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Introduction and Overview

The purpose of the Phoenix Data Quality Institute (DQI) was to continue state discussions on improving standardization in Perkins measures, including the definition of concentrators.  Based on discussions in the Next Steps Work Group (NSWG), states were given an initial set of recommendations to begin discussions and were then asked to develop alternative recommendations if they disagreed with the initial recommendations.  States were then asked to vote on whether they supported the initial recommendations or alternatives.  The Phoenix DQI focused on the definition of concentrators and three sets of secondary and postsecondary measures: academic attainment (1S1 and 1P1), completion (2S1 and 2P1), and placement and retention (3S1 and 3P2/3P2).  

This report presents the results from the Phoenix DQI and proposes the remaining options for voting and further discussion at the upcoming Washington Data Quality Institute.  These results and remaining options are presented separately for secondary and postsecondary. For both secondary and postsecondary, the report first summarizes state perspectives on the definition of concentrators and the three sets of measures and proposes the remaining options for voting. The report then summarizes state perspectives on transition issues.

The voting results from the Phoenix DQI are presented in Appendix A (Figures A1-A4) for secondary and Appendix B (Figures B1-B4) for postsecondary.  

Secondary Results and Remaining Issues and Options 
Vocational Concentrator Definition. States were given starting recommendations on three key definitional elements: (1) student intent, (2) threshold level, and (3) whether they specify additional special conditions or requirements for defining concentrators.  As shown in Figure A1, the vast majority of states did not want to use student intent as one factor in determining whether students were concentrators and did not want to allow states to establish special conditions for defining concentrators.  Most states agreed with the initial recommendation for state-recognized sequences but many wanted to use a different word (e.g. scope) that would not imply a required order.  A significant number of states wanted to make sure that “state-recognized” could allow states to have locally-determined and state-recognized sequences.  Some state raised the question whether state-recognized sequences include academic courses. This was left open for further discussion.  

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation.  However, the discussion did identify two major options: 

· Option 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. State-recognized sequences could be state and/or locally determined as long as they are recognized by the state for Perkins accountability purposes.  State-recognized equivalents for Carnegie Units must be equivalents that can be used to determine the percentage of total program content represented by a course such as credits, hours, or competencies.

· Option 2:  A secondary CTE concentrator is a student who enrolls in the last course within a state-recognized sequence or program after having completed (earned credits) in prior courses within the state-recognized sequence or program. State-recognized sequences could be state and/or locally determined as long as they are recognized by the state for Perkins accountability purposes  

Note: In both definitions, student intent is not used to include or exclude students and there are no special conditions allowed. Also, sequence does not imply the need to take units or courses in a specific order.

Academic Attainment (1S1).  States were given initial recommendations for improving the alignment of Perkins to No Child Left Behind (NCLB) measures of academic attainment, developing a combined measure of reading and math attainment, and developing a consistent exit cohort approach for reporting.  As shown in Appendix A2, the majority of states supported the initial recommendation to align to NCLB assessments based on the assumption that future legislation would require this. However, most states did argue that this approach creates an “input” measure and would not capture CTE contributions to improving student academic attainment.  Many states recommended continuing to explore alternative or additional measures that would address academic attainment after concentrated CTE participation.  Four major options for developing an alternative definition were proposed:  (1) states would develop 12th assessments, (2) states would allow students to retake NCLB assessments to show academic gains, (3) states would participate in a NAEP assessment similar to states now participating in High Schools That Work, and (4) states would require that all concentrators take the ACT or SAT or community college placement assessments and report those students that are qualified to enter postsecondary education without remediation. States also raised a number of transition issues that must be addressed in aligning to NCLB assessments. States did not agree with the initial recommendation on using a combined measure and did not agree on an alternative. However, states did discuss an option of using a combined approach for accountability (i.e., negotiating performance levels, bundling for incentives) but still report reading/language arts and math separately for improving alignment to NCLB. The vast majority of states supported an “exit” cohort approach for reporting.  

The Phoenix DQI resulted in a clear majority support for the following options for measurement approach and reporting group:

· Measurement Approach. States should use NCLB state assessments for 1S1 measurement. 

· Reporting Group. States should use an exit cohort (reporting group) for reporting rather than a cross-sectional cohort.

