, the RAND team has developed or used existing measures in each of these categories. 
The value-added measures reported in Chapter Four in Figure 4.3 indicate that there is considerable varia-
tion across the sites. Combining the main types of assessment models offers the potential for a more complete 
picture of ChalleNGe performance.

Summary

In this chapter, we focus on existing outcome measures—those measures that track to the right-hand por-
tions of the logic models. For ChalleNGe, we document graduates’ placements in the first year after they com-
plete ChalleNGe. While many ChalleNGe graduates achieved placements during 2020–2021, fewer graduates 
reported educational enrollments than in the past. Also, fewer graduates reported any sort of placement. The 
latter finding could be caused by pandemic disruptions—either because graduates were less likely to achieve 
a placement or because mentors were less likely to maintain contact with the graduate and the program. 

Measuring outcomes remains a focus of the RAND team’s research and analyses in support of the  
ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs. In the second section of this chapter, we discussed the main cat-
egories of educational assessment models (status models, cohort change models, growth models, and VAMs). 
We offered examples of each type of model and argued that each type of model has advantages. The Chal-
leNGe program has used and continues to use multiple models to measure outcomes, but, in this chapter, we 
developed and presented results from VAMs using ChalleNGe data. 

VAMs have not been used to examine ChalleNGe in the past. But as shown above, these models reveal 
additional information about the ways in which ChalleNGe sites operate and the ways in which cadets’ per-
formance improves over the course of the residential phase of ChalleNGe. The results indicate that there are 
significant differences across sites. Most sites score above the average on one or more of the measures exam-
ined. Across sites, gains on academic outcomes (math and reading) appear more closely related than gains 
on physical fitness measures (mile run time, push-ups). While VAMs have drawbacks, they offer a different 
method of assessing performance at the site level and provide new and useful information across multiple 
core components. Gains measured by VAMs have been linked to positive long-term outcomes in other set-
tings (Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff, 2014b); this suggests that the information provided by these models is 
likely to be meaningful and could be predictive of longer-term outcomes. 

Given that ChalleNGe is an intensive, residential program with a broad focus on eight core components, 
it is unlikely that any single short-term measure could contain complete information about site or program 
performance. While we continue to advocate in favor of collecting long-term measures to better understand 

8	  For example, the value-added rankings in Figure 2.4 in Chapter Two are not perfectly correlated with the gain scores on the 
TABE or on run times in Tables 2.3 to 2.8 and Figure 2.2 in Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Kramer, et al., 2021; this discrepancy 
suggests that VAMs offer additional information on site performance beyond what can be gleaned by examining gain scores.
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the extent to which the program meets its mission, we also recommend using a variety of short-term mea-
sures (graduation rates, TABE scores, placement rates, and value-added measures) to improve understanding 
about program performance. Finally, we recommend comparing the existing short-term measures to better 
understand the extent to which different measures provide different information.

The research agenda for ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe also includes a task with a focus on measuring 
outcomes among Job ChalleNGe participants. We describe our approach to this ongoing task in Appendix C.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Closing Thoughts, Recommendations, and Next 
Steps

Even in a year that was marked by disruptions related to the COVID-19 pandemic, the National Guard Youth 
ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs continued to provide opportunities to young people who were not 
on track to complete high school. As of this writing, ChalleNGe is well established and has built a network of 
sites across many states; indeed, roughly 70 percent of young people who are struggling in high school live in 
a state that maintains at least one ChalleNGe program. Job ChalleNGe was established more recently, and at 
this point, it is smaller in scope than ChalleNGe: Job ChalleNGe sites exist in six states and provide a poten-
tial follow-on program to graduates from 11 of the ChalleNGe sites.

ChalleNGe is a broad program, focusing on many aspects of youth development, as demonstrated by the 
eight core components. While attending ChalleNGe, cadets exhibit progress across the components, as dem-
onstrated by a variety of measures that we presented in Chapter Two. This year, nearly 72 percent of gradu-
ates left the program with a recognized credential or with high school credits that helped move them toward 
high school graduation. Despite disruptions brought on by the pandemic, ChalleNGe cadets exhibited prog-
ress across the core components, as shown by credentials earned, changes in standardized test scores, and 
measures of physical fitness, community service, and registering to vote and to take part in Selective Service. 
Placement patterns were, in some ways, similar to patterns shown by earlier classes—but 2020 graduates were 
less likely than earlier cohorts to report continuing their education immediately after graduation, and they 
were somewhat less likely to report any placement. 

As part of our implementation and outcomes studies focused on the Job ChalleNGe program, we com-
pleted more than 90 virtual interviews with Job ChalleNGe staff and their training partners. By analyzing 
this rich source of information, we were able to make a series of recommendations that have the potential to 
improve the program. 

Based on all the data collected on 2020 ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe sites, we have developed a set of 
recommendations to further strengthen ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe. 

Recommendations

ChalleNGe sites should all adopt the newest version of the TABE and examine any requirements based 
on specific TABE scores. ChalleNGe sites use the test as one method of tracking cadet progress. Currently, 
some sites use the newest version, but other sites continue to use an older version. Because scores on the two 
versions are not comparable, we recommend that sites shift to the new version (which offers substantial infor-
mation on student progress). We also recommend that sites reexamine any requirements that might be based 
on specific TABE scores. Such requirements are likely to require adjustment to maintain validity with the 
new TABE score. Finally, scores should be reported separately, by version. RAND researchers will continue 
to update ChalleNGe staff on the TABE 11/12 and will provide information on how TABE 11/12 scores link 
to scores on other relevant tests as such information becomes available on this relatively new test. 
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The ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs should adopt long-term measures of graduate success 
and continue working to develop the data systems necessary to track this success. Both ChalleNGe and Job 
ChalleNGe sites lack long-term measures of graduate success. Additionally, Job ChalleNGe lacks a common 
data system to track long- or short-term measures. Long-term measures (measures of how graduates fare in 
the years after they leave ChalleNGe) are necessary to determine a program’s success at meeting its mission 
and could also help identify best practices that would lead to program improvement. We continue to recom-
mend that sites work toward collecting data on long-term success. For Job ChalleNGe sites, building a cen-
tralized data system (or expanding Cadet Tracker) will be key to tracking important data points within and 
across sites. As part of this process, sites should work to build a culture of understanding among staff and 
participants so that participants expect to remain in contact with program staff after graduation; this will be 
helpful for data collection efforts as well as for supporting program graduates. 

There are many potential measures of short-term program success; examples include status measures, 
growth measures, and value-added measures. Given the breadth of the ChalleNGe programs, it is unlikely 
that a single measure can capture overall program success. However, the ChalleNGe programs should 
develop a better understanding of the relationships and trade-offs between short-term outcome mea-
sures. This could improve program efficiency.

The Job ChalleNGe program demonstrates notable strengths, such as the clear and shared understanding 
of program goals across staff and educational partners. But as a relatively new program, Job ChalleNGe con-
tinues to evolve. Part of this evolution involves the building of strong relationships between sites and educa-
tional partners. Next steps should include further leveraging educational partners’ existing activities and 
services and clarifying the roles of cadre and resident advisors with educational partners.

The current misalignment between a traditional Job ChalleNGe program schedule and educational part-
ners’ schedules adds complexity to program management. Job ChalleNGe should work to increase the flex-
ibility of program offerings and duration. This could be accomplished by adopting a more flexible enroll-
ment structure to allow rolling entry, tailoring program length to a participant’s training track, and offering 
key supplemental training programs as appropriate (such as drivers’ education courses).

Job ChalleNGe should develop a more systematic approach to placing Job ChalleNGe graduates, 
including by building stronger relationships and partnerships with employers. Graduates’ initial job 
placement outcomes would be bolstered by strong relationships between Job ChalleNGe sites and potential 
employers. Partnerships that formalize pipelines between Job ChalleNGe training and entry-level employ-
ment, leveraging relevant skills, would be particularly beneficial. Efforts to build stronger relationships with 
employers should, to the extent possible, be undertaken with attention to all relevant industries and regions 
of the state. Beyond a more structured approach to job placement, graduates of Job ChalleNGe would benefit 
from more-intensive advising and placement services after program completion. These partnership-building 
and dedicated advising efforts would likely require additional human and financial resources beyond what 
the Job ChalleNGe sites have at present and should improve graduates’ placements and success.

In states with ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe programs, the programs should work to increase coop-
eration, coordination, and information-sharing. Sites that share information and collaborate (e.g., on Job 
ChalleNGe admissions) between ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe report more-positive program implementa-
tion. Increased cooperation, coordination, and information-sharing could offer several benefits, including a 
better understanding of the distinctions between the programs, a stronger pipeline between the programs, 
and potential efficiencies from joint development of outcome measures and data-collection strategies. 
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The Path Forward

As part of the current multi-year project, we have completed six annual reports (to date), as well as supple-
mental analyses in a variety of areas. Entering the last phase of the project, we plan to complete the imple-
mentation and outcomes studies for Job ChalleNGe and additional analyses focusing on the ChalleNGe 
cadets and the rich data we have collected on 12 classes to date. Finally, we will produce a seventh annual 
report describing the experiences and progress of ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe participants during 2021, 
as well as a capstone report that summarizes all the research and recommendations produced over the course 
of this project.
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APPENDIX A

Supplemental Information on ChalleNGe Sites

This appendix includes a complete list of the ChalleNGe programs that were operational in 2020 and the 
program-level tables of information. Table A.1 provides the complete name and location (state) of each pro-
gram, as well as the type of credential most frequently awarded at the program. 

TABLE A.1

National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Abbreviation, State, Name, and Type

Program 
Abbreviation State Program Name Program Type

AK Alaska Alaska Military Youth Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

AR Arkansas Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe GED

CA-DC California Discovery ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma

CA-LA California Sunburst Youth Academy High school credits or diploma, HiSET

CA-SL California Grizzly Youth Academy High school credits or diploma, HiSET

D.C. District of Columbia Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

High school credits or diploma

FL Florida Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

GA-FG Georgia Fort Gordon Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

GA-FS Georgia Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

HI-BP Hawaii Hawaii Youth ChalleNGe Academy at 
Barber’s Point

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

HI-HI Hawaii Hawaii Youth ChalleNGe Academy at 
Hilo

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

ID Idaho Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

IL Illinois Lincoln’s ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

IN Indiana Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, TASC

KY-FK Kentucky Bluegrass ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma

KY-HN Kentucky Appalachian ChalleNGe Program High school credits or diploma, GED

LA-CB Louisiana Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—
Camp Beauregard

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

LA-CM Louisiana Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—
Camp Minden

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

LA-GL Louisiana Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—
Gillis Long

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

MD Maryland Freestate ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma

MI Michigan Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

MS Mississippi Mississippi Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma
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Table A.2 provides each program’s modifications in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. 

Program 
Abbreviation State Program Name Program Type

MT Montana Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, HiSET

NC-NL North Carolina Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—New 
London

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

NC-S North Carolina Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—
Salemburg

High school credits or diploma, HiSET

NJ New Jersey New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma

NM New Mexico New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy HiSET

OK Oklahoma Thunderbird Youth Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

OR Oregon Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Program High school credits or diploma, GED

PR Puerto Rico Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma

SC South Carolina South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe 
Academy

GED

TX Texas Texas ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

VA Virginia Virginia Commonwealth ChalleNGe 
Youth Academy

High school credits or diploma, GED

WA Washington Washington Youth Academy High school credits or diploma

WI Wisconsin Wisconsin ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED

WV West Virginia Mountaineer ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, GED, 
TASC

WY Wyoming Wyoming Cowboy ChalleNGe Academy High school credits or diploma, 
HiSET

NOTES: As of this writing, a site in Nevada is preparing to open, and sites in Ohio and Pennsylvania are in the planning phases. Information in this 
table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Classes 54 and 55, which began in 2020.

Table A.1—Continued

TABLE A.2

National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Modifications Due to COVID-19

Program Abbreviation State Class 54 Modification Class 55 Modification

AK Alaska Operated partially or completely virtually Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

AR Arkansas Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

CA-DC California Did not affect operations substantially Did not operate (no cadets enrolled)

CA-LA California Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

CA-SL California Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

DC District of 
Columbia

Operated partially or completely virtually Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

FL Florida Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

GA-FG Georgia Did not operate (no cadets enrolled) Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

GA-FS Georgia Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

HI-BP Hawaii Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)
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Program Abbreviation State Class 54 Modification Class 55 Modification

HI-HI Hawaii Did not affect operations substantially Did not affect operations substantially

ID Idaho Operated partially or completely virtually Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

IL Illinois Did not operate (no cadets enrolled) Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

IN Indiana Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

KY-FK Kentucky Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

KY-HN Kentucky Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Did not affect operations substantially

LA-CB Louisiana Operated partially or completely virtually Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

LA-CM Louisiana Operated partially or completely virtually Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

LA-GL Louisiana Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

MD Maryland Operated partially or completely virtually Did not operate (no cadets enrolled)

MI Michigan Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

MS Mississippi Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

MT Montana Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

NC-NL North 
Carolina

Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

NC-S North 
Carolina

Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

NJ New  
Jersey

Did not operate (no cadets enrolled) Did not operate (no cadets enrolled)

NM New  
Mexico

Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Did not operate (no cadets enrolled)

OK Oklahoma Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

OR Oregon Operated partially or completely virtually Did not operate (no cadets enrolled)

PR Puerto  
Rico

Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Did not affect operations substantially

SC South 
Carolina

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

TX Texas Operated partially or completely virtually Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

VA Virginia Operated partially or completely virtually Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

WA Washington Operated partially or completely virtually Operated partially or completely 
virtually

WI Wisconsin Operated partially or completely virtually Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

WV West  
Virginia

Condensed residential period (with early 
release)

Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 
50 percent capacity)

WY Wyoming Operated partially or completely virtually Condensed residential period (with 
early release)

Table A.2—Continued
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The following tables, Table A.3 through Table A.50, include detailed information collected from each pro-
gram. We carried out data collection in June and July of 2021. The focus of the data collection was on classes 
that began in 2020 (Classes 54 and 55). 

