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Background and Overview

The major objectives of the Data Quality Institutes (DQI), starting with Phoenix DQI in June 2005 and ending with the regional institutes in June 2006, were to seek state consensus how to improve the standardization of definitions and measures and improve overall data quality.

The Phoenix 2005 and Washington 2006 Data Quality Institutes explored multiple options for improving standardization in the definitions of concentrators and completers and the definitions of the measures.  The Phoenix 2005 DQI focused on exploring options for the definition of concentrators and measures for academic attainment (1S1), completion (2S1) and placement (3S1).   The Washington DQI focused on reaching consensus on the Phoenix issues and exploring options for career and technical skill attainment (1S2) and non-traditional measures (4S1 and 4S2).  This institute identified the need to seek greater standardization in the definition of completers for 3S1 and 4S2.  

The Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes were designed to: (1) reach consensus on remaining issues in improving standardization in definitions and measures, (2) discuss data quality standards for the measures, and (3) identify and address technical assistance needs.  The first day of the institute focused on reaching consensus on the remaining issues in improving standardization. The first day started discussions on the definitions of concentrator and completer and measures and options for the measures.  The second day addressed data quality standards and then provided states the opportunity to address specific implementation problems and technical assistance needs through roundtable sessions. The third day continued the discussions on remaining issues in reaching consensus on the definitions and measures. 

This report presents the recommendations for improving the standardization of population definitions and measures based on state discussions and voting in the national and regional data quality institutes as well as state comments received on the first draft report on the results from the DQI process.  The recommended definitions for concentrator and completer are presented first. These definitions are followed by recommendations for the measures for the four core indicators.  Because states recommended including references to the new Perkins legislation, this report also provides a short statement on the implications for the new legislation.
A summary of state discussions and voting on the definitions and measures is provided in Appendix A. Additional information on the state voting results and options discussed at the data quality institutes as well as background reports can be found on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network at www.edcountability.net. 
___________________________________________________________________________

1S2 Career and Technical Skill Attainment

Definitions

1S2(a)---Program Completion

Numerator:  Number of concentrators who have completed (earned credits) in all of the secondary courses or units of instruction within a state-recognized program or sequence and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator:  Number of concentrators who have left secondary education in the reporting year.
1S2(b)---Career and Technical Skill Attainment

Numerator:  Number of concentrators who have completed (earned credits) in all of the secondary courses or units of instruction within a state-recognized program or sequence (numerator of 1S2a) and have met state-recognized career and technical standards by passing all state-recognized assessments in the program they completed and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator:  Number of concentrators who have completed (earned credits) in all of the secondary courses or units of instruction within a state-recognized program or sequence (numerator of 1S2a) and who have taken all state-recognized assessments in the program they completed and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Notes:

Exit Reporting Group: Students Who Left Secondary Education in the Reporting Year. These proposed measures utilize an exit reporting group.  This group refers to all concentrators who did not return to secondary education the following fall semester after the school year for which states are reporting on.  This group should include both graduates and dropouts. States can exclude students who have transferred to other secondary schools and students not returning because of unusual circumstances (e.g., accidents, health)

Other Recommendations

Requirement for State Recognized Standards and Assessments (1S2b)
States should be required to establish a review and recognition process for career and technical skill standards and assessment systems used by schools for Perkins reporting in which qualified external reviewers certify that programs have industry-validated standard and have assessment systems that meet validity and reliability standards based on national CTE guidelines (using existing professional standards).  States should be allowed to require schools to use specific national and/or state standards and assessments meeting CTE guidelines for validity and reliability if available. 
Recommended Implementation Timetable for 1S2(b) Measure

The first measure 1S2(a) should be used starting in the first year after the transition year.  States should establish baseline for this measure during the transition year. States should be given the option of adding the second measure (1S2b) as soon as they have state-recognized standards and assessment systems for all programs meeting national CTE guidelines, but no later than the final year of the new Perkins legislation. 
· Current Year (2006-2007)---OVAE and states finalize measures and guidelines and launch pilot project for establishing state-recognized valid and reliable assessment systems with states with existing statewide assessment systems and states without these systems.
· Transition Year (2007-2008)—States develop and report baseline data for 1S2a and begin establishing state-recognized validated standards for all programs to be completed no later than Year 1.  States are given the option to also establish baseline for 1S2b if they have assessment systems in place meeting national guidelines.
· Year 1 (2008-2009)---States complete the process of establishing state-recognized standards for all programs and become involved in the OVAE-State pilot project on assessment by pilot-testing the national CTE guidelines for at least one program area.  OVAE and states finalized CTE guidelines.
· Year 2 (2009-2010)---States recognize assessment systems for at least 25 percent of their programs including the program areas involved in the pilot project.
· Year 3 (2010-2011)---States recognize assessment systems for 50 percent of their programs

· Year 4---(2011-2012)--States recognize assessment systems for 75 percent of their programs

· Year 5---(2012-2013)-- States recognize assessment systems for 75 percent of their programs

· Year 6 (2013-20014)---States report baseline performance on 1S2(b) using assessment data from state-recognized assessment systems as the basis for starting new legislation or extending existing legislation.
Implications of New Legislation

The new legislation does not pose major issues for the proposed measures.