However, there was no clear majority support for separate versus combined reporting and the best approach for developing alternative 1S1 measures for future consideration.  The remaining options for these two issues are:

· Separate or Combined Measures. Should states have a combined measure or separate measures for reading/language arts and math performance? 

· Option 1: States should have separate measures for reading/language arts and math
· Option 2: States should have a combined measures for reading/language arts and math for measuring performance for accountability but also report on separate measures to align to NCLB
· Alternative 1S1 Measure. What is the best approach for developing an alternative measure for 1S1 for future consideration?

· Option 1:  State 12th grade assessments

· Option 2:  NCLB retesting

· Option 3:  NAEP 12th grade assessments

· Option 4:  ACT/SAT and/or community college placement assessments 

Completion (2S1). States were given initial recommendations to improve alignment with NCLB graduation rate measures.  These initial recommendations proposed that states use the same graduation rate calculation method they use for NCLB and start the calculation when students become concentrators.  These recommendations also suggested improving alignment by counting only students who received regular high school diplomas in the standard number of years as in the NCLB graduation rate measure. In this initial recommendation, states would exclude students receiving diplomas after the standard number of years and GED students.  As shown in Figure A3, there was no clear consensus on the proposed recommendations for completion or alternative recommendations.  Most states did agree that the measurement of graduation rates should begin no earlier than when a student becomes a concentrator with some going further by specifying only seniors or completers.  States differed significantly on whether to exclude students not completing regular high school diplomas in the standard number of years.  Some of this disagreement was based on different assumptions about how these decisions would impact performance.

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for any major option.  However, the discussion did identify the following options for calculating graduation rates and choosing which types of credentials to include in the completion measure.

· Calculating Graduation Rates.  What approach should states use in calculating graduation rates?

· Option 1: States should use their NCLB approaches for calculating graduation rates but begin at the point when students become concentrators

· Option 2: States should include senior concentrators only when calculating graduation rates.

· Excluding Students Not Receiving Regular Diplomas.  Should states exclude students not receiving standard diplomas (e.g. GED) in standard number of years in calculating their graduation rates?

· Option 1: States should only include students receiving the regular high school diploma in the standard number of years (excludes GED).

· Option 2: States should only include students receiving a regular high school diploma but include all students receiving regular diplomas regardless of whether they received the diploma in the standard number of years (excludes GED). 

· Option 3: States should include students receiving a regular high school diploma or a GED regardless of the number of years needed to earn these credentials. 

Placement (3S1). States were given initial recommendations to improve standardization of measurement approaches and alignment with related programs by moving to administrative record exchange and selecting the second quarter after program completion to measure placement.  As shown in Figure A4, there was no clear consensus on moving to administrative record exchange as the only allowed measurement approach.  There was more consensus on choosing the second quarter for both administrative record exchange and surveys with some states proposing to choose a specific quarter instead.  

The Phoenix DQI resulted in a clear majority support for the following:

· Measurement Approach and Data Quality Standards.  States should be allowed to use either administrative records or surveys to measure placement but OVAE and states should work together to establish data quality standards that would improve data quality using both administrative record exchange and/or surveys to measure placement.  

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for determining the post-program quarter for measuring placement using either administrative records or surveys.   However, the discussion did identify the following options:

· Post-program Quarter for Measuring Placement.  What quarter (3-month period) should states use in measuring placement through either administrative records or surveys?

· Option 1: States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement.

· Option 2:  States should be required to use the April-June quarter (4th quarter) after completion when measuring placement.

State Perspectives on Major Transition Issues. States were asked to identify the major transition barriers and issues in moving toward the recommended approaches for improving standardization in concentrator definitions and measures.  Most states agreed on three major issues:

· State Data System Capacity.  Many states do not currently have the data systems to for reporting on the recommended definitions of concentrators or the recommended approaches for academic attainment, completion, and placement. For example, some states do not have the capacity to identify career and technical education concentrators for matching to NCLB assessment data at the state or local levels.

· Time for Transition: Implementing System Changes and Establishing Baselines.  Most states argued for a transition plan that allowed states to change their state data systems and establish at least one year of baseline data before using new definitions and measures for accountability.  