In some cases, programs provided incomplete data or data that were suspect in some way. When this 
occurred, we requested clarification from the relevant site(s). In cases in which we were unable to resolve the 
issue, the suspect elements were not reported, and the omission is noted in the relevant table. Some of these 
data issues were related to variations in how the individual sites collect and store data. RAND analysts have 
developed a series of “data checks” that have helped to improve the data quality; we continue to explore strat-
egies to increase the accuracy of future data collected from the sites, with a focus on limiting the burden of 
data collection for sites and ChalleNGe personnel. But some data elements are missing or contain unexpected 
values because of the different ways the sites responded to the COVID-19 pandemic. We have noted, below 
each table in the report, specific instances of sites operating virtually, operating on a condensed schedule or 
at lower capacity, or not operating at all, because of the pandemic.

The sites are listed alphabetically by state or territory name. Each table includes metrics of the number 
and type of staff, total funding in 2020, and the numbers of cadets who applied, entered, graduated, and 
received various credentials. The tables also include data related to several of the core components—service 
to community (and calculated values based on local labor market conditions), gains on specific physical fit-
ness tests, and the numbers of cadets registered to vote and for Selective Service. Finally, the tables include 
information about postgraduation placement (but because of our accelerated data collection schedule this 
year, the placement information is not always directly comparable with information in past reports). The 
tables also include nine-month placement rates for Class 53; at the time of our previous data collection, this 
information was not yet available for cadets in Class 53. Some of the data in the following tables (along with 
other cadet-level data collected at the same time) formed the basis of analyses presented in Chapter Two. 

TABLE A.3

Applicants and Graduates (Classes 54 and 55)

Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site Target Applied Entrants Graduates Site Target Applied Entrants Graduates

All sites 9,007 5,272 2,493 6,313 3,091 2,331

AKa 125 172 163 10 AKb 125 164 113 91

ARc 100 199 130 73 ARc 80 144 102 78

CA-DC 175 253 188 134 CA-DC 175 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAc 190 366 209 164 CA-LAb 190 394 207 105

CA-SLc * 349 233 87 CA-SLb * 285 178 156

DCa 75 62 48 24 DCb 75 83 54 30

FLc 150 232 200 131 FLb 80 138 101 71

GA-FG 175 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP GA-FGb 175 188 83 63

GA-FSc 205 272 231 0 GA-FSb 50 136 81 49

HI-BPc 125 115 86 70 HI-BPc 110 91 57 40

HI-HI * 99 60 47 HI-HI * 49 40 29

IDa 115 151 128 30 IDc 115 139 128 101

IL 115 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP ILb 115 338 136 95

INc 100 191 123 62 INc 100 107 81 50

KY-FKb 100 140 109 63 KY-FKb 100 89 57 35
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Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site Target Applied Entrants Graduates Site Target Applied Entrants Graduates

KY-HNc 100 151 115 71 KY-HN 100 128 76 61

LA-CBa 250 426 313 39 LA-CBc 67 268 76 69

LA-CMa 200 403 281 7 LA-CMb 50 211 63 53

LA-GLb 63 389 79 68 LA-GLb 63 167 77 65

MDa 100 93 93 93 MD 100 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc 114 306 159 125 MIc 114 138 107 100

MSc 200 473 285 197 MSc 158 333 175 140

MTc 80 166 136 69 MTb 80 139 99 82

NC-NLc 100 504 90 77 NC-NLc 100 232 79 61

NC-Sc 125 444 139 114 NC-Sc 125 272 68 47

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc 112 192 133 0 NM 113 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

OKc 110 389 169 0 OKc 110 438 154 111

ORa 150 214 182 152 OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PRc 220 246 220 200 PR 220 258 229 206

SCb 100 431 120 42 SCb 60 148 51 38

TXa * 172 104 12 TXb * 182 101 60

VAa 125 228 159 115 VAb 125 205 54 40

WAa 135 364 168 72 WAa * 160 43 28

WIa 100 351 139 65 WIc 100 353 107 82

WVc 150 365 200 80 WVb 50 250 45 40

WYa  *  99  80  0 WYc  *  86  69  55

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

* = did not report. 

NOTES: NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Classes 54 
and 55, which began in 2020. Target columns represent the program’s graduation goal. Additional information on each ChalleNGe site is available 
throughout this appendix.

Table A.3—Continued

TABLE A.4

Number of ChalleNGe Graduates and Number of Graduates by Type of Credential Awarded, 
by Site (Classes 54 and 55)

Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED, 
HiSET,

or TASC

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS Diploma Site

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED, 
HiSET,

or TASC

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS Diploma

All sites 2,493 399 668 585 All sites 2,331 530 719 564

AKa 10 0 0 4 AKb 91 0 89 2

ARc 73 29 0 0 ARc 78 18 0 0

CA-DC 134 0 112 22 CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAc 164 0 133 28 CA-LAb 105 0 90 15

CA-SLc 87 0 65 21 CA-SLb 156 0 81 73
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Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED, 
HiSET,

or TASC

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS Diploma Site

Number of 
Graduates 

from 
ChalleNGe

Number 
Receiving 

GED, 
HiSET,

or TASC

Number 
Receiving 
HS Credits

Number 
Receiving 

HS Diploma

DCa 24 0 0 0 DCb 30 0 0 8

FLc 131 93 20 5 FLb 71 49 15 2

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP GA-FGb 63 48 12 1

GA-FSc 0 0 0 0 GA-FSb 49 16 30 0

HI-BPc 70 26 0 0 HI-BPc 40 12 0 0

HI-HI 47 26 0 0 HI-HI 29 0 0 14

IDa 30 0 26 4 IDc 101 5 84 12

IL NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP ILb 95 91 0 0

INc 62 35 0 0 INc 50 24 18 0

KY-FKb 63 0 0 9 KY-FKb 35 0 17 4

KY-HNc 71 0 71 0 KY-HN 61 0 0 0

LA-CBa 39 9 0 0 LA-CBc 69 17 0 0

LA-CMa 7 0 2 0 LA-CMb 53 21 2 0

LA-GLb 68 48 0 0 LA-GLb 65 46 0 1

MDa 93 0 0 31 MD NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc 125 0 0 0 MIc 100 0 42 58

MSc 197 0 0 123 MSc 140 0 0 84

MTc 69 60 2 0 MTb 82 31 42 0

NC-NLc 77 13 19 30 NC-NLc 61 12 9 27

NC-Sc 114 0 0 0 NC-Sc 47 0 0 0

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc 0 0 0 0 NM NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

OKc 0 0 0 0 OKc 111 1 88 20

ORa 152 0 134 18 OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PRc 200 0 0 195 PR 206 0 0 204

SCb 42 10 0 0 SCb 38 25 0 0

TXa 12 0 6 6 TXb 60 0 54 6

VAa 115 42 0 0 VAb 40 16 0 0

WAa 72 0 72 0 WAa 28 0 28 0

WIa 65 0 6 55 WIc 82 78 0 0

WVc 80 8 0 34 WVb 40 0 0 33

WYa  0  0  0  0 WYc  55  20  18  0

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: HS = high school. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Classes 54 and 55, which began in 2020. Credentials awarded include those conveyed during the ChalleNGe residential phase. Counts 
reflect a single credential per cadet. Cadets with multiple credentials are assigned according to the hierarchy of high school diploma, high school 
credits, then GED/HiSET/TASC. At the Idaho ChalleNGe program, those who received GEDs also received high school credits, although the credits 
were not used. In New Jersey, ChalleNGe graduates who passed the GED were awarded a state high school diploma. In West Virginia, ChalleNGe 
graduates who passed the state standardized test were awarded a state high school diploma. The Wisconsin program generates a pathway for all 
credentialing options awarded through the Wisconsin Department of Instruction and associated school districts, including credit recovery, GED, a 
high school equivalency diploma, and a high school diploma. Additional information on each ChalleNGe site is available throughout this appendix. 

Table A.4—Continued
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TABLE A.5

Core Component Completion—Community Service, ChalleNGe Graduates (Classes 54 and 55)

Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site
Service Hours/

Cadet
Dollar Value/

Hour ($)

Total 
Community 

Service 
Contribution 

($) Site
Service Hours/

Cadet
Dollar Value/

Hour ($)

Total 
Community 

Service 
Contribution 

($)

All sites 2,035,489 All sites 1,575,068

AKa 40 30.30 12,120 AKb 22 30.30 61,524

ARc 52 22.87 87,432 ARc 44 22.87 78,238

CA-DC 13 33.61 57,406 CA-DC NOT OP 33.61 NOT OP

CA-LAc 25 33.61 136,490 CA-LAb 15 33.61 54,112

CA-SLc 0 33.61 0 CA-SLb 0 33.61 0

DCa 11 48.67 13,044 DCb 0 48.67 0

FLc 50 26.32 171,817 FLb 63 26.32 116,927

GA-FG NOT OP 26.77 NOT OP GA-FGb 0 26.77 0

GA-FSc 0 26.77 0 GA-FSb 0 26.77 0

HI-BPc 69 30.55 148,229 HI-BPc 102 30.55 124,675

HI-HI 101 30.55 145,510 HI-HI 2d 30.55 61

IDa 20 24.24 14,702 IDc 32 24.24 77,253

IL NOT OP 29.37 NOT OP ILb 46 29.37 128,508

INc 49 25.67 77,626 INc 47 25.67 60,325

KY-FKb 34 23.10 50,058 KY-FKb 40 23.10 32,594

KY-HNc 6 23.10 9,979 KY-HN 47 23.10 65,881

LA-CBa 6 24.80 5,580 LA-CBc 4 24.80 6,274

LA-CMa 0 24.80 0 LA-CMb 0 24.80 0

LA-GLb 54 24.80 91,066 LA-GLb 54 24.80 87,048

MDa 6 31.29 16,678 MD NOT OP 31.29 NOT OP

MIc 3 26.93 10,667 MIc 26 26.93 69,668

MSc 25 21.83 106,705 MSc 51 21.83 154,491

MTc 13 25.23 22,770 MTb 0 25.23 0

NC-NLc 41 35.98 112,294 NC-NLc 49 35.98 107,595

NC-Sc 14 35.98 56,219 NC-Sc 0 35.98 0

NJ NOT OP 31.41 NOT OP NJ NOT OP 31.41 NOT OP

NMc 0 23.34 0 NM NOT OP 23.34 NOT OP

OKc 3,690d 24.35 89,852 OKc 50 24.35 134,424

ORa 23 28.22 100,731 OR NOT OP 28.22 NOT OP

PRc 0 13.74 0 PR 0 13.74 0

SCb 0 25.47 0 SCb 5 25.47 4,839

TXa 17 26.43 5,471 TXb 11 26.43 17,576

VAa 117 29.14 393,273 VAb 0 29.14 0

WAa 24 33.75 57,179 WAa 21 33.75 20,226
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Table A.5—Continued
Residential Class 54 Residential Class 55

Site
Service Hours/

Cadet
Dollar Value/

Hour ($)

Total 
Community 

Service 
Contribution 

($) Site
Service Hours/

Cadet
Dollar Value/

Hour ($)

Total 
Community 

Service 
Contribution 

($)

WIa 10 26.96 17,292 WIc 51 26.96 112,329

WVc 7 23.97 14,178 WVb 46 23.97 43,961

WYa  427d  26.05  11,123 WYc  12  26.05  16,539

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).
d Due to COVID-19 modifications, count reflects the cumulative number of service hours completed by nongraduating cadets for sites OK and WY 
Class 54 and graduating cadets for site HI-HI Class 55.

NOTES: NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers Classes 54 and 
55, which began in 2020. The value of community service is calculated using published figures at the state level for 2020 that are available online 
(Independent Sector, 2020). The value of community service was calculated in the same manner in the previous annual reports (Constant, Wenger, 
Cottrell, Chan, et al., 2019; National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, 2015; Wenger, Constant, and Cottrell, 2018; Wenger, Constant, Cottrell, Trail, 
et al., 2017).

TABLE A.6

Residential Performance—Physical Fitness as Measured by the Average Number of Initial and 
Final Push-Ups Completed and Initial and Final Run Time for Graduates, per Site (Class 54)

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Site Initial Final Initial Final

All sites 25 40 10:31 08:40

AKa * * 08:42 08:55

ARc * * 10:16 09:06

CA-DC 23 47 09:22 07:18

CA-LAc 31 * 09:10 *

CA-SLc * * * *

DCa 26 * 12:51 *

FLc 29 56 09:53 08:27

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

GA-FSc 29 * 10:51 *

HI-BPc 28 43 09:39 08:23

HI-HI 35 43 10:02 08:12

IDa 20 32 10:11 08:17

IL NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

INc 25 38 11:01 09:11

KY-FKb 22 38 11:23 09:36

KY-HNc * * 11:32 07:21

LA-CBa 39 * 09:02 *

LA-CMa * * * *

LA-GLb 28 44 13:57 08:50

MDa 21 25 16:13 11:22

MIc 27 44 10:00 08:12

MSc 22 * 11:07 *

MTc 21 34 11:21 08:40
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Table A.6—Continued
Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Site Initial Final Initial Final

NC-NLc 20 32 09:52 07:50

NC-Sc * * 11:37 *

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc * * 08:20 *

OKc 28 * 09:14 *

ORa 20 * 09:29 *

PRc 20 39 10:02 08:13

SCb 23 32 09:13 09:33

TXa 21 28 08:50 11:21

VAa * * 10:51 08:55

WAa 20 * 09:56 *

WIa 24 * 09:17 *

WVc 24 36 10:15 08:20

WYa  26  *  10:33  *

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Class 54.