Voting: 1S2 Career and Technical Skill Attainment

The Next Steps Working Group (NSWG) identified five major issues and sets of options for developing options for career and technical skill attainment.  These issues and options were included on the voting matrices and were the focus of the Washington DQI.  

Employer- and Postsecondary-Validated Standards. The NSWG developed three major options in validating standards. State participants in the Washington DQI gave the strongest support to the option that gave states the flexibility in having both statewide and local standards.  This allowed states with strong local control to develop systems for recognizing locally validated standards for Perkins.  It also allowed states with statewide standards and assessments to maintain their systems and also provide the opportunity for recognizing local standards for new and emerging programs or programs that exist only in one local area.  However, there was a significant amount of support for the option requiring statewide standards.  The three options explored in the Washington DQI were retained on the voting matrices for the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes.  At the regional institutes, states again supported the option that gave states the flexibility in having both statewide and local standards.  This allowed states with strong local control to develop systems for recognizing locally validated standards for Perkins.  States wanted a modification of the language to give states the option of engaging employers and/or postsecondary education in the validation process.

Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems.  The NSWG identified three options for the voting matrix for the Washington DQI. State participants gave the strongest support to the option giving states the flexibility to have both statewide third-party assessments for some programs and local assessments for others.  There was strong support for option requiring statewide assessments. However, there also was strong opposition. This strong opposition was based on three major reasons: (1) strong local control of schools in their states (2) lack of national or state assessments for many programs, and (3) the expected costs of implementing statewide assessment systems. Many states felt that the New York model, which was presented at the institute, provided a better approach because it would allow for both statewide and local assessments but maintain the requirement for “third-party” assessments.  In the final general session, most states indicated support for the view that statewide assessments should be the long-term goal for 1S2, but the New York approach provides the most promising interim step in reaching this long-term goal.  The voting matrices for the regional institute balloting and discussion were changed to provide this option.

The voting results for the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes were mixed. However, the strongest support was for the option in which states establish a process for approving assessment systems meeting standards for validity and reliability. At the Phoenix institute, states developed compromise language for this option: “States establish a review and recognition process for program assessment systems used for Perkins reporting in which qualified external reviewers (not schools by themselves) certify that these systems meet validity and reliability standards based on national CTE guidelines (using existing professional standards).”  This compromise language was supported at the Atlanta institute by most states assuming that states could require schools to use national and/or state assessments if available and that external meant that reviewers must be from outside the school being reviewed (See Figure 1).  This compromise language was supported by states in both Phoenix and Atlanta based on the assumption that states would be able to phase in the review and recognize process over multiple years before this is used as the basis for the 1S2 measure. This language was supported in Phoenix based on the assumption that states would report what percent of concentrators or completers who should have taken all assessments actually took the assessments.
Defining the Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  The 1S2 measure in the core indicator framework specifies that states report on all students “leaving secondary education in the reporting year.”  This is an “exit reporting group” because students are put into the reporting group based on what year they exited.  Other states wanted to use a “cross-sectional reporting group” and report all students achieving the standards for the courses they took that year even if that resulted in the same students being reported in multiple years.  Still other states want to use an “entry reporting group” and report on all students who attained the skills in the year they were expected to have attained the skills (e.g., all students becoming concentrators in 2002 would be reported in 2004 when they would be expected to have attained the skills).  The NSWG identified three options for the voting matrix that proposed all three approaches.  For the Washington DQI, states showed the strongest support for the exit reporting group approach.  There were no major questions and issues identified for improving or clarifying the options.  All three options were retained on the voting matrix for the regional institutes.  Again, states gave the strongest support to the exit reporting group. 

Defining the Student Population.  The NSWG identified two options for the voting matrix for the Washington DQI that gave the choice between including all concentrators or only those completers taking assessments in the 1S2 denominator.  States were evenly split on the two options. They also identified two other options that should be considered in defining the student population: (1) only concentrators who took the assessment and (2) all completers are included in the skill attainment measure.  In addition, there were many questions because of different assumptions about how students will be assessed and the definition of a completer.  As a result this issue was not included on the voting matrices for the regional institutes. However, states were asked to consider the following options: (1) all concentrators, (2) concentrators who took assessments, (3) all completers, (4) completers who took assessments, and (4) other student populations.  At the Phoenix and Atlanta institutes, states were again split on the student population to be included in the denominator. The strongest state support was for two options. The first option would include all concentrators based on the argument that CTE should be accountable for all concentrators. The second option was for concentrators who finished all courses (earned credits) and took all assessments based on the argument that CTE should only be held accountable for skill attainment when concentrators had actually taken all the courses in a state-recognized sequence.