· Resources for Data System Changes.  Most states reported that they did not have the resources to make major changes in their current systems and needed assistance to make the necessary transitions. 

Postsecondary Results and Remaining Issues and Options

Vocational Concentrator Definition. States were given starting recommendations on three key definitional elements: (1) student intent, (2) threshold level, and (3) whether there should be special conditions for defining concentrators. States were split on whether or not to include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study, with a small majority of states suggesting that student intent should be included in the identification of vocational concentrators.

States were in agreement that institutions should base threshold course assessments on the number of credit hours a student had completed. A majority of states (66 percent) were unwilling, however, to put a time limit on the time a student had to reach a threshold course taking level. Those who did not agree favored requiring students to reach a threshold level within two or one years (23 percent and 11 percent, respectively). 

States were also unable to agree upon a threshold level of instructional credits or how a sequence of credits should be defined. States were in unanimous agreement that no special conditions should be used to exclude some categories of students from state measurement approaches.

The Phoenix meeting did identify the following major options for constructing a concentrator definition:

· Student Intent. Should states use student intent in the definition of a vocational concentrator?
· Option 1:  States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program as a means of identifying CTE concentrators, with intent assessed based on student (a) declaration of a major, (b) application for acceptance in a program, (c) acceptance into a program, or (d) enrollment in program coursework above a threshold level (i.e., implied intent) 
· Option 2:  States should not include student intent to enroll in a CTE program; instead, the determination of CTE concentrator status should be based only upon a student achieving a threshold level of coursework. 
· Option 3:  States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study OR attainment of a threshold level of coursework OR both as a means of identifying CTE concentrators.

· Defining Threshold Level. How should states define the threshold level when a student becomes a concentrator?
· Option 1:  States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 1/3 of the units in a CTE program of study.

· Option 2:  States should define the threshold level to that contained in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS). 
· Option 3:  States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 12 credit hours in a CTE program of study, irrespective of whether these course hours are in a course sequence.

· Defining Sequence of Courses. How should states define a sequence of courses for defining concentrators?
· Option 1:  States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally-established CTE programs of study that terminate in some type of degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other skill award.

· Option 2: States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally established CTE programs of study, irrespective of whether they terminate in a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other skill award

· Option 3:  States should allow local institutions to define their own CTE programs of study.

States raised general concerns about the cost of implementing new tracking systems to comply with new Perkins accountability requirements, and the time states and local agencies would have to transition to new reporting systems. States identified three major obstacles to collecting quality data:

1.
Tracking Special Populations. 

Postsecondary administrators often have difficulty collecting accurate data on student race-ethnicity and gender, and in identifying special population, Non-Traditional, and Tech Prep students. Given privacy considerations, state and local administrators questioned how they were to collect sensitive, personally identifiable data.

2.
Determining Student Intent

To qualify for financial aid, students may declare a statement of intent even though they have no intention of completing a program sequence. States may also establish different points in time for students to declare their intent, making it difficult to establish standardized criteria for evaluating the accuracy of student declared intent. 

3.
Determining a Sequence of Courses

Since postsecondary programs may be composed of non-linear coursework, participants expressed concern about how a sequence of courses could be defined. Participants also wondered how courses of differing length (e.g., regular courses versus shorter, continuing education coursework) should be counted in a sequence.

Academic and Technical Skill Attainment (1P1 and 1P2).  States were nearly unanimous in calling for the postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures, since outcome data collected for these measures duplicate information reported in subsequent measures, as proposed by state representatives at the DQI conference.

A small minority (6 percent) suggested that OVAE require states to continue to collect data on postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures. Representatives from these states did not, however, provide details as to how this data should be collected. It is anticipated that specific information will be collected at the next OVAE-sponsored regional conference.

Completion (2P1).  States were given starting recommendations on four key definitional elements: (1) measures of completion, (2) student populations, (3) student transfers, and (4) timing of measurement. With the exception of defining a population of students for measurement purposes, states achieved a high degree of consensus on all defined issues. 

States were unable to agree upon whether to base measurement on an entry cohort of students (i.e., those who achieved concentrator status at a given point in time), or an exit cohort of students (i.e., those leaving postsecondary education at a given point in time). There are tradeoffs associated with each approach. Use of an entry cohort can provide detailed information on the outcomes of a group of students within a specified time period, meaning that states can assess their success in moving students to a positive outcome. 