TABLE A.7

Residential Performance—Physical Fitness as Measured by the Average Number of Initial and 
Final Push-Ups Completed and Initial and Final Run Time for Graduates, per Site (Class 55)

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Site Initial Final Initial Final

All sites 26 41 10:36 08:28

AKb * * 11:54 09:20

ARc * * 10:54 09:49

CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAb 27 * 09:32 *

CA-SLb * * * *

DCb 17 * 12:17 10:16

FLb 28 45 10:31 08:27

GA-FGb * * 10:12 09:03

GA-FSb 30 54 11:06 08:46

HI-BPc 30 50 09:54 07:45

HI-HI 47 41 08:36 08:57

IDc 21 32 10:23 08:25

ILb * * 13:30 09:52

INc 22 43 11:05 08:43

KY-FKb 24 46 10:16 07:31

KY-HN * * 11:09 08:14

LA-CBc 41 42 10:23 08:10

LA-CMb 19 25 08:49 08:54
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Table A.7—Continued

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time

Site Initial Final Initial Final

LA-GLb 26 40 14:16 09:20

MD NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc 34 53 08:54 08:13

MSc 23 46 10:58 07:41

MTb 22 45 10:31 06:56

NC-NLc 32 47 08:05 06:24

NC-Sc * * 11:29 08:59

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

OKc 26 39 09:40 08:09

OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PR 22 40 10:31 07:58

SCb 35 44 10:51 09:14

TXb 27 43 11:16 09:29

VAb * * * *

WAa 23 19 10:51 11:47

WIc 21 35 09:39 07:58

WVb * * 09:56 07:27

WYc  24  35  10:19  08:02

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTE: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and covers 
Class 55.

TABLE A.8

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Math Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 54)

  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 9/10 67 19 14 40 36 24

All sites 11/12 71 24 5 56 35 10

AKa 50 40 10 0 50 50

ARc 66 34 0 50 46 4

CA-DC 52 26 22 * * *

CA-LAc 70 21 9 * * *

CA-SLc 76 12 13 * * *

DCa 70 26 4 32 47 21

FLc 69 27 5 32 36 32

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

GA-FSc 72 26 2 * * *

HI-BPc 61 24 14 48 31 21

HI-HI 89 11 0 48 52 0
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Table A.8—Continued
  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

Site (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

IDa 60 27 13 * * *

IL NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

INc 82 13 5 60 37 3

KY-FKb 79 16 5 81 12 7

KY-HNc 89 11 0 59 31 10

LA-CBa 21 23 56 * * *

LA-CMa 29 57 14 * * *

LA-GLb 51 34 15 13 28 59

MDa 73 17 10 30 37 33

MIc 87 12 1 79 19 2

MSc 69 29 3 52 47 1

MTc 52 42 6 48 41 12

NC-NLc 73 25 3 60 36 4

NC-Sc * * * * * *

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc 77 19 4 * * *

OKc 54 26 20 * * *

ORa 57 24 19 * * *

PRc 96 5 0 50 41 10

SCb 89 11 0 75 25 0

TXa 57 43 0 * * *

VAa 70 15 15 48 29 22

WAa 69 30 1 * * *

WIa 65 31 5 * * *

WVc 78 20 3 * * *

WYa  41  28  32  *  *  *

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Class 54. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, 
HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, MS, MT, NC-NL, NC-S, SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE Survey Form 9/10. 

TABLE A.9

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Math Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 55)

  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 9/10 72 18 10 38 37 26

All sites 11/12 74 23 3 59 34 7

AKb 68 29 3 52 43 5

ARc 71 26 4 64 28 8



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

76

Table A.9—Continued

  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAb 83 15 2 33 39 28

CA-SLb 57 24 19 42 36 22

DCb 65 29 6 33 37 30

FLb 73 25 1 39 38 23

GA-FGb 65 24 11 29 37 35

GA-FSb 65 33 2 49 47 4

HI-BPc 88 13 0 50 50 0

HI-HI 93 7 0 83 17 0

IDc 63 31 6 58 28 14

ILb 86 13 1 78 20 2

INc 70 26 4 61 39 0

KY-FKb 94 0 6 75 15 10

KY-HN 91 9 0 58 28 13

LA-CBc 59 29 12 14 39 46

LA-CMb 77 21 2 42 55 4

LA-GLb * * * * * *

MD NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc 77 22 1 83 17 0

MSc 75 23 2 54 41 5

MTb 72 22 6 57 34 9

NC-NLc 61 33 7 51 36 13

NC-Sc * * * * * *

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

OKc 65 32 4 * * *

OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PR 96 4 0 52 39 9

SCb 87 11 3 76 16 8

TXb 54 46 0 60 40 0

VAb * * * * * *

WAa 82 18 0 83 17 0

WIc 71 23 6 53 35 13

WVb 93 8 0 45 53 3

WYc  31  35  35  22  25  53
a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
C Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Class 55. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, 
GA-FS, HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IL, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, MS, MT, NC-NL, NC-S, NM, OK, SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE 
Survey Form 9/10. 
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TABLE A.10

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Reading Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 54)

Pre-TABE (%) Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 9/10 48 24 28 22 22 56

All site 11/12 61 27 12 52 27 21

AKa 40 30 30 0 100 0

ARc 52 34 14 52 32 16

CA-DC 47 31 23 * * *

CA-LAc 64 20 16 * * *

CA-SLc 38 34 28 * * *

DCa 43 30 26 37 32 32

FLc 51 30 19 15 18 67

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

GA-FSc 68 30 3 * * *

HI-BPc 47 20 33 22 31 46

HI-HI 87 13 0 71 24 4

IDa 43 40 17 * * *

IL NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

INc 73 23 5 73 21 6

KY-FKb 68 26 6 82 8 10

KY-HNc 81 19 0 47 43 10

LA-CBa 5 18 77 * * *

LA-CMa 29 29 43 * * *

LA-GLb 31 38 31 12 28 60

MDa 39 25 37 11 26 63

MIc 80 13 7 73 19 8

MSc 52 33 15 46 43 11

MTc 43 45 12 35 42 23

NC-NLc 56 30 14 62 25 13

NC-Sc 68 24 9 64 24 13

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc 66 22 12 * * *

OKc 40 25 36 * * *

ORa 27 35 38 * * *

PRc 82 8 10 29 9 62

SCb 82 16 3 79 15 6

TXa 42 58 0 * * *

VAa 43 23 34 23 36 41

WAa 61 31 7 * * *
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Table A.10—Continued

Pre-TABE (%) Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

WIa 54 35 11 * * *

WVc 66 25 9 * * *

WYa  26  32  42  *  *  *

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Class 54. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, 
HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, MS, MT, NC-NL, NC-S, SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE Survey Form 9/10. 

TABLE A.11

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Reading Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 55)

  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 9/10 55 21 23 27 25 48

All sites 11/12 62 26 12 51 31 18

AKb 59 24 16 46 29 25

ARc 68 15 17 51 23 26

CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAb 77 16 7 19 30 51

CA-SLb 34 26 40 36 28 36

DCb 18 47 35 23 17 60

FLb 55 32 13 13 41 46

GA-FGb 41 29 30 19 35 46

GA-FSb 61 37 2 41 51 8

HI-BPc 74 18 8 53 48 0

HI-HI 79 14 7 76 14 10

IDc 52 25 23 41 35 25

ILb 65 28 7 57 35 8

INc 62 32 6 81 12 8

KY-FKb 84 5 11 72 22 6

KY-HN 90 7 3 72 16 11

LA-CBc 38 35 28 16 23 61

LA-CMb 45 36 19 30 49 21

LA-GLb 60 34 6 35 56 9

MD NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc 74 19 7 78 17 4

MSc 56 29 14 44 30 26

MTb 60 30 10 46 32 22

NC-NLc 48 30 23 38 33 30
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Table A.11—Continued
  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

NC-Sc 55 32 13 43 34 23

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

OKc 52 29 19 * * *

OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PR 83 6 11 34 13 53

SCb 68 24 8 69 19 11

TXb 54 46 0 66 34 0

VAb * * * * * *

WAa 79 14 7 77 18 5

WIc 62 24 14 47 35 18

WVb 73 28 0 50 43 8

WYc 25  25  49  7  27  65
a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). Information in this table was reported by the sites in July 2021 and 
covers Class 55. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. New Jersey Class 53 has not completed the program because of 
COVID-19 early release. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, GA-FS, HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IL, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, 
MS, MT, NC-NL, NC-S, NM, OK, SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE Survey Form 9/10. 

TABLE A.12

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Battery Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 54)

  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 60 21 19 30 29 40

AKa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

ARc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

CA-DC * * * * * *

CA-LAc 73 18 10 * * *

CA-SLc * * * * * *

DCa 74 17 9 63 26 11

FLc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

GA-FG NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

GA-FSc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HI-BPc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HI-HI N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

IDa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

IL N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

INc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

KY-FKb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

KY-HNc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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Table A.12—Continued
  Pre-TABE (%)   Post-TABE (%)

Site

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

LA-CBa 10 31 59 * * *

LA-CMa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

LA-GLb 43 29 28 15 24 62

MDa 57 28 15 24 29 47

MIc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MSc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MTc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NC-NLc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NC-Sc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NMc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

OKc 50 28 22 * * *

ORa 50 26 24 * * *

PRc 88 10 2 29 29 42

SCb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

TXa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

VAa 61 16 23 41 35 24

WAa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WIa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WVc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WYa  43  22  34  *  *  *

a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). N/A = not available. Information in this table was reported by the sites 
in July 2021 and covers Class 54. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. TABE Survey Form 11/12 does not have the 
battery test. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, MS, MT, NC-NL, NC-S, 
SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE Survey Form 9/10. 

TABLE A.13

Percentage of ChalleNGe Graduates in Pre- and Post-TABE Battery Grade-Equivalent, by Site 
(Class 55)

Site

Pre-TABE (%) Post-TABE (%)

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

All sites 64 22 14 29 29 41

AKb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

ARc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

CA-DC NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

CA-LAb 84 14 2 24 26 50

CA-SLb 46 30 24 39 34 27

DCb 53 29 18 30 37 33

FLb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

GA-FGb 63 25 11 24 46 30
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Table A.13—Continued

Site

Pre-TABE (%) Post-TABE (%)

Elementary Middle School High School Elementary Middle School High School

(Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12) (Grades 1–5) (Grades 6–8) (Grades 9–12)

GA-FSb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HI-BPc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

HI-HI N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

IDc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

ILb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

INc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

KY-FKb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

KY-HN N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

LA-CBc 49 32 19 14 23 62

LA-CMb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

LA-GLb * * * * * *

MD NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

MIc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MSc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

MTb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NC-NLc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NC-Sc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NJ NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NM N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

OKc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

OR NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

PR 83 13 4 37 24 39

SCb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

TXb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

VAb * * * * * *

WAa N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WIc N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WVb N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

WYc  35  25  40  15  24  62
a Operated partially or completely virtually. 
b Operated at lower capacity (e.g., only 50 percent capacity).
c Condensed residential period (with early release).

NOTES: * = did not report. NOT OP = did not operate (no cadets enrolled). N/A = not available. Information in this table was reported by the sites 
in July 2021 and covers Class 55. Some numbers do not sum to 100 percent because of rounding. TABE Survey Form 11/12 does not have the 
battery test. The following sites used TABE Survey Form 11/12: AK, AR, FL, GA-FS, HI-BP, HI-HI, ID, IL, IN, KY-FK, KY-HN, LA-CM, MI, MS, MT, 
NC-NL, NC-S, NM, OK, SC, TX, WA, WI, WV. The remaining sites used TABE Survey Form 9/10. 
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TABLE A.14

Profile of Alaska Military Youth Academy

Alaska Military Youth Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 6,182 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 27 11 3 1 1 19

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,703,469 $5,535,337 $425,000

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 March 2020–
July 2020

172 163 10 0 0 4

Class 55 August 2020–
January 2021

164 113 91 0 89 2

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 08:42 08:55 23.1 *

Class 55 * * 11:54 09:20 27.8 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 2 2 0 0

Class 55 24 24 18 18

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 40 $30.30 $12,120

Class 55 22 $30.30 $61,524

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 132 89 69 18 23 4 24

Class 54

Month 1 10 10 10 2 3 1 4

Month 3 10 10 9 2 3 1 3

Month 6 10 9 8 2 1 1 4

Month 9 10 10 9 2 3 0 5

Class 55

Month 1 91 77 72 38 18 3 14

Month 3 91 69 62 31 15 3 13

Month 6 91 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.15

Profile of Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe

Arkansas Youth ChalleNGe, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 4,288 Program type: GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 26 10 4 1 0 7

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,326,934 $1,108,978 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

199 130 73 29 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

144 102 78 18 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 10:16 09:06 24.3 *

Class 55 * * 10:54 09:49 25 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 15 15 33 33

Class 55 5 5 26 26

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 52 $22.87 $87,432

Class 55 44 $22.87 $78,238

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 104 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 54

Month 1 73 54 32 4 18 2 11

Month 3 73 28 26 7 8 0 12

Month 6 73 19 17 2 6 2 9

Month 9 73 17 13 4 5 2 3

Class 55

Month 1 78 21 17 10 3 0 4

Month 3 78 45 39 18 11 1 11

Month 6 78 35 28 9 8 0 12

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.16

Profile of Discovery ChalleNGe Academy (California)

Discovery ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2017

Graduates since inception: 882 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 25 8 4 5 0 5

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $5,250,000 $1,750,000 $2,079,379

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

253 188 134 0 112 22

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 23 47 09:22 07:18 * *

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 12 12 12 12

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 13 $33.61 $57,406

Class 55 NOT OP $33.61 NOT OP

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 136 136 115 62 16 8 29

Class 54

Month 1 134 133 117 84 19 3 11

Month 3 134 133 117 84 19 3 11

Month 6 134 133 116 83 17 5 11

Month 9 134 133 118 76 23 6 13

Class 55

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. NOT OP = did 
not operate (no cadets enrolled).
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TABLE A.17

Profile of Sunburst Youth Academy (California)

Sunburst Youth Academy, Established 2008

Graduates since inception: 4,193 Program type: high school diploma, credit recovery, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

22 26 12 3 1 3 3

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $6,295,000 $2,098,333 $3,481,916

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020 366 209 164 0 133 28

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020 394 207 105 0 90 15

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 31 * 09:10 * 25.6 *

Class 55 27 * 09:32 * 26.5 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 23 23 27 27

Class 55 12 12 15 15

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 25 $33.61 $136,490

Class 55 15 $33.61 $54,112

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 195 195 185 152 13 3 17

Class 54

Month 1 164 160 115 98 10 2 5

Month 3 164 155 113 98 8 2 5

Month 6 164 162 120 98 8 3 11

Month 9 164 160 118 99 5 3 11

Class 55

Month 1 105 105 72 68 2 1 1

Month 3 105 106 80 69 5 2 4

Month 6 105 105 76 67 2 2 5

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.18

Profile of Grizzly Youth Academy (California)