Rationale for Two 1S2 Measures

There should be two measures for secondary career and technical skill attainment because:  (1) states had two quite different state viewpoints on the student population to be measured—all concentrators and completers who took all assessments, and (2) states recommended that they be given a multiyear timetable to phase in the requirement for valid and reliable assessment systems.  The first measure provides a way to measure whether concentrators complete their programs based on the viewpoint that all concentrators should be included in the measurement of career and technical skill attainment.  This first measure also provides an interim measure while states are establishing valid and reliable assessment systems for all programs.  The second measure is a way to measure whether those concentrators who earn credits in all courses in their programs and take all assessments in the program are successful in meeting the standards of the programs by passing all assessments.  This second measure is consistent with the viewpoint that only completers who took assessments should be included in the measurement of career and technical skill attainment. The use of two measures will have the added advantage of increasing the weighting of career and technical skill attainment in determining whether states have met or not met overall performance.

	Figure 1: Voting Results from Regional Institutes

	Voting Issue
	  Phoenix
	Atlanta

	Defining Concentrators

Version 1-- A secondary CTE concentrator is a student who enrolls in a course within a state-recognized sequence or program after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of Carnegie Units (or state-recognized equivalents) within the state-recognized sequence or program.

Version 2- A secondary CTE concentrator is a student who has completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of Carnegie Units (or state-recognized equivalents) within the state-recognized sequence or program

Version 3- Odd number of sequence version 2, even number sequence, version 1

Version 4- 50% of the content
	18 states in favor

10 states in favor
	11 states in favor

5 states in favor

0 states in favor

2 states in favor



	1S2: Population in the Denominator 

What is your preferred option for student population; who is in the denominator

Option1- Concentrators who exited regardless of whether they took all assessments in a program

Option 2- Concentrators who exited and who took all assessment in a program
Option 3- All who took all courses in program
Option 4- All completers who took assessment

Option 5- Concentrators who finished all courses in a program who exited

Option 6- Concentrators who finished all courses in a program, who exited and took all assessment


	7 states

5 states

2 states

8 states
	5 states prefer, 5 can live with

8 states prefer and 6 states can live with

1 state prefer and 8 can live with

3 states prefer and 9 states can live with

	1S2: Option 3 Rewording

Two variations of Option 3 (the option with the strongest support) with the major difference being the requirement for external reviewers. 


	Majority support for the following Version 1:

--States use a review and recognized process for assessment system used for Perkins reporting by qualified external reviewers to determine validity and reliability of assessment system meeting CTE guidelines (based on existing professional standards).

Note: This is contingent on establishing some timetable for implementation.
	Version 1 (from Phoenix): 

12 states prefer and 4 states can live with

Version 2 (Phoenix version without external requirement): 4 states prefer.

Principle if external reviewer in the definition/outside school

Yes=12

 No=2




1P2: Postsecondary Technical Skill Attainment

Measure Construction
Numerator: 

Number of CTE concentrators who achieve or exceed the state threshold for skill attainment during the reporting period. 

Denominator: 

Number of CTE concentrators identified during the reporting period.

Issues for Consideration

ISSUE 1: What Is a Valid Measure of Technical Skill Attainment? 

During regional meetings, states identified on a number of measures that were believed to be both valid and feasible for assessing CTE concentrators’ skill holdings. These included: 

· Grade Point Average—Analysis of transcript data for exiting CTE concentrators to identify their cumulative grade point average in CTE program area courses. During regional meetings, participants suggested that the use of grades was a defensible measure of technical skill attainment, because state or regional licensing agencies provide some level of quality control over institutional offerings. Participants also pointed out that since institutions must be responsive to marketplace needs, programs failing to prepare students for the workplace would over time disappear. Consequently, although the reliability of grades is not perfect, on balance they are a relatively good measure of CTE concentrator skill attainment.
· Course Completion—Analysis of transcript data for exiting CTE concentrators to identify the percentage of courses completed. During regional meetings, participants reported that not all program exiters officially complete their program once they have obtained the minimum skills they need for career advancement. Assessing cumulative course completion can document whether exiting concentrators have completed a sufficient number of courses to document skill attainment.  
· State or National Licensing/Certification Exams—Identification of CTE concentrators who earn a license or certification in programs for which licensing or certification exists. Although the validity and reliability of state or nationally recognized exams is superior to other measures, during regional meetings, participants reported that they were often unable to obtain licensing or credentialing data from testing agencies. Moreover, since not all programs offer a state or industry recognized skill award, states would be unable to assess skill attainment for a substantial number of CTE completers.
ISSUE 2: Should assessment be based on an exiting group or entry cohort of concentrators? 

During the regional conferences, a majority of states were in favor of basing analysis on an exiting cohort of students, although a number of states also argued in favor of basing measurement on an entry cohort of concentrators. 
ISSUE 3: How long following exit should elapse to determine that students have not re-enrolled?
If an exit population of students is used, time must be allowed to determine whether students who exit prior to program completion (or achieving eligibility for completion), re-enroll in the program. Although states at the regional conferences supported the one-year lag, one state suggested limiting the measurement to 3-months following exit.
Clarifications

Exit Group—Allow one fiscal year to elapse before assessing the status of exiting students (i.e., data on students exiting between July 1, 2005 – June 30, 2006 would be collected at the end of the 2007 fiscal year to account for students transferring to a postsecondary institution).
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