Tracking students over time requires, however, that state and institutions maintain sophisticated data systems that permit them to use longitudinal data to assess student outcomes. In contrast, use of an exit cohort can simplify measurement, since students do not need to be tracked over extended periods of time, although outcomes are restricted to CTE concentrators exiting an institution, regardless of how long they were enrolled after achieving CTE concentrator status. 

State representatives favored broadening the focus of the 2P1 measure from program completion to program advancement, to permit states to document the different programmatic outcomes that student can achieve. A first step will be obtaining approval from OVAE for the use of student attainment data, used in conjunction with student completion data, to document student outcomes. 

The Phoenix DQI did achieve a clear majority consensus on the following issues for measuring completion:

· Types of Credentials. Include all institutionally recognized credit or non-credit degrees, credentials, certificates, diplomas or other state or institutionally recognized awards that may be earned by students. These may include: 

· AA, AAS or AS degrees—awarded to students completing a 2-year program of students, typically consisting of 60 or more credits

· Credential or Certificate—awarded to students completing less than 2 years of studies, typically consisting of less than 60 credits in an accredited program of study

· Diploma—awarded to students completing a short-term credit- or non-credit program of studies that provides marketable skills

· Student Transfers: States should report a learning gain for students who complete or transfer to pursue advanced studies in a parallel or higher education level. This includes students who transfer from a 2-year to a 4-year postsecondary institution, as well as those moving to the next highest educational level, either within their originating or by transferring to another 2-year college. For example, some 2-year colleges offer non-credit vocational certificates that articulate with college credit awards, including associate of science degrees. A student moving out of the certificate area into a credit program would be counted as a positive learning gain

· Timing of Measurement.  Track students for 5 years after they achieve CTE concentrator status, irrespective of the type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma they are pursuing. For example, states would report cumulative completion rates in 2006-07 for all students who achieved CTE concentrator status during the 2001-02 academic year. 

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for how to construct the reporting group or cohort.  However, the discussion did identify the following options:

· Reporting Group: Entry or Exit Cohorts.  Should states use entry or exit cohorts for reporting or some other type of reporting group?
· Option 1:  States should define an Entry-Cohort consisting of students who achieved CTE concentrator status during a specified period, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the identified concentrator cohort are followed over time to assess their progress toward completing a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma.

· Option 2:  States should define an Exit Cohort consisting of CTE concentrators who leave postsecondary education during a specified period of time, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the exiting cohort are assessed to determine whether they have completed a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma, transferred to a four-year college or university to purse advanced studies, or achieved a positive learner outcome within their originating or by transferring to another 2-year college

States were primarily concerned with issues related to tracking students who leave an institution without obtaining a recognized certificate or degree, and identifying a cohort of students for measurement purposes. Issues included:

1.
Defining Postsecondary Achievement

Students participating in postsecondary education may achieve learning gains without actually completing an institutional degree or transferring to another 2-year or 4-year college. Since the concept of learning gains is conceptually consistent with NCLB, participants questioned whether states should be permitted to define “exit points” that will permit them to count students achieving recognized educational goals even if they do not exit the institution in a given year.

2.
Accounting for Student Transfers

Institutions have difficulty differentiating between students who transfer and those who leave school without completing their degree objective. Participants questioned whether states should be held accountable for tracking students who make lateral transfers to an in-state or out-of-state postsecondary institution (i.e., from a 2-year to 2-year institution).

3.
Tracking an Entering Cohort of Students

Not all states are able to track student outcome data going back 5 years, leading participants to suggest allowing states to report on a 3-year cohort of students, with measurement gradually transitioning to 5 years as data became available. Participants also raised concerns about using a denominator that includes all concentrators, which could yield a low percentage of students making postsecondary learning gains. 

Placement (3P1). States were given starting recommendations on two key definitional elements: (1) measurement approaches, and the (2) timing of measurement. States also reported on the population of students who should be included in the measure. 

States split on whether administrative record exchange should be the only measurement approach for assessing placement. A small majority (55 percent) favored supplemented administrative matching with other resources, including state or institutionally administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys.