Grizzly Youth Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 6,888 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

31 26 10 4 2 0 0

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $6,412,500 $2,137,500 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

349 233 87 0 65 21

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

285 178 156 0 81 73

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * * * * *

Class 55 * * * * * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 55 0 57 0

Class 55 48 0 55 0

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $33.61 $0

Class 55 0 $33.61 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 199 199 171 92 36 5 38

Class 54

Month 1 87 87 65 63 0 2 0

Month 3 87 87 68 65 0 2 1

Month 6 87 87 67 63 0 2 2

Month 9 87 87 73 63 0 8 2

Class 55

Month 1 156 156 143 82 46 10 5

Month 3 156 156 146 0 23 13 110

Month 6 156 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.19

Profile of Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe Academy (District of Columbia)

Capital Guardian Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2007

Graduates since inception: 809 Program type: high school diploma

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 20 10 4 1 0 11

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $2,256,000 $752,000 $1,483,340

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

62 48 24 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

83 54 30 0 0 8

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 26 * 12:51 * 24.4 *

Class 55 17 * 12:17 10:16 25.1 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 2 2 2 2

Class 55 9 9 6 6

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 11 $48.67 $13,044

Class 55 0 $48.67 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 49 31 19 5 1 0 13

Class 54

Month 1 24 23 0 0 0 0 6

Month 3 24 23 0 0 0 0 6

Month 6 24 15 4 2 2 0 2

Month 9 24 16 2 0 2 0 5

Class 55

Month 1 30 30 11 1 10 0 3

Month 3 30 26 14 1 11 0 5

Month 6 30 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.20

Profile of Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Florida Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2001

Graduates since inception: 5,440 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

9 36 13 3 0 6 16

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,351,569 $1,450,523 $161,341

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

232 200 131 93 20 5

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

138 101 71 49 15 2

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 29 56 09:53 08:27 26 26.1

Class 55 28 45 10:31 08:27 25.9 26.2

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 131 131 13 13

Class 55 71 71 12 12

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 50 $26.32 $171,817

Class 55 63 $26.32 $116,927

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 144 115 87 21 50 12 4

Class 54

Month 1 131 113 70 8 53 2 7

Month 3 131 107 87 21 55 4 7

Month 6 131 111 88 17 54 8 9

Month 9 131 108 82 15 49 9 9

Class 55

Month 1 71 62 49 13 32 1 3

Month 3 71 60 51 14 31 3 3

Month 6 71 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.21

Profile of Fort Gordon Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Georgia)

Fort Gordon Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2000

Graduates since inception: 6,754 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 30 13 5 2 6 4

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,571,875 $1,853,958 $47,322

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 March 2020–
August 2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 September 
2020–February 

2021

188 83 63 48 12 1

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 * * 10:12 09:03 * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 15 14 21 21

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 NOT OP $26.77 NOT OP

Class 55 0 $26.77 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 149 126 103 20 63 7 13

Class 54

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 9 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55

Month 1 63 54 39 18 14 3 7

Month 3 63 60 47 16 20 3 10

Month 6 63 56 45 5 27 5 14

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. NOT OP = did 
not operate (no cadets enrolled).
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TABLE A.22

Profile of Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Georgia)

Fort Stewart Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 10,595 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 40 13 6 1 5 21

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $6,000,000 $2,000,000 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

272 231 0 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

136 81 49 16 30 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 29 * 10:51 * * *

Class 55 30 54 11:06 08:46 * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 * * * *

Class 55 17 8 16 16

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $26.77 $0

Class 55 0 $26.77 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 215 197 183 93 52 4 34

Class 54

Month 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 55

Month 1 49 43 34 20 7 3 7

Month 3 49 47 41 23 11 3 4

Month 6 49 1 0 0 0 0 0

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.23

Profile of Youth ChalleNGe Academy at Barbers Point (Hawaii)

Hawaii Youth ChalleNGe Academy at Barbers Point, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 4,708 Program type: credit recovery, HiSET, other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 24 4 3 3 0 0

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,210,313 $1,070,104 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

115 86 70 26 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

91 57 40 12 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 28 43 09:39 08:23 25.8 *

Class 55 30 50 09:54 07:45 26.3 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 9 9 34 34

Class 55 12 8 19 18

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 69 $30.55 $148,229

Class 55 102 $30.55 $124,675

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 70 62 40 2 21 2 15

Class 54

Month 1 70 68 13 1 5 2 25

Month 3 70 68 25 7 10 3 24

Month 6 70 68 28 5 15 3 18

Month 9 70 67 29 2 18 5 15

Class 55

Month 1 40 39 15 0 10 1 8

Month 3 40 38 22 1 16 1 11

Month 6 40 37 22 2 16 1 10

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.24

Profile of Youth ChalleNGe Academy at Hilo (Hawaii)

Hawaii Youth ChalleNGe Academy at Hilo, Established 2011

Graduates since inception: 1,097 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET, 
other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 16 5 3 1 2 2

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $2,140,208 $713,403 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

99 60 47 26 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

49 40 29 0 0 14

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 35 43 10:02 08:12 24.4 24.4

Class 55 47 41 08:36 08:57 25.5 25.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 8 8 21 21

Class 55 5 3 6 6

Service to community

Total Service Hours Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 4,763 $30.55 $145,510

Class 55 2 $30.55 $61

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 62 62 35 1 17 14 3

Class 54

Month 1 47 47 24 7 11 4 2

Month 3 47 47 27 7 13 4 3

Month 6 47 47 30 6 16 6 2

Month 9 47 47 30 2 21 7 0

Class 55

Month 1 29 29 10 3 6 0 16

Month 3 29 29 10 3 5 0 19

Month 6 29 29 12 4 5 1 15

NOTES: Admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.25

Profile of Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Idaho Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2014

Graduates since inception: 1,371 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

6 27 9 4 2 0 15

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,693,063 $1,685,016 $98,516

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

151 128 30 0 26 4

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

139 128 101 5 84 12

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 20 32 10:11 08:17 25 24.6

Class 55 21 32 10:23 08:25 24.5 24.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 8 8 5 2

Class 55 15 15 22 22

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 20 $24.24 $14,702

Class 55 32 $24.24 $77,253

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 121 47 37 11 3 2 21

Class 54

Month 1 30 23 1 1 0 0 5

Month 3 30 22 13 7 2 0 12

Month 6 30 18 13 2 4 0 11

Month 9 30 12 10 4 3 0 3

Class 55

Month 1 101 85 19 13 0 3 16

Month 3 101 68 41 25 4 1 16

Month 6 101 45 33 20 3 2 10

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.26

Profile of Lincoln’s ChalleNGe Academy (Illinois)

Lincoln’s ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 15,735 Program type: credit recovery, GED, other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

8 49 11 7 5 5 23

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,500,000 $1,666,667 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 
2020–June 

2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

338 136 95 91 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 * * 13:30 09:52 * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 22 1 15 15

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 NOT OP $29.37 NOT OP

Class 55 46 $29.37 $128,508

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/

Other

Class 53

Month 9 131 36 23 1 8 4 10

Class 54

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 9 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55

Month 1 95 79 32 2 21 4 12

Month 3 95 88 43 2 29 5 21

Month 6 95 57 23 2 12 7 11

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. NOT OP = 
did not operate (no cadets enrolled).
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TABLE A.27

Profile of Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy (Indiana)

Hoosier Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2007

Graduates since inception: 2,005 Program type: TASC, credit recovery

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

3 19 8 5 4 0 0

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,460,826 $1,153,609 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
TASC

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

191 123 62 35 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

107 81 50 24 18 0

Physical fitness

Push-Ups 1-Mile Run BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 25 38 11:01 09:11 * *

Class 55 22 43 11:05 08:43 * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 27 9 51 26

Class 55 10 8 27 17

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 49 $25.67 $77,626

Class 55 47 $25.67 $60,325

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 61 60 16 1 10 4 1

Class 54

Month 1 62 62 24 2 15 3 4

Month 3 62 62 24 2 15 3 4

Month 6 62 62 32 3 18 9 2

Month 9 62 62 28 3 13 10 2

Class 55

Month 1 50 50 28 18 6 1 3

Month 3 50 50 31 17 6 2 6

Month 6 50 50 30 16 6 2 6

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.28

Profile of Bluegrass ChalleNGe Academy (Kentucky)

Bluegrass ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 3,434 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 20 12 1 3 6 0

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $2,410,734 $803,578 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

140 109 63 0 0 9

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

89 57 35 0 17 4

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 22 38 11:23 09:36 26.1 24.9

Class 55 24 46 10:16 07:31 23.7 22.3

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 10 10 27 27

Class 55 2 2 16 16

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 34 $23.10 $50,058

Class 55 40 $23.10 $32,594

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 67 66 55 41 6 4 4

Class 54

Month 1 63 64 25 19 4 0 2

Month 3 63 64 41 28 12 1 0

Month 6 63 64 45 37 7 0 1

Month 9 63 64 18 17 0 0 1

Class 55

Month 1 35 35 29 23 3 2 1

Month 3 35 35 21 19 1 1 0

Month 6 35 35 35 31 2 2 0

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.29

Profile of Appalachian ChalleNGe Program (Kentucky)

Appalachian ChalleNGe Program, Established 2012

Graduates since inception: 1,360 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 27 9 2 3 1 2

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 * * *

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

151 115 71 0 71 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

128 76 61 0 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 11:09 08:14 24.4 *

Class 55 * * 11:32 07:21 26.1 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 5 5 8 8

Class 55 5 5 7 7

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 6 $23.10 $9,979

Class 55 47 $23.10 $65,881

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 88 34 34 30 2 0 2

Class 54

Month 1 71 11 11 10 1 0 0

Month 3 71 62 62 61 1 0 0

Month 6 71 64 64 61 3 0 0

Month 9 71 64 64 61 3 0 0

Class 55

Month 1 61 50 50 48 2 0 0

Month 3 61 51 51 48 3 0 0

Month 6 61 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.30

Profile of Camp Beauregard (Louisiana)

Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—Camp Beauregard, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 11,087 Program type: credit recovery, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

16 52 14 12 5 8 18

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $6,000,000 $2,000,000 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

426 313 39 9 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

268 76 69 17 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 39 * 09:02 * 24.2 *

Class 55 41 42 10:23 08:10 23.4 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 8 0 25 15

Class 55 24 20 89 52

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 6 $24.80 $5,580

Class 55 4 $24.80 $6,274

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 262 232 202 53 85 6 58

Class 54

Month 1 39 39 36 5 27 0 4

Month 3 39 38 36 5 27 0 4

Month 6 39 38 34 2 25 0 7

Month 9 39 35 32 5 18 0 9

Class 55

Month 1 69 69 59 16 22 1 21

Month 3 69 65 60 17 27 0 17

Month 6 69 67 63 16 28 2 17

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.31

Profile of Camp Minden (Louisiana)

Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—Camp Minden, Established 2002

Graduates since inception: 5,867 Program type: credit recovery, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

14 33 16 8 0 7 20

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $5,976,000 $2,000,000 $82,091

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 February 
2020–July 

2020

403 281 7 0 2 0

Class 55 August 2020–
January 2021

211 63 53 21 2 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * * * 26.1 *

Class 55 19 25 08:49 08:54 24.9 24.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 57 57 89 89

Class 55 36 36 25 25

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $24.80 $0

Class 55 0 $24.80 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 176 171 152 40 62 7 43

Class 54

Month 1 7 7 7 1 3 0 3

Month 3 7 7 7 2 1 0 4

Month 6 7 7 5 1 1 0 3

Month 9 7 7 6 1 2 0 3

Class 55

Month 1 53 53 52 11 14 1 26

Month 3 53 53 48 11 20 2 15

Month 6 53 53 49 7 27 4 11

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.32

Profile of Gillis Long (Louisiana)

Louisiana Youth ChalleNGe Program—Gillis Long, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 9,175 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

14 42 15 8 1 7 32

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $7,620,000 $2,540,000 $35,868

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 April 2020–
September 

2020

389 79 68 48 0 0

Class 55 October 
2020–March 

2021

167 77 65 46 0 1

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 28 44 13:57 08:50 * *

Class 55 26 40 14:16 09:20 * *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 17 17 14 14

Class 55 16 16 14 14

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 54 $24.80 $91,066

Class 55 54 $24.80 $87,048

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/

Other

Class 53

Month 9 190 163 158 23 96 7 32

Class 54

Month 1 68 65 64 21 23 1 20

Month 3 68 63 62 25 26 1 10

Month 6 68 66 64 25 20 7 13

Month 9 68 * * * * * *

Class 55

Month 1 65 55 52 23 18 1 10

Month 3 65 * * * * * *

Month 6 65 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.33

Profile of Freestate ChalleNGe Academy (Maryland)

Freestate Challenge Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 4,764 Program type: high school diploma, other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 30 7 8 2 0 4

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,371,091 $1,123,697 $15,841

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

93 93 93 0 0 31

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 21 25 16:13 11:22 25.5 *

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 22 93 19 39

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 6 $31.29 $16,678

Class 55 NOT OP $31.29 NOT OP

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 111 111 66 12 47 6 1

Class 54

Month 1 93 93 15 0 15 0 0

Month 3 93 93 27 4 23 0 1

Month 6 93 86 27 2 24 1 2

Month 9 93 80 33 3 29 1 2

Class 55

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred; NOT OP = 
did not operate (no cadets enrolled). In Maryland, a young person is eligible to vote if they are at least 18 years old but can be registered to vote at 
16 years old; males are eligible for Selective Service at 18 years old but can be registered for Selective Service at 17 years and 3 months old.
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TABLE A.34

Profile of Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Michigan Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 4,262 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

0 33 10 4 3 0 3

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,020,675 $1,340,225 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

306 159 125 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

138 107 100 0 42 58

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 27 44 10:00 08:12 * *

Class 55 34 53 08:54 08:13 24.9 24.9

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 28 28 28 28

Class 55 19 19 17 17

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 3 $26.93 $10,667

Class 55 26 $26.93 $69,668

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 122 65 53 10 25 5 13

Class 54

Month 1 125 95 41 7 30 0 13

Month 3 125 80 62 27 22 0 20

Month 6 125 55 34 13 16 1 7

Month 9 125 44 29 7 16 3 4

Class 55

Month 1 100 56 40 22 16 0 2

Month 3 100 45 30 5 23 0 5

Month 6 100 13 11 0 6 1 4

NOTE:S * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. 
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TABLE A.35

Profile of Mississippi Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Mississippi Youth Challenge Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 10,304 Program type: high school diploma

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

10 49 18 7 5 6 22

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,350,000 $1,450,000 $404,800

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

473 285 197 0 0 123

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

333 175 140 0 0 84

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 22 * 11:07 * 25.1 *

Class 55 23 46 10:58 07:41 24.5 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 36 36 62 62

Class 55 28 28 39 39

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 25 $21.83 $106,705

Class 55 51 $21.83 $154,491

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 207 164 138 13 83 18 24

Class 54

Month 1 197 183 119 9 88 6 26

Month 3 197 183 157 16 111 6 29

Month 6 197 158 140 14 97 7 26

Month 9 197 143 133 13 93 4 25

Class 55

Month 1 140 123 84 16 49 2 21

Month 3 140 116 98 19 58 3 23

Month 6 140 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.36

Profile of Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Montana Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 3,389 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 29 9 4 4 4 7

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,439,939 $1,164,348 $125,601

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

166 136 69 60 2 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

139 99 82 31 42 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 21 34 11:21 08:40 25.0 *

Class 55 22 45 10:31 06:56 25.6 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 15 15 23 23

Class 55 25 25 18 18

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 13 $25.23 $22,770

Class 55 0 $25.23 $0

Post-Residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 124 110 101 19 54 5 23

Class 54

Month 1 69 65 54 7 44 2 7

Month 3 69 67 61 11 44 3 5

Month 6 69 66 57 10 40 4 6

Month 9 69 67 57 12 37 5 5

Class 55

Month 1 82 82 63 21 35 4 4

Month 3 82 80 63 20 29 4 12

Month 6 82 81 71 18 38 5 12

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.