An overwhelming majority of states (88 percent) favored timing measurement of placement in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., October–December of the current calendar year). Competing proposals to measure placement in the 1st quarter following exit or at any time following exit (although presumably within 1 year of exit) also gained a small amount of support (6 percent each).

States also split on the population that should be included in the placement measure, with a majority recommending that follow-up be limited to students who completed or were eligible to complete a degree and who were transitioning to workforce or military. Others favored broadening measurement to include completers entering postsecondary or advanced training, or all postsecondary exiters, irrespective of whether they had completed a program or were planning to enter the workforce or advanced postsecondary education or training. 

Although states recognize the value of using administrative record exchange to assess student placement, participants were unable to reach consensus on whether administrative records should be the sole approach for tracking students. States will need to confirm whether placement should be limited to the 2nd quarter after completion, and establish a common base of students upon which to base measurement.  

To expand follow-up opportunities, states favored having OVAE negotiate with representatives of the (1) Wage Record Interchange System, (2) National Student Clearinghouse, (3) federal Office of Personnel Management, (4) Department of Defense, and (5) U.S. Postal Service to ease state access to UI wage record, postsecondary enrollment, and federal workforce data.

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for any major option.  However, the discussion did identify the following options for measurement approach, timing of measurement, and students to be included in the placement measure:

· Measurement Approach.  Should states use administrative records or surveys?

· Option 1: States should use administrative record matching as the primary source of data, supplemented with other resources, including state or institutionally-administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys. States should report the total number of student placements identified using administrative records and supplemental approaches, with breakouts by collection approach to permit state and federal administrators to assess the reliability of data across states.

· Option 2: States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and retention.

· Timing of Measurement.  What quarter (3-month period) should placement be measured?

· Option 1: States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited (i.e., October–December of the current calendar year). This means that CTE concentrators included in the measure could have 6-16 months of work experience, depending upon when they exited from a postsecondary program 

· Option 2: States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 1st quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., July–September of the current calendar year).

· Option 3: States should report employment outcomes based on data collected at any point following graduation (presumably up to 1 year following student exit). However, minority would agree with majority if a federal MOU was in place that addressed cost, timeliness and access across state lines

· Student Population.  What students should be included in the measurement of placement?

· Option 1: States should limit their follow-up efforts to CTE concentrators who completed or who were eligible to complete a degree, certificate, or credential and who left postsecondary education within a state specified time period. Students who transfer to a 4-year college or university to pursue advanced training should be excluded from the numerator and denominator of the measure.

· Option 2: States should include placement outcomes for CTE concentrators who completed or who were eligible to complete a degree-certificate, or credential, or who transferred to an in-state or out-of-state 4-year college or university to pursue advanced education or training.

· Option 3: States should report on all CTE concentrators who left a program, irrespective of whether they completed, were eligible to complete, or did not complete a program. Since many individuals enter postsecondary education to upgrade their skill holdings, those who find employment should be included in the measure, even if they did not complete or become eligible to complete a program of studies.

In identifying barriers to implementation, states’ primarily concern lay in identifying cost-effective approaches for tracking students following postsecondary exit. Issues included:

1.
Tracking Out-of-State Students

Students who leave the state to pursue employment or advanced education or training are difficult to track using existing state systems. States are also unable to follow-up on students who obtain federal employment or who enlist in the military. 

2.
Previous Employment

Many students who enter postsecondary education are employed at the time of entry, and may continue to work while enrolled. Participants questioned whether states should or could differentiate students who are unemployed at entry from those who already possess employment.

Retention (3P2).  States were given starting recommendations on two key definitional elements: (1) timing of measurement, and the (2) student population included in the measure. A majority of states (83 percent) favored conducting measurement in the 4th quarter following student exit (i.e., April-June of the following calendar year), with remaining states favoring basing collection during the 3rd quarter following postsecondary exit.

States were unable to agree on the population of students upon which measurement should be based, with less than half (44 percent) calling for follow-up efforts to be limited to CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military as of the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school. A sizeable proportion (38 percent) supported tracking outcomes for CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military at any point in the 4th quarter, irrespective of whether they were employed in the 2nd quarter. A small percentage (18 percent) favored getting rid of the measure completely. 