Supplemental Information on ChalleNGe Sites

105

TABLE A.37

Profile of Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—New London (North Carolina)

Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—New London, Established 2015

Graduates since inception: 915 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

9 23 13 3 2 2 12

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,482,922 $1,160,974 $92,300

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 April 2020–
September 

2020

504 90 77 13 19 30

Class 55 October 2020–
April 2021

232 79 61 12 9 27

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 20 32 09:52 07:50 26.4 24.6

Class 55 32 47 08:05 06:24 23.4 23.1

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 90 90 11 11

Class 55 68 68 6 6

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 41 $35.98 $112,294

Class 55 49 $35.98 $107,595

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 114 114 50 11 29 3 7

Class 54

Month 1 77 77 17 2 10 0 21

Month 3 77 77 33 5 20 2 15

Month 6 77 77 31 4 21 3 7

Month 9 77 * * * * * *

Class 55

Month 1 61 61 25 2 17 1 7

Month 3 61 61 28 2 22 2 4

Month 6 61 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.38

Profile of Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—Salemburg (North Carolina)

Tarheel ChalleNGe Academy—Salemburg, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 5,315 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, HiSET, 
other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

11 26 9 3 2 2 16

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,744,275 $1,148,092 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

444 139 114 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 2020

272 68 47 0 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 11:37 * 26.1 26.8

Class 55 * * 11:29 08:59 24.8 24.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 22 22 17 15

Class 55 6 6 5 4

Service to community

Service Hours/ Cadet Dollar Value/ Hour Total Value

Class 54 14 $35.98 $56,219

Class 55 0 $35.98 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 118 116 89 3 41 0 45

Class 54

Month 1 114 85 52 1 27 0 28

Month 3 114 85 63 10 33 0 21

Month 6 114 85 61 6 34 2 19

Month 9 114 * * * * * *

Class 55

Month 1 47 47 33 2 13 0 18

Month 3 47 47 40 2 21 0 17

Month 6 47 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.39

Profile of New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy

New Jersey Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 4,171 Program type: high school diploma, credit recovery, other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $615,814 $205,271 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 July 2020–
December 2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 January 2021–
June 2021

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 NOT OP $31.41 NOT OP

Class 55 NOT OP $31.41 NOT OP

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 0 90 72 14 26 1 31

Class 54

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 9 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Class 55

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. NOT OP = did 
not operate (no cadets enrolled). There were no graduates for class 53 because of COVID-19–related early release, but some of the cadets were 
able to find post-residential placement.
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TABLE A.40

Profile of New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy

New Mexico Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2001

Graduates since inception: 2,937 Program type: HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

0 0 7 2 3 2 2

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,178,125 $984,375 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

192 133 0 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 08:20 * * *

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 * * * *

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $23.34 $0

Class 55 NOT OP $23.34 NOT OP

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 105 60 44 1 34 0 9

Class 54

Month 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 55

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTE: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred; NOT OP = did 
not operate (no cadets enrolled). 
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TABLE A.41

Profile of Thunderbird Youth Academy (Oklahoma)

Thunderbird Youth Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 5,185 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

5 29 15 3 4 3 9

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,680,291 $1,226,809 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

389 169 0 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

438 154 111 1 88 20

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 28 * 09:14 * 25.1 25.0

Class 55 26 39 09:40 08:09 26 25.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 11 10 30 24

Class 55 13 8 29 26

Service to community

Total Service Hours Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 3,690 $24.35 $89,852

Class 55 5,521 $24.35 $134,424

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 120 113 106 42 26 6 32

Class 54

Month 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Month 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Class 55

Month 1 111 111 108 97 1 0 10

Month 3 111 109 105 72 7 0 26

Month 6 111 104 99 50 13 2 35

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.42

Profile of Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Program

Oregon Youth ChalleNGe Program, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 5,096 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 24 15 7 2 0 1

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,875,000 $1,625,000 $90,732

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

214 182 152 0 134 18

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 20 * 09:29 * 26.3 *

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 29 29 56 56

Class 55 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 23 $28.22 $100,731

Class 55 NOT OP $28.22 NOT OP

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 154 154 138 62 55 10 11

Class 54

Month 1 152 148 119 54 53 1 28

Month 3 152 148 126 75 31 3 27

Month 6 152 148 129 84 23 3 26

Month 9 152 148 131 77 29 3 28

Class 55

Month 1 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 3 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

Month 6 NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP NOT OP

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred; NOT OP = did 
not operate (no cadets enrolled).
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TABLE A.43

Profile of Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy

Puerto Rico Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1999

Graduates since inception: 7,045 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed 12 54 29 12 1 8 13

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $9,570,000 $3,190,000 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 April 2020–
September 

2020

246 220 200 0 0 195

Class 55 October 2020 
–March 2021

258 229 206 0 0 204

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 20 39 10:02 08:13 24.1 23.1

Class 55 22 40 10:31 07:58 24.4 22.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 32 32 27 27

Class 55 35 30 33 28

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $13.74 $0

Class 55 0 $13.74 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 223 221 150 75 45 7 23

Class 54

Month 1 200 200 26 7 17 0 28

Month 3 200 200 72 40 27 0 39

Month 6 200 200 117 63 33 1 50

Month 9 200 200 121 52 42 4 43

Class 55

Month 1 206 206 27 10 15 0 34

Month 3 206 206 74 33 32 2 20

Month 6 206 N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. 



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

112

TABLE A.44

Profile of South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe Academy

South Carolina Youth ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 3,951 Program type: GED, other

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

6 25 9 3 3 2 17

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,000,000 $1,250,000 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

431 120 42 10 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

148 51 38 25 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 23 32 09:13 09:33 25.1 26.1

Class 55 35 44 10:51 09:14 27.6 27.7

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 8 2 7 4

Class 55 7 6 5 4

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 0 $25.47 $0

Class 55 5 $25.47 $4,839

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 83 81 41 9 20 0 12

Class 54

Month 1 42 33 23 13 5 0 5

Month 3 42 31 23 11 8 0 5

Month 6 42 34 20 8 6 1 6

Month 9 42 31 21 4 9 1 9

Class 55

Month 1 38 38 28 21 5 2 1

Month 3 38 37 25 14 5 3 4

Month 6 38 23 14 1 9 3 1

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.45

Profile of Texas ChalleNGe Academy

Texas ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2014

Graduates since inception: 696 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

10 31 13 7 4 0 2

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,100,000 $1,429,500 $190,000

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

172 104 12 0 6 6

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

182 101 60 0 54 6

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 21 28 08:50 11:21 24.9 24.7

Class 55 27 43 11:16 09:29 25.1 25.5

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 2 2 5 5

Class 55 12 12 16 16

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 17 $26.43 $5,471

Class 55 11 $26.43 $17,576

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 79 65 55 9 27 9 10

Class 54

Month 1 12 12 8 1 7 0 0

Month 3 12 12 11 5 5 0 1

Month 6 12 11 11 6 4 0 1

Month 9 12 12 12 6 4 0 2

Class 55

Month 1 60 60 33 11 15 4 3

Month 3 60 59 49 17 23 5 4

Month 6 60 59 48 16 19 8 5

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.46

Profile of Virginia Commonwealth ChalleNGe Youth Academy

Virginia Commonwealth ChalleNGe Youth Academy, Established 1994

Graduates since inception: 5,386 Program type: credit recovery, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 15 16 3 2 3 8

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,849,930 $1,592,103 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 October 2019–
February 2020

228 159 115 42 0 0

Class 55 March 2020–
August 2020

205 54 40 16 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 * * 10:51 08:55 24.1 *

Class 55 * * * * 23.8 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 8 8 36 35

Class 55 22 0 21 0

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 117 $29.14 $393,273

Class 55 0 $29.14 $0

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 118 63 58 25 13 5 15

Class 54

Month 1 115 109 105 54 14 4 33

Month 3 115 90 80 35 22 9 14

Month 6 115 93 82 32 28 13 9

Month 9 115 98 92 27 34 11 20

Class 55

Month 1 40 * * * * * *

Month 3 40 * * * * * *

Month 6 40 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. 
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TABLE A.47

Profile of Washington Youth Academy

Washington Youth Academy, Established 2009

Graduates since inception: 2,840 Program type: credit recovery

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

6 33 15 6 2 4 10

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,200,000 $2,659,337 $62,281

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

364 168 72 0 72 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

160 43 28 0 28 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 20 * 09:56 * 26.2 *

Class 55 23 19 10:51 11:47 26.6 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 15 14 33 8

Class 55 28 28 22 22

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 24 $33.75 $57,179

Class 55 21 $33.75 $20,226

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 136 136 89 64 21 1 3

Class 54

Month 1 72 57 47 46 1 0 0

Month 3 72 68 62 58 4 0 0

Month 6 72 68 66 59 7 0 0

Month 9 72 56 55 50 3 1 1

Class 55

Month 1 28 23 15 15 0 0 0

Month 3 28 25 21 19 1 0 1

Month 6 28 * * * * * *

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.
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TABLE A.48

Profile of Wisconsin ChalleNGe Academy

Wisconsin ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1998

Graduates since inception: 4,164 Program type: credit recovery, high school diploma, GED

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 21 10 4 4 0 1

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,493,090 $1,164,363 $10,200

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

351 139 65 0 6 55

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

353 107 82 78 0 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 24 * 09:17 * 25.3 25.3

Class 55 21 35 09:39 07:58 25.5 25.6

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 15 15 33 26

Class 55 23 18 42 37

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 10 $26.96 $17,292

Class 55 51 $26.96 $112,329

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military
Multiple/

Other

Class 53

Month 9 105 80 63 1 36 5 21

Class 54

Month 1 65 55 22 0 19 1 10

Month 3 65 51 28 2 20 1 13

Month 6 65 31 16 1 12 2 3

Month 9 65 29 16 0 13 2 1

Class 55

Month 1 82 51 16 0 14 0 14

Month 3 82 40 27 3 20 1 5

Month 6 82 42 22 0 17 2 11

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. 
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TABLE A.49

Profile of Mountaineer ChalleNGe Academy (West Virginia)

Mountaineer ChalleNGe Academy, Established 1993

Graduates since inception: 4,781 Program type: high school diploma, GED, TASC

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

7 37 16 5 3 2 11

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $4,387,500 $1,462,500 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/TASC

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

365 200 80 8 0 34

Class 55 July 2020–
December 

2020

250 45 40 0 0 33

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 24 36 10:15 08:20 25.7 25.2

Class 55 * * 09:56 07:27 26.1 24.8

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 12 10 10 8

Class 55 16 16 9 9

Service to community

Service Hours/Cadet Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 7 $23.97 $14,178

Class 55 46 $23.97 $43,961

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 148 115 81 8 51 8 14

Class 54

Month 1 80 74 14 2 11 0 7

Month 3 80 69 41 10 22 0 12

Month 6 80 69 47 10 25 0 12

Month 9 80 63 44 9 24 3 8

Class 55

Month 1 40 37 8 2 6 0 1

Month 3 40 39 18 8 9 1 5

Month 6 40 35 24 4 15 4 4

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred.



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

118

TABLE A.50

Profile of Wyoming Cowboy ChalleNGe Academy

Wyoming Cowboy ChalleNGe Academy, Established 2005

Graduates since inception: 1,308 Program type: credit recovery, HiSET

Staffing

Instructional Cadre Admin
Case 

Managers Recruiters Counselors Other

Number 
employed

4 21 5 2 5 0 5

Funding

Federal Funding State Funding Other Funding

Classes 54 and 55 $3,750,000 $1,250,000 $0

Residential performance

Dates Applied
Entered Pre-
ChalleNGe Graduated

Received 
GED/HiSet

Received HS 
Credits

Received HS 
Diploma

Class 54 January 2020–
June 2020

99 80 0 0 0 0

Class 55 July 2020–
December 2020

86 69 55 20 18 0

Physical fitness

Number of Push-Ups 1-Mile Run Time BMI

Initial Final Initial Final Initial Final

Class 54 26 * 10:33 * 25.3 *

Class 55 24 35 10:19 08:02 25.4 *

Responsible citizenship

Voting Selective Service

Eligible Registered Eligible Registered

Class 54 4 4 * *

Class 55 * * 5 5

Service to community

Total Service Hours Dollar Value/Hour Total Value

Class 54 427 $26.05 $11,123

Class 55 635 $26.05 $16,539

Post-residential performance status

Graduated Contacted Placed Education Employment Military Multiple/Other

Class 53

Month 9 52 51 48 8 20 4 16

Class 54

Month 1 0 38 28 5 18 1 4

Month 3 0 38 29 4 18 2 5

Month 6 0 38 29 1 18 4 6

Month 9 0 * * * * * *

Class 55

Month 1 55 26 17 8 4 0 5

Month 3 55 26 23 6 9 0 8

Month 6 55 26 21 4 7 0 10

NOTES: * = did not report; admin = administrative; BMI = body mass index; N/A = not applicable, follow-up period has not occurred. There were no 
graduates for class 54 because of COVID-19–related modifications, but some of the cadets were able to find post-residential placement.
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APPENDIX B

Value-Added Models: Background, Modeling 
Choices, Additional Results

In this appendix, we present additional background information on VAMs. We also discuss the specific mod-
eling choices made and the robustness tests and specification checks performed as part of these analyses.

Background on Value-Added Educational Assessment Models

Originally extrapolated from economic approaches to production modeling, value-added measures can 
trace their origins to efforts by academics in the 1970s to develop methods to judge teacher effectiveness 
(Hanushek, 1971; Murnane, 1975). Value-added measures first moved from academic papers to policy appli-
cation in Tennessee with the adoption in 1993 of the Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System, which was 
used to measure teacher and school performance.1 Other states, most notably North Carolina, followed suit. 
Influential research in the 1990s provided empirical evidence that teachers had long-lasting impacts on their 
students’ subsequent academic achievement (Sanders and Rivers, 1996) and suggested that teachers were 
the most important school-based determinant of student learning (Sanders, Wright, and Horn, 1997). The 
passage of No Child Left Behind in 2002 (Pub. L. 107-110, 2002), which required all states to test students 
annually in grades 3 to 8 and in one grade in high school, led to the growing availability of student achieve-
ment data to implement these models, and the available data led to advances in methods to implement VAMs 
(McCaffrey et al., 2004). 

Increasingly accessible educational data coupled with an influential 2009 study that argued that exist-
ing teacher evaluation systems failed to recognize differences in teacher effectiveness (Weisberg et al., 2009) 
spurred a focus on VAMs of teacher performance and influenced the Race to the Top legislation passed in 
2011 (which further incentivized states to adopt VAMs for teacher evaluation) (H.R. 1532, 2011). By 2016, 44 
states and the District of Columbia had begun employing VAMs to evaluate teachers, typically in addition 
to other measures of teacher performance, such as scores on observation rubrics and student surveys. These 
high-stakes evaluations have led to controversy and labor lawsuits. The passage of the Every Student Succeeds 
Act (ESSA; Pub. L. 114-95, 2015) in 2015 reduced the role of the federal government in enforcing test-based 
accountability in teacher evaluation systems and has subsequently led to a reduction in the use of VAMs for 
teacher assessment (Close, Amrein-Beardsley, and Collins, 2020). 

VAM metrics remain commonplace despite the controversy surrounding their use in high-stakes teacher 
assessment in large part because academic research has demonstrated that students with high–value-added 
teachers have improved outcomes later in life. For example, students assigned to teachers with high VAM per-
formances were more likely to attend college, less likely to have children at a young age, and had dramatically 
increased earnings later in life (Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff, 2014b). Educational impacts of value-added 

1	  See SCORE: State Collaborative on Reforming Education, homepage, undated.
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teacher quality are also economically meaningful, with a one–standard deviation increase in teacher effec-
tiveness being associated with nearly an entire additional year of learning (Bitler et al., 2019). While value-
added modeling has been applied most commonly to teachers, it has also been used, less commonly and less 
controversially, to study the efficacy of schools, principals, teacher development and training programs, and 
reading reform programs (Mihaly et al., 2013; Koedel, Mihaly, and Rockoff, 2015; Chiang, Lipscomb, and 
Gill, 2016).

Value-Added Modeling Choices and Interpretation

The value-added estimates presented in Chapter Four are derived from an empirical estimation strategy that 
uses the following standard “lagged-score” VAM:

Yijt = αYij(t–1) + βXij + γPij + θj + εijt,

where Yijt is the outcome of interest for cadet i in site j at the time of graduation t, and Yij(t–1) is the outcome 
for the cadet measured at the beginning of the program (t–1).2,3 In models of academic achievement, Yij(t–1) 
includes cadet performance on the outcome of interest (i.e., reading or math performance) and academic 
performance on their other TABE test taken.4 We present four outcome variables: two that measure aca-
demic knowledge and two that measure physical fitness. First, we use TABE scale scores from the math and 
reading assessments, where the scale score from each test is normalized (separately for TABE 9/10 and TABE 
11/12 sites) using the observed distribution across all cadets to have a mean 0 and a standard deviation of 1. 
For physical fitness, we use the speed of the mile run and the number of push-ups completed in one minute, 
where each measure is again normalized using the observed distribution, this time separately by age and 
gender. As a result, our value-added estimates can be interpreted as standard deviation units (note that the 
pool of sites that are compared to one another varies for each VAM measure because not all sites conducted 
all measures in Classes 52 and 53).5

The vector Xij is time-invariant cadet characteristics, and Pij is the average characteristics of the cadet’s 
platoon. Ehlert et al., 2014, demonstrate that the inclusion of demographics of VAM analysis at the school 
level is a critical way to reduce bias in empirical estimates. They show that the exclusion of observable factors 
tends to create results in which schools drawing high-performing students have larger VAM estimates. Con-

2	  We control for additional measures of achievement at baseline where feasible. All regressions are specified so that they 
must include the baseline score for the outcome of analysis. For instance, if Yi is the final TABE score for reading, we always 
control for the initial reading score. Cadets without an initial score would not be included. We would then also control for the 
initial TABE math score when it is taken, where this variable would be set to zero if it is not taken, and we would then include 
an indicator variable for missing math scores when it is not present. 
3	  These are not growth models in the strictest sense: Our outcome measures are not post-pre, which would restrict the coef-
ficient on pre to be 1. We estimate the coefficient on the primary pre-score, which is typically between 0.5 and 0.7 but is always 
less than 1 and, in some cases, turns out to be quite low (0.3).
4	  For a small sample of cadets, there is an initial test score missing for the secondary test (i.e., some cadets and sites have 
taken the pre and post reading exam, but not the math exam, or vice versa). In this case, we assign a value of zero and include 
an indicator for this missing value in the specification. The VAM rankings are not sensitive to this choice.
5	  In each VAM estimation, we include all sites that assess the outcome of interest (TABE Reading, TABE 11/12 Math, mile 
run times, and push-ups) at the start and at the end of the program, except for Puerto Rico. Because some sites do not always 
collect each of these measures and some sites were transitioning across TABE formats, the estimation for some sites is missing 
or based on only cadets in Class 52 or 53. Sites that have estimates based on only one class of cadets have smaller sample sizes 
in the analysis and typically wider confidence intervals in the results.
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sequently, we include a wide range of cadet demographic and socioeconomic characteristics in Xij, including 
indicators for race/ethnicity, gender, age, class, and an indicator for any of the cadet characteristics being 
missing. We also include information about the cadet’s home neighborhood by merging in zip code–level 
averages of population characteristics from the five-year sample of the American Community Survey (ACS), 
such as the percentage of households in the zip code with income below the poverty line, percentage receiv-
ing public assistance, percentage on Medicaid, the unemployment rate, and the share of individuals who are 
veterans.6 The Pij variables include averages of platoon-wide cadet background characteristics, namely race 
and ethnicity, gender, and age, normalized baseline measures of the outcome of interest, and, in some speci-
fications, baseline measures of other outcomes of interest (for example the baseline reading score when the 
outcome of interest is a math examination). θj is site fixed effects, and εijt is a normally distributed error term. 

The model is estimated using a felsdvregdm command in Stata (Mihaly et al., 2010), which was specifi-
cally written to estimate fixed-effect models where the fixed effect is the estimate of interest. Other routines 
estimate fixed effects relative to an arbitrary holdout unit, whereas this command estimates the model rela-
tive to the mean of the reference group specified by the user. In our specification, we define the reference 
group to be all sites, so site effects are estimated relative to the group mean. Sites demonstrate regular gains 
in both academic and physical fitness outcomes, so estimating value added relative to the mean facilitates 
comparison of performance across sites and over time in an environment in which the pool of cadets changes 
over time and across geographies. The value-added scores produced by this routine will then sum to zero, 
and they summarize the extent to which any particular ChalleNGe site improved test scores or physical fit-
ness outcomes relative to the mean of other sites.

Some recent VAMs have incorporated empirical Bayes shrinkage procedures in the construction of their 
value-added estimates. These estimators have sometimes been shown to improve precision, particularly in 
situations in which educational inputs are randomly assigned (Guarino et al., 2015). We decided against 
using empirical Bayes adjustments for a few reasons. First, we do not have random assignment of site char-
acteristics. Second, sites vary in size, with some having a relatively large sample size of cadets (about 250) for 
which such adjustments may be less important. Third, instead of conveying uncertainty via empirical Bayes 
techniques, we present our value-added estimates only as confidence intervals (without including coeffi-
cients) to communicate information regarding estimate uncertainty, doing so with a simpler and more easily 
understood approach.

While the above specification is our preferred one based on precedent in previous research and the 
nuances of ChalleNGe data collection, we have also estimated a wide range of sensitivity and robustness 
checks in our VAM analysis. For example, we have run (a) models that do not control for other initial TABE 
tests, (b) models of academic performance that control for initial physical fitness and vice versa, (c) models 
that exclude ACS background controls, (d) models that include class- rather than platoon-level average char-
acteristics, (e) models that control for weather during the course of Classes 52 and 53, (f) models that exclude 
cadets who lack information on their secondary TABE scores, (g) models which estimate TABE 9/10 and 
TABE 11/12 sites separately, and (h) models that control for performance on TABE battery examinations as 
well. Although there are minor differences in the rankings, the patterns we observe from these alternative 
approaches are broadly similar.

6	  Public use microdata extracts of the ACS can be accessed via the Census website (U.S. Census Bureau, 2016).
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APPENDIX C

Measuring Outcomes Among Job ChalleNGe 
Participants

The outcomes study focuses on the relationship between the Job ChalleNGe program and participants’ even-
tual outcomes. The Job ChalleNGe logic model (see Figure 1.2) continues to guide RAND’s approach to the 
outcomes task and to identify the indicators in which we would expect to see changes with participant com-
pletion of the program. These expectations are linked to program goals in terms of the pursuit of further edu-
cation or training, gainful employment, or successful military enlistment.1 In the case of further education 
or training, this could mean enrollment in an occupationally focused, high-demand education and training 
pathway to complete a higher-level credential. In terms of employment, this could be a job with opportuni-
ties for advancement and earnings potential. We would further want to capture whether the job was aligned 
to the occupational area in which the Job ChalleNGe graduate obtained their credential. The outcomes task 
seeks to address the following research questions:

1.	 How do the demographic characteristics, such as parental education levels, race/ethnicity, and neigh-
borhood poverty levels, of Job ChalleNGe participants differ from similar youth in their locality (e.g., 
school district)?

2.	 Do participants report changes in measures of self-esteem and self-efficacy between the start and end 
of their time at Job ChalleNGe?

3.	 Are youth who attend Job ChalleNGe more likely to earn a credential and gain employment than they 
would have otherwise been had they not attended the program?

4.	 Are participant-reported measures of self-esteem and self-efficacy associated with better post-
completion education and employment outcomes?

5.	 Are there differences in outcomes by youth or program characteristics?

Most aspects of the outcomes study are underway or are still in the planning phase. We will provide 
updates on these efforts in future reports.

Research Design

Ideally, to evaluate the Job ChalleNGe program, we would want to establish a causal link between participa-
tion in the program and the outcomes of interest. The gold standard research design for doing so is an RCT 
that allows for random assignment of individuals into either a treatment or a control group; in this case, the 
treatment is participation in the Job ChalleNGe program. This assures baseline equivalence between the 

1	  By successful military enlistment, we mean enlistment in any one of the military components with the choice between a 
range of military occupational specialty options and possibilities for promotion to a higher paygrade upon accession.



National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

124

treatment and control groups, meaning that both groups are the same on both observable and unobservable 
factors that are considered to be correlated with the outcomes of interest. Thus, any estimated difference 
between the treatment and control can be attributed to participation in Job ChalleNGe. For this particular 
study, an RCT is not feasible for various reasons, and thus an alternative approach is needed. 

One such approach that falls short of an RCT but is nonetheless still sufficiently robust to potentially 
generate causal estimates is to employ quasi-experimental techniques that establish baseline equivalence and 
analyze differences between synthetically constructed comparison groups. The research team is exploring 
several approaches to constructing these comparison groups, and we discuss the various data sources that 
we are pursuing to enable us to conduct a rigorous analysis. We have developed three distinct groups that 
Job ChalleNGe participants can be compared with (1) ChalleNGe participants in the same state who did 
not go on to Job ChalleNGe; (2) youth in the same state who did not participate in either ChalleNGe or Job  
ChalleNGe but are otherwise similar on observable characteristics; and (3) ChalleNGe graduates in states 
without a Job ChalleNGe program, who, based on observable characteristics, might have otherwise attended 
if there were a Job ChalleNGe program in their state.

Because individuals were not randomly assigned to either a treatment or a control group, there is no guar-
antee that baseline equivalence between these groups can been established. For example, a ChalleNGe gradu-
ate who chooses to attend Job ChalleNGe may be intrinsically motivated to pursue additional postsecondary 
education beyond the high school credential they earned as part of their participation in ChalleNGe. That 
intrinsic motivation to attend Job ChalleNGe is likely to be correlated with future education and employ-
ment outcomes. Motivation is not directly observed in data that are collected and is therefore difficult to 
control for. Nonetheless, baseline equivalence can plausibly be established if we can control for a host of vari-
ables that are available across all the groups, including demographics, socioeconomic status, and academic 
achievement, and if we apply robust quasi-experimental techniques, including propensity score methods that 
manage the influence of unobservable factors. To be able to do that, however, we will require access to suf-
ficiently large samples and longitudinal data. We outline our main data sources, discussing the types of both 
causal-based and observational (noncausal) approaches that we will employ.