Although most states favored basing the retention measure on CTE concentrators’ employment status in the 4th quarter following program exit, participants were unable to reach consensus on who should be included in the measure. Specifically, states will need to decide whether measurement should be limited to only those individuals who were identified as employed or in the military in measure 3P1, or whether analysis should extend to all concentrators, irrespective of their prior employment or enlistment status.  Some states felt that the retention measure should be eliminated because they have very little impact on the measure.

The Phoenix meeting did identify the following options for timing of measurement and students to be included in the retention measure
· Timing of Measurement.  What quarter (3-month period) should retention be measured?

· Option 1: States should report retention outcomes based on data collected during the 4th quarter following the academic year in which a student exited school (i.e., April-June of the following calendar year). This means that CTE concentrators included in the measure could have between 12 to 22 months of labor market experience, depending upon when they exited from a postsecondary program.

· Option 2: States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 3rd quarter following the academic year in which a student exited school (i.e., January–March of the following calendar year).

· Student Population.  What students should be included in the measurement of retention?

· Option 1: States should limit their follow-up effort to CTE concentrators who were: (1) employed in the public or private sector, (2) employed in the federal workforce, or (3) enlisted in the military, at any point in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school. Findings should be reported in the aggregate, as well as separately for different types of employment

· Option 2: States should track outcomes for CTE concentrators who were: (1) employed in the public or private sector, (2) employed in the federal workforce, or (3) enlisted in the military, at any point in the 4th quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school, irrespective of whether they were employed in the 2nd quarter.

As with postsecondary placement, states’ primarily concern on implementation barriers lay in identifying cost-effective approaches for tracking students following postsecondary exit. Issues included:

1.
Tracking Out-of-State Students

Students who leave the state to pursue employment or advanced education or training are difficult to track using existing state systems. States are also unable to follow-up on students who obtain federal employment or who enlist in the military. 

Appendix A

Results of State Voting at the Data Quality Institute (DQI)

A1:  Secondary Vocational Concentrator Definition

A2:  Secondary Academic Attainment (1S1)

A3:  Secondary Completion (2S1)

A4:  Secondary Placement (3S1)

A1: Secondary Vocational Concentrator Definition

	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1. Student Intent to Enroll in a Sequence should not be used as a basis for excluding or including students.


	   85%
	   15%
	Student intent to enroll in a sequence should not be used as a basis for excluding or including students (85%).


	Student intent to enroll in a sequence should be used as a basis for excluding or including students (15%).



	2. Number/type of Instructional units Enrolled In/Completed in State-Recognized Sequence to Achieve Threshold Level 
	
	
	
	

	2a. Definition of Instructional Units. States should use Carnegie Units to define instructional units and specify the number of units in a sequence.


	   64%
	   24%
	States should use Carnegie Units to define instructional units and specify the number of units in a sequence (64%).


	The remaining states had other proposed approaches such as courses, credits, hours, and competencies, but there were no clear minority recommendations representing a significant percentage of states (24%).

	2b. Definition of Sequence of Units.  States should establish state-recognized sequences of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability.


	   49%
	   51%
	States should establish state-recognized sequences of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability (49%).


	States should recognize locally-determined sequences of units for the purposes of accountability.  (27%)

States should establish state-recognized scopes of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability (rewording was recommended because sequence implies a required order of courses taken) (24%)



	2c. Number/Percent of Instructional Units Representing Threshold Levels. States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit of instruction within a state recognized sequence after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units, the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the 50 percent level. For example, for programs with 3 Carnegie Units, students would reach the threshold after completing the second unit and enrolling in the third unit. *


	      54%
	    46%
	States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit of instruction within a state recognized sequence after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units, the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the 50 percent level. For example, for programs with 3 Carnegie Units, students would reach the threshold after completing the second unit and enrolling in the third unit. * (54%)


	States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in the last course within a sequence (20%)

The remaining states had other proposed approaches to defining thresholds including enrolling in the second course, number of courses completed, number of units completed, and using completers.  However, there were no additional minority recommendations representing a significant percentage of states (26%)



	2d. Time to Reach Threshold. States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period during high school such as before their senior year.


	     100%
	      0%
	States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period during high school such as before their senior year (100%).


	No other recommendations.