Planned Data Sources

To be able to conduct our proposed analysis and address the study’s research questions, the outcomes task 
will rely on three main sources of data provided in Table C.1. We describe each of these in turn below. Nota-
bly, the data sources will cover different Job ChalleNGe cohorts. The state administrative data will cover the 
earliest Job ChalleNGe cohorts up to availability of state administrative data at the time of the data request. 
The 12-month post-completion survey would aim to focus on Classes 9 and 11 (or 2 and 4, depending on the 
Job ChalleNGe program’s start date), which at the point of survey participation would have completed Job 
ChalleNGe 24 months and 12 months previously, respectively. The pre-post survey will cover Classes 12, 13, 
and 14. 

State Longitudinal Data Systems 
One rich source of information that the study is currently pursuing is accessing state administrative data on 
ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe participants collected over time. These data, often referred to as state longi-
tudinal data systems (SLDS), contain individual-level data on education and employment of individuals who 
enrolled in the public school system and higher education and entered the workforce. The data are typically 
collected by state agencies and postsecondary education institutions and then fed into a single integrated 
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database system maintained by a designated state-level agency or department; they cover PK–20 or PK–20W 
(pre-Kindergarten entry to university education and the workforce).

The data sources included and length of time covered vary from state to state, and some are more com-
prehensive than others. Typically, these data contain student demographic and socioeconomic information; 
school enrollment, attendance, and performance on standardized assessments; higher education matricula-
tion and completion; and employment information through payroll deductions and other records. In select 
states, data from other systems, including criminal justice and health, may also be integrated. Importantly, 
these individual-level data reported by different state agencies contain a common identifier, such as a Social 
Security number collected by each of the agencies, to allow the data to be linked with the aim of constructing 
a detailed historical profile on each individual. If a common identifier is not available, the agency that over-
sees these data uses other probabilistic-based methods to attempt to match the data across agencies. Access 
to these data is highly restricted, for appropriate privacy reasons, but they can be made available for research 
purposes in a non–personally identifiable way.

There are several advantages to these types of administrative data. For one, these types of databases allow 
researchers and analysts to construct detailed, longitudinal, individual-level profiles to identify a person’s 
trajectory from education to employment and therefore support rigorous analyses that can examine the effi-
cacy and effectiveness of state policies and programs. Second, they promote the development of a more com-
prehensive set of indicators at multiple life stages, thereby allowing for analysis of different types of outcomes 
at different stages of an individual’s career-to-education pathway. Third, because these data are administra-
tive in nature, they are typically large in terms of sample size and therefore more conducive to population-
based generalizations of findings. Rather than engaging in primary data collection to compile the same set of 
indicators, researchers can use administrative databases to reduce costs and the overall burden on research 
subjects by analyzing the data already collected by state agencies. Frequently, however, primary data collec-
tion may be necessary to supplement information contained in an SLDS.

Several of the states where ChalleNGe and Job ChalleNGe sites are located compile such a longitudinal 
database, and the RAND team has submitted applications to access these data in four of the six states. 

TABLE C.1

Summary of Planned Data Sources

Data Source Description Dates to Be Collected Job ChalleNGe Cohorts

SLDS •	 State-level, multiagency longitudinal 
data collected on all state residents 
that captures education, employment, 
and other information

Ongoing NGB Classes 1–12

Pre-post survey •	 Pre survey administered to incoming 
cadets within 1–2 weeks of intake,  
and post survey administered just  
prior to program completion

•	 Measures post-residential planning and 
aspirations, skills such as self-efficacy, 
and program expectations

Fall 2021; spring 2022;  
summer 2022; fall 2022

NGB Classes 12–14

Post-completion 
survey

•	 Survey administered to graduates 
12–24 months after program 
completion

•	 Measures military enlistment, further 
education and training, employment 
status, and reflections on experiences 
in Job ChalleNGe

Spring 2022 NGB Classes 9 and 11
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Pre-Post Survey
The second source of data for the outcomes task is participant responses to a pre-post survey, a survey admin-
istered at the participant’s entry into the program and one administered right before they complete the pro-
gram. The pre survey is designed to collect information on participant goals and aspirations, self-esteem, 
self-efficacy and confidence, self-assessment of workplace skills, and rating of the program. The post survey 
asks the same set of questions but is more focused on actual rather than proposed further education and 
career plans. Individual-level data collected from the pre survey will be linked to the post survey to examine 
change over time. Through analysis of the pre-post survey data, the RAND team will be able to examine 
whether program participants are experiencing change on measures that the program can influence, such 
as clarification of goals and aspirations or improvement of self-efficacy and confidence in workplace skills. 
Because attainment in these proximate measures can be an important precursor to more distal outcomes, 
the study will also explore the extent to which these qualities that were enhanced during enrollment in the 
program are associated with such longer-term, post-completion outcomes as employment.

Post-Completion Survey
The post-completion survey, currently in the planning phase, will gather information from program gradu-
ates at 12 and 24 months after they have completed the program. The survey will contain questions on mili-
tary enlistment, further education and training pursued, and employment status. This survey is intended to 
supplement the data that could be available through the SLDS and include individuals who may not have suf-
ficient employment history to be captured in state administrative databases because they are recent graduates 
of Job ChalleNGe. There will also be questions, not available in the SLDS, on graduates’ military placement, 
current and anticipated pursuit of postsecondary education and training, and detailed employment circum-
stances. The survey will also gather information on job search strategies and supports, reasons graduates 
may not be looking for work, and reflections on the effect of participation in the Job ChalleNGe program in 
helping them achieve their professional and career goals. 

Summary
The RAND team has been working closely with each of the Job ChalleNGe sites to complete the applica-
tion requests for the SLDS and design the pre-post and post-completion surveys and has supported the Job 
ChalleNGe sites in data collection. The collaboration between RAND and the Job ChalleNGe sites has been 
an opportunity to work on the entire research cycle—to delineate the research questions, identify the data 
sources, develop a plan to acquire or collect the data, conduct the analysis, and document the findings. A fun-
damental aim of this collaboration is to develop local-level capacity and buy-in to the fundamental impor-
tance of monitoring and evaluation of program outcomes for performance improvement.
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Abbreviations

ABE Adult Basic Education
ACS American Community Survey
BMI body mass index
CCR College and Career Readiness
CNA certified nursing assistant
COVID-19 coronavirus disease 2019
CTE Career and Technical Education
DoD U.S. Department of Defense
DoJ U.S. Department of Justice
DoL U.S. Department of Labor
GED General Educational Development
HiSET High School Equivalency Test
HS high school
NGB National Guard Bureau
P-RAP Post-Residential Action Plan
RCT randomized controlled trial
SLDS state longitudinal data systems
TABE Test of Adult Basic Education
TASC Test Assessing Secondary Completion
VAM value-added model





129

References

Abdulkadiroglu, Atila, Parag A. Pathak, Jonathan Schellenberg, and Christopher Walters, “Do Parents Value 
School Effectiveness?” American Economic Review, Vol. 110, No. 5, 2020, pp. 1502–1539.

Amrein-Beardsley, Audrey, and Jessica Holloway, “Value-Added Models for Teacher Evaluation and 
Accountability: Commonsense Assumptions,” Educational Policy, Vol. 33, No. 3, 2019, pp. 516–542.

Bacher-Hicks, Andrew, Mark J. Chin, Heather C. Hill, and Douglas O. Staiger, Explaining Teacher Effects on 
Achievement Using Commonly Found Teacher-Level Predictors, Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University, 2020.

Beuermann, Diether W., and C. Kirabo Jackson, “The Short and Long-Run Effects of Attending the Schools That 
Parents Prefer,” Journal of Human Resources, 2020, pp. 1019–10535R1.

Bitler, Marianne, Sean Corcoran, Thurston Domina, and Emily Penner, “Teacher Effects on Student 
Achievement and Height: A Cautionary Tale,” NBER Working Paper No. 26480, National Bureau of Economic 
Research, 2019.

Blazar, David, and Matthew A. Kraft, “Teacher and Teaching Effects on Students’ Attitudes and Behaviors,” 
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis, Vol. 39, 2017, pp. 146–170.

Bloom, Dan, Alissa Gardenhire-Crooks, and Conrad Mandsager, Reengaging High School Dropouts: Early 
Results of the National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program Evaluation, New York: MDRC, February 2009.

California Job ChalleNGe Program, “About CAJC,” webpage, undated (webpage discontinued).

Chafouleas, Sandra M., Austin H. Johnson, Stacy Overstreet, and Natascha M. Santos, “Toward a Blueprint for 
Trauma-Informed Service Delivery in Schools,” School Mental Health, Vol. 8, 2016, pp. 144–162. As of October 8, 
2021: 
https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s12310-015-9166-8.pdf

Chetty, Raj, John N. Friedman, and Jonah E. Rockoff, “Measuring the Impacts of Teachers I: Evaluating Bias in 
Teacher Value-Added Estimates,” American Economic Review, Vol. 104, No. 9, 2014a, pp. 2593–2632.

———, “Measuring the Impacts of Teachers II: Teacher Value-Added and Student Outcomes in 
Adulthood,” American Economic Review, Vol. 104, No. 9, 2014b, pp. 2633–2679.

Chiang, Hanley, Steven Lipscomb, and Brian Gill, “Is School Value-Added Indicative of Principal Quality?” 
Education Finance and Policy, Vol. 11, No. 3, 2016, pp. 283–309.

Close, Kevin, Audrey Amrein-Beardsley, and Clarin Collins, “Putting Teacher Evaluation Systems on the Map: 
An Overview of State’s Teacher Evaluation Systems Post–Every Student Succeeds Act,” Education Policy Analysis 
Archives, Vol. 28, No. 58, 2020. 

Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System, “Study of the CASAS Relationship to GED 2002,” research 
brief, June 2003. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://www.casas.org/docs/default-source/research/download-what-is-the-relationship-between-casas-
assessment-and-ged-2002-.pdf?sfvrsn=5?Status=Master 

———, “Study of the CASAS Relationship to GED 2014,” research brief, March 2016. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://www.casas.org/docs/default-source/research/study-of-the-casas-relationship-to-ged-2014.pdf 

Constant, Louay, Jennie W. Wenger, Linda Cottrell, Wing Yi Chan, and Kathryn Edwards, National Guard 
Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2017–2018, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2907-OSD, 
2019. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2907.html 

Constant, Louay, Jennie W. Wenger, Linda Cottrell, Stephani L. Wrabel, and Wing Yi Chan, National Guard 
Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2018–2019, Santa Monica, Calif: RAND Corporation, RR-4294-OSD, 
2020. As of August 31, 2021: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR4294.html

https://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007/s12310-015-9166-8.pdf
https://www.casas.org/docs/default-source/research/download-what-is-the-relationship-between-casas-assessment-and-ged-2002-.pdf?sfvrsn=5?Status=Master
https://www.casas.org/docs/default-source/research/study-of-the-casas-relationship-to-ged-2014.pdf
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2907.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR4294.html


National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

130

Corte, Colleen, and Lisa Padilla, Goal-Setting to Support Cadet Success: Insights and Recommendations for the 
National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-A271-6, 2021. As of 
March 30, 2022: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-6.html

Data Recognition Corporation, “TABE to High School Equivalency (HSE) Test Concordance,” Maple Grove, 
Minn., 2021. As of September 15, 2021: 
http://tabetest.com/PDFs/TABE_HSEConcordance.pdf 

Durlak, Joseph A., Roger P. Weissberg, Allison B. Dymnicki, Rebecca D. Taylor, and Kriston B. Schellinger, “The 
Impact of Enhancing Students’ Social and Emotional Learning: A Meta-Analysis of School-Based Universal 
Interventions,” Child Development, Vol. 82, 2011, pp. 405–432.

Edwards, Kathryn A., Melanie A. Zaber, and Daniel Schwam, What Are the Skills Required to Obtain a Good 
Job? An Analysis of Labor Markets, Occupational Features, and Skill Training for the Youth ChalleNGe Program, 
Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-A271-3, 2022. As of March 30, 2022: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-3.html

Ehlert, Mark, Cory Koedel, Eric Parsons, and Michael J. Podgursky, “The Sensitivity of Value-Added Estimates 
to Specification Adjustments: Evidence from School- and Teacher-Level Models in Missouri,” Statistics and 
Public Policy, Vol. 1, No. 1, 2014, pp. 19–27.

ETS HiSET, “The Future Starts Here,” webpage, undated. As of October 21, 2021: 
https://hiset.ets.org/

Gonzalez, Gabriela C., Laura L. Miller, and Thomas E. Trail, The Military Spouse Education and Career 
Opportunities Program: Recommendations for an Internal Monitoring System, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND 
Corporation, RR-1013-OSD, 2016. As of October 19, 2021:  
http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1013.html

Guarino, Cassandra M., Michelle Maxfield, Mark D. Reckase, Paul N. Thompson, and Jeffrey M. Wooldridge, 
“An Evaluation of Empirical Bayes’s Estimation of Value-Added Teacher Performance Measures,” Journal of 
Educational and Behavioral Statistics, Vol. 40, No. 2, 2015, pp. 190–222.

Hanushek, Eric, “Teacher Characteristics and Gains in Student Achievement: Estimation Using Micro Data,” 
American Economic Review, Vol. 61, No. 2, 1971, pp. 280–288.

Hanushek, Eric A., and Steven G. Rivkin, “Generalizations About Using Value-Added Measures of Teacher 
Quality,” American Economic Review, Vol. 100, No. 2, 2010, pp. 267–271.

Harris, Douglas N., “Value-Added Measures and the Future of Educational Accountability,” Science, Vol. 333, 
No. 6044, August 12, 2011, pp. 826–827.

House Resolution 1532, Race to the Top Act of 2011, April 14, 2011.