	3. Special Conditions: Other Requirements for Concentrators

States should not use other special conditions (e.g., seniors only) to include or exclude students


	     100%
	      0%
	States should not use other special conditions (e.g., seniors only) to include or exclude students (100%)


	No other recommendations


*Enrolled in or completed item is included here

A2: Secondary Academic Attainment (1S1)

	Initial Recommendation 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should use NCLB state assessments for 1S1 measurement


	   80%
	   20%
	States should use NCLB state assessments for 1S1 measurement (80%)


	There were no clear minority recommendations but four alternatives were: (1) 12th grade assessment (2) NCLB retest (3) NAEP, and (4) ACT/SAT/Community College Placement Assessment (20%)



	2.  States should have a combined measure for reading/language arts and math 


	   15%
	  85%
	States should have separate measures for reading/language arts and math. (59%)
	States should have combined measures for reading/language arts and math for measuring performance for accountability but also report on separate measures to align to NCLB. (27%)

States should have a combined measure for reading/language arts and math. (15%)

	3.  States should use an exit cohort for reporting rather than a cross-sectional cohort


	   88%
	  12%
	States should use an exit cohort for reporting rather than a cross-sectional cohort (88%)
	There were no clear minority recommendations with a significant number of states but some states did recommend a cross-sectional cohort (12%).


A3: Secondary Completion (2S1)

	Initial Recommendation
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should use NCLB approach for calculating graduation rates.


	   56%
	  42%
	States should use their NCLB approaches for calculating graduation rates (56%)


	State had a variety of alternative recommendations including participants, seniors only, and completers (42%)

	2.  Perkins III measurement cohort should begin at point of becoming a concentrator


	  63%
	  37%
	Perkins III measurement cohort should begin at point of becoming a concentrator (63%)


	Perkins III measurement cohort should begin with senior concentrators only (24%).

Perkins III measurement cohort should only include completers (10%)

	3.  States should not be allowed to include seniors only in their calculations

 (Unless this is when they become concentrators)


	  56%
	44%
	States should not be allowed to include seniors only in their calculations

 (Unless this is when they become concentrators) (56%)


	States should use seniors only in calculating graduation rates (41%)

	4.  States should exclude students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure


	  56%
	44%
	States should exclude students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure (56%)


	States should include students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure (27%)

Other states had a variety of recommendations including the inclusion other types of credentials such as early college and alternative education and reporting GEDs separately (17%) 


A4: Secondary Placement (3S1)
	Initial Recommendation
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement


	  24%
	  76%
	States should not adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and should be allowed to use surveys as an alternative measurement approach (41%).
	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement if the federal government requires the use of social security numbers (24%)

States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement (24%)

	2.  States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement


	  41%
	  59%
	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement (41%)


	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement if the federal government requires it (24%)

Other states recommended a specific quarter (e.g., April-June)  (24%).




Appendix B

Results of State Voting at the Data Quality Institute (DQI)

B1:  Postsecondary Vocational Concentrator Definition

B2:  Postsecondary Academic and Skill Attainment (1P1/1P2)

B3:  Postsecondary Completion (2P1)

B4:  Postsecondary Placement and Retention (3P1/3P2)

B1: Postsecondary Vocational Concentrator Definition
	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  Student Intent to Enroll in a Sequence

States should use student intent in their definitions of concentrators and count students as concentrators only if they indicate their intent to enroll in a sequence and reach threshold levels in that sequence.
	52 %
	48 %
	
	States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study as a means of identifying CTE concentrators.

OR

States should not include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study; instead, the determination of CTE concentrator status should be based only upon a student achieving a threshold level of coursework. (31 %)

OR

States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study OR attainment of a threshold level of coursework OR both as a means of identifying CTE concentrators. (17 %)

	2.  Number/Type of Courses Enrolled In/Completed in State-Recognized Sequence to

Achieve the Threshold Level
	
	
	
	

	Definition of Instructional Units.  States should use credit hours to define instructional units.  For institutions and programs not organized by or awarding credit hours, states should establish equivalent standardized units (e.g., contact hours, competencies attained) as the basis for determining lengths of sequences and threshold levels.


	100 %
	0 %
	States should use credit hours or course credits to define instructional units. For institutions and programs not organized by or awarding credit hours, states should establish or approve equivalent standardized units as the basis for determining the lengths of CTE programs of study and threshold levels. OVAE may wish to consider whether states should report credit courses separately from non-credit coursework.
	


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)


	Definition of Sequence of Units.  States should establish state-recognized sequences of instructional units for the purposes of Perkins accountability.  State-recognized sequences should result in some type of credential (e.g., degree, certificate, industry certification).
	57 %
	43 %
	States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally-established CTE programs of study that terminate in some type of degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other skill award.
	States should allow local institutions to identify a sequence of programs. (29 %) 

OR

States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally established CTE programs of study. (14 %)



	Number/Percent of Instructional Units Representing Threshold Levels. States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit within a state recognized sequence after having completed (e.g., earned credits) in one-third the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units (credit hours or their equivalents), the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the one-third level. For example, for programs with three 3-credit courses and 9 total credit hours, students would reach the threshold after completing the second course and enrolling in the third course.    


	40 %
	60 %
	States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 1/3 of the units in a CTE program of study.  

[NOTE: Although a majority of states did not support this recommendation, this approach received the most votes of the different recommendations put forward by state representatives.]
	States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 12 credit hours in a CTE program of study, irrespective of whether these course hours are in a course sequence. (31 %)

OR

States should define the threshold level to correspond to those contained in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) or one of the following threshold levels: associate degree (60+ hours), advanced certificate (30+ hours), certificate (15-30 hours), and certificate < 15 hours)) (17 %)

OR

States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 9 credit hours in a CTE program of study. (6 %)

[NOTE: 2 states did not offer an alternative]

	2d. Time to Reach Threshold. States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period.


	66 %
	34 %
	States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period.
	States should require that students reach threshold levels within one year of enrolling. (23 %)

OR

States should require that students reach threshold levels within two years of enrolling. (11 %)


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	3. Special Conditions: Other Requirements for Concentrators

States should not use other special conditions (e.g., first-time/full-time) to include or exclude students.
	100 %
	0 %
	States should not define special conditions to exclude some categories of students.
	


B2: Postsecondary Attainment (1P1 and 1P2)

	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should eliminate 1P1 and 1P2 as required Perkins measures
	94 %
	6 %
	States should eliminate the postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures, since outcome data collected for these measures duplicate information reported in subsequent measures
	States should continue to collect data on postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures. States did not, however, provide details as to how this data should be collected. It is anticipated that specific information will be collected at the next OVAE-sponsored regional conference.

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, States should measure these differently from how 2P1 is measured.
	
	
	
	

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, States should standardize the approach to be either 1) GPA or 2) course completion. (Discuss which one)
	
	
	
	

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, states should use an exit cohort for reporting
	
	
	
	


B3: Postsecondary Completion (2P1)

	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should standardize the types of programs of study and credentials included in the measure
	97 %
	3 %
	Include all institutionally recognized credit or non-credit degrees, credentials, certificates, diplomas or other state or institutionally recognized awards that may be earned by students. 

In considering what is an acceptable level of achievement, consider including students who make learning gains without actually completing an institutional degree or transferring to another 2-year or 4-year college. For example, a student could be counted as making postsecondary advancement if he or she were to complete a set of curricular skills within a program area that were associated with an institutionally-defined “exit point.


	[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]



	States should standardize the definition of non-completers based on (1) stopping program participation and/or (2) running out of time to complete a sequence.
	94 %
	6 %
	Track students for 5 years after they achieve CTE concentrator status, irrespective of the type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma they are pursuing. For example, states would report cumulative completion rates in 2006-07 for all students who achieved CTE concentrator status during the 2001-02 academic year. 


	Track students who achieve CTE concentrator status during the academic year for a specified time period that varies with the type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma they are pursuing. For example, states could choose to use 1.5 times normative time for each type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma offered. (3 %)

[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]

	States should count and report as non-completers students who transfer to a four year school without receiving a degree or certificate
	97 %
	3 %
	States should report students who transfer to a four-year school without receiving a degree or certificate as a positive advancement.
	[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should standardize the year in which they report completers and non-completers
	94 %
	6 %
	Participants split on two options for identifying a measurement population.

· Entry-Cohort—A group of students who achieved CTE concentrator