Independent Sector, “Value of Volunteer Time,” webpage, updated July 2020. As of October 29, 2020: 
http://www.independentsector.org/resource/the-value-of-volunteer-time/

Ishii, Jun, and Steven G. Rivkin, “Impediments to the Estimation of Teacher Value Added,” Education Finance 
and Policy, Vol. 4, No. 4, 2009, pp. 520–536.

Jackson, C. Kirabo, “Teacher Quality at the High School Level: The Importance of Accounting for Tracks,” 
Journal of Labor Economics, Vol. 32, No. 4, 2014, pp. 645–684.

———, “What Do Test Scores Miss? The Importance of Teacher Effects on Non–Test Score Outcomes,” Journal of 
Political Economy, Vol. 126, No. 5, 2018, pp. 2072–2107.

Kane, Thomas J., Daniel F. McCaffrey, Trey Miller, and Douglas O. Staiger, Have We Identified Effective 
Teachers? Validating Measures of Effective Teaching Using Random Assignment, Seattle, Wash.: MET Project, Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation, 2013.

Knowlton, Lisa Wyatt, and Cynthia C. Phillips, The Logic Model Guidebook: Better Strategies for Great Results, 
Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage Publications, 2008.

Koedel, Cory, Kata Mihaly, and Jonah E. Rockoff, “Value-Added Modeling: A Review,” Economics of Education 
Review, Vol. 47, 2015, pp. 180–195.

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-6.html
http://tabetest.com/PDFs/TABE_HSEConcordance.pdf
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-3.html
https://hiset.ets.org/
http://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1013.html
http://www.independentsector.org/resource/the-value-of-volunteer-time/


References

131

Kofoed, Michael S., Lucas Gebhart, Dallas Gilmore, and Ryan Moschitto, “Zooming to Class?: Experimental 
Evidence on College Students’ Online Learning During COVID-19,” IZA Working Paper No. 14356, IZA 
Institute of Labor Economics, May 2021. As of October 6, 2021: 
https://www.iza.org/publications/dp/14356/zooming-to-class-experimental-evidence-on-college-students-
online-learning-during-covid-19

Kraft, Matthew A., “Teacher Effects on Complex Cognitive Skills and Social-Emotional Competencies,” Journal 
of Human Resources, Vol. 54, No. 1, 2019, pp. 1–36.

Ladd, Helen F., and Lucy C. Sorensen, “Returns to Teacher Experience: Student Achievement and Motivation in 
Middle School,” Education Finance and Policy, Vol. 12, No. 2, 2017, pp. 241–279.

McCaffrey, Daniel F., J. R. Lockwood, Daniel Koretz, Thomas A. Louis, and Laura Hamilton, “Models for Value-
Added Modeling of Teacher Effects,” Journal of Educational and Behavioral Statistics, Vol. 29, No. 1, 2004, 
pp. 67–101.

McFarland, Joel, Jiashan Cui, Juliet Holmes, and Xiaolei Wang, Trends in High School Dropout and Completion 
Rates in the United States: 2019, Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of 
Education, NCES 2020-117, 2019.

Mihaly, Kata, Daniel F. McCaffrey, J. R. Lockwood, and Tim R. Sass, “Centering and Reference Groups for 
Estimates of Fixed Effects: Modifications to felsdvreg,” Stata Journal, Vol. 10, No. 1, 2010, pp. 82–103.

Mihaly, Kata, Daniel McCaffrey, Tim R. Sass, and J. R. Lockwood, “Where You Come from or Where 
You Go? Distinguishing Between School Quality and the Effectiveness of Teacher Preparation Program 
Graduates,” Education Finance and Policy, Vol. 8, No. 4, 2013, pp. 459–493.

Millenky, Megan, Dan Bloom, and Colleen Dillon, Making the Transition: Interim Results of the National Guard 
Youth ChalleNGe Evaluation, New York: MDRC, May 2010.

Millenky, Megan, Dan Bloom, Sara Muller-Ravett, and Joseph Broadus, Staying on Course: Three-Year Results of 
the National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Evaluation, New York: MDRC, June 2011.

Morton, Brenda M., and Anna A. Berardi, “Trauma-Informed School Programing: Applications for Mental 
Health Professionals and Educator Partnerships,” Journal of Child and Adolescent Trauma, Vol. 11, 2018, 
pp. 487–493. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40653-017-0160-1 

Murnane, Richard, Impact of School Resources on the Learning of Inner City Children, Cambridge, Mass.: 
Ballinger Publishing Co., 1975.

National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Supporting Students’ College Success: Assessment of 
Intrapersonal and Interpersonal Competencies, Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press, 2016. 

National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, 2015 Performance and Accountability Highlights, Arlington, Va.: 
National Guard Bureau, December 2015.

National Reporting Service for Adult Education, “NRS Test Benchmarks for Educational Functioning Levels,” 
Washington, D.C., 2015.

National Research Council, Getting Value out of Value-Added: Report of a Workshop, Washington, D.C.: National 
Academies Press, 2010. As of October 20, 2021: 
https://www.nap.edu/initiative/committee-on-value-added-methodology-for-instructional-improvement-
program-evaluation-and-educational-accountability

———, Education for Life and Work: Developing Transferable Knowledge and Skills in the 21st Century, 
Washington, D.C.: National Academies Press, 2012.

Perez-Arce, Francisco, Louay Constant, David S. Loughran, and Lynn A. Karoly, A Cost-Benefit Analysis of the 
National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, TR-1193-NGYF, 2012. As 
of October 19, 2021: 
http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR1193.html

Petek, Nathan, and Nolan G. Pope, “The Multidimensional Impact of Teachers on Students,” working paper, 
2021.

https://www.iza.org/publications/dp/14356/zooming-to-class-experimental-evidence-on-college-students-online-learning-during-covid-19
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40653-017-0160-1
https://www.nap.edu/initiative/committee-on-value-added-methodology-for-instructional-improvement-program-evaluation-and-educational-accountability
http://www.rand.org/pubs/technical_reports/TR1193.html


National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2020–2021

132

Pimentel, Susan, College and Career Readiness Standards for Adult Education, Washington, D.C.: U.S. 
Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, 2013. As of October 19, 2021:  
http://lincs.ed.gov/publications/pdf/CCRStandardsAdultEd.pdf 

Price, Hugh B., “Foundations, Innovation and Social Change: A Quixotic Journey Turned Case Study,” working 
paper, Rockefeller Foundation Bellagio Center, July 2010. 

Public Law 107-110, An Act to Close the Achievement Gap with Accountability, Flexibility, and Choice, So That 
No Child Is Left Behind, January 8, 2002.

Public Law 114-95, Every Student Succeeds Act, December 10, 2015.

Ruzek, Erik A., Thurston Domina, AnneMarie M. Conley, Greg J. Duncan, and Stuart A. Karabenick, “Using 
Value-Added Models to Measure Teacher Effects on Students’ Motivation and Achievement,” Journal of Early 
Adolescence, Vol. 35, No. 5–6, 2015, pp. 852–882.

Sanders, William L., and June C. Rivers, Cumulative and Residual Effects of Teachers on Future Student 
Academic Achievement, research progress report, Knoxville, Tenn.: University of Tennessee, Value-Added 
Research and Assessment Center, November 1996.

Sanders, William L., S. Paul Wright, and Sandra P. Horn, “Teacher and Classroom Context Effects on Student 
Achievement: Implications for Teacher Evaluation,” Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, Vol. 11, No. 1, 
1997, pp. 57–67.

Sass, Tim R., Anastasia Semykina, and Douglas N. Harris, “Value-Added Models and the Measurement of 
Teacher Productivity,” Economics of Education Review, Vol. 38, 2014, pp. 9–23.

Scherrer, Jimmy, “Measuring Teaching Using Value-Added Modeling: The Imperfect Panacea,” NASSP Bulletin, 
Vol. 95, No. 2 , 2011, pp. 122–140.

SCORE: State Collaborative on Reforming Education, homepage, undated. As of January 6, 2022: 
https://www.tnscore.org

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration, SAMHSA’s Concept of Trauma and Guidance for a 
Trauma-Informed Approach, Rockville, Md.: U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, HHS Publication 
No. (SMA) 14-4884, 2014. As of October 14, 2021: 
https://store.samhsa.gov/sites/default/files/d7/priv/sma14-4884.pdf

Taylor, Rebecca D., Eva Oberle, Joseph A. Durlak, and Roger P. Weissberg, “Promoting Positive Youth 
Development Through School-Based Social and Emotional Learning Interventions: A Meta-Analysis of 
Follow-Up Effects,” Child Development, Vol. 88, 2017, pp. 1156–1171. 

Test of Adult Basic Education, “TABE 11 & 12: Maximum Allowable Testing Times,” fact sheet, July 19, 2019. As 
of October 19, 2021: 
http://www.tabetest.com/PDFs/TABE_11_12_Max_Testing_Times.pdf

Todd, Petra E., and Kenneth I. Wolpin, “On the Specification and Estimation of the Production Function for 
Cognitive Achievement,” Economic Journal, Vol. 113, No. 485, February 2003, pp. F3–F33.

U.S. Census Bureau, “2011–2016 American Community Survey 5-Year Public Use Microdata Samples,” data file, 
2016. 

U.S. Code, Title 32, Chapter 5, Section 509, National Guard Youth Challenge Program of Opportunities for 
Civilian Youth, November 18, 1997.

U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, “High School Graduation Rates,” 
webpage, undated. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=805 

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education, “Tests Determined to Be 
Suitable for Use in the National Reporting System for Adult Education,” Federal Register, Vol. 83, No. 24, 
February 5, 2018, p. 5087.

U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of Adult Education and 
Literacy, Implementation Guidelines: Measures and Methods for the National Reporting System for Adult 
Education, Washington, D.C., ED-VAE-10-O-0107, February 2016.

http://lincs.ed.gov/publications/pdf/CCRStandardsAdultEd.pdf
https://www.tnscore.org
https://store.samhsa.gov/sites/default/files/d7/priv/sma14-4884.pdf
http://www.tabetest.com/PDFs/TABE_11_12_Max_Testing_Times.pdf
https://nces.ed.gov/fastfacts/display.asp?id=805


References

133

W. K. Kellogg Foundation, Using Logic Models to Bring Together Planning, Evaluation, and Action: Logic Model 
Development Guide, Battle Creek, Mich., 2004. 

Weisberg, Daniel, Susan Sexton, Jennifer Mulhern, David Keeling, Joan Schunck, Ann Palcisco, and 
Kelli Morgan, The Widget Effect: Our National Failure to Acknowledge and Act on Differences in Teacher 
Effectiveness, New York: New Teacher Project, June 8, 2009. 

Wenger, Jennie W., Louay Constant, and Linda Cottrell, National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 
2016–2017, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-2276-OSD, 2018. As of October 19, 2021:  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2276.html 

Wenger, Jennie W., Louay Constant, Linda Cottrell, Jenna W. Kramer, and Stephani L. Wrabel, National Guard 
Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2019–2020, Santa Monica, Calif: RAND Corporation, RR-A882-1, 2021. 
As of August 31, 2021:  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA882-1.html

Wenger, Jennie W., Louay Constant, Linda Cottrell, Thomas E. Trail, Michael J. D. Vermeer, and Stephani L. 
Wrabel, National Guard Youth ChalleNGe: Program Progress in 2015–2016, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND 
Corporation, RR-1848-OSD, 2017. As of October 19, 2021:  
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1848.html

Wenger, Jennie W., Stephani L. Wrabel, Thomas E. Trail, Louay Constant, Wing Y. Chan, Kathryn Edwards, 
Joy Moini, and Hanna Han, Developing Outcome Measures for the National Guard Youth Challenge (ChalleNGe) 
Program, Santa Monica, Calif.: RAND Corporation, RR-A271-5, 2022. As of March 30, 2022: 
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-5.html

West Virginia Department of Education, Correlation Between Various Placement Instruments for Reading, 
Language/Writing, Mathematics, Elementary Algebra, Charleston, W.Va., undated. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://wvde.state.wv.us/abe/documents/CorrelationBetweenVariousPlacementInstruments.pdf

Yang, Weipeng, Jesus Alfonso D. Datu, Xunyi Lin, Michelle Marie Lau, and Hui Li, “Can Early Childhood 
Curriculum Enhance Social-Emotional Competence in Low-Income Children? A Meta-Analysis of the 
Educational Effects,” Early Education and Development, Vol. 30, No. 1, 2019, pp. 36–59.

Youth.gov, “National Guard Youth ChalleNGe Program,” webpage, undated. As of October 19, 2021: 
https://youth.gov/federal-links/national-guard-youth-challenge-program 

https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR2276.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA882-1.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RR1848.html
https://www.rand.org/pubs/research_reports/RRA271-5.html
https://wvde.state.wv.us/abe/documents/CorrelationBetweenVariousPlacementInstruments.pdf
https://youth.gov/federal-links/national-guard-youth-challenge-program


$43.00

N
ational Guard Youth ChalleNGe is a residential, quasi-military program for 

young people ages 16 to 18 who are experiencing difficulty in traditional 

high school. This report covers the program years 2020–2021 and is the 

sixth in a series of annual reports that RAND Corporation researchers have 

issued over the course of two research projects.

Each annual report supports the program’s required annual report to Congress and 

documents the progress of participants who entered ChalleNGe during specific program 

years. In this report, the authors provide information on program participants in 2020–2021. 

The report also describes analyses in support of the Job ChalleNGe program.

The analytic approach includes a synthesis of the existing literature, qualitative data 

collected from virtual site visits and interviews, and quantitative program data. Caveats to 

be considered include some documented inconsistencies in reported data across sites and 

the short-run nature of many of the metrics reported here. This report will be of interest to 

ChalleNGe program staff and to personnel providing oversight for the program; it may also 

be of interest to policymakers and researchers concerned with designing effective youth 

programs or determining appropriate metrics by which to track progress in youth programs.

RR-A1229-1

NATIONAL DEFENSE RESEARCH INSTITUTE

www.rand.org 9 7 8 1 9 7 7 4 0 8 2 4 2

ISBN-13 978-1-9774-0824-2
ISBN-10 1-9774-0824-9

54300

http://www.rand.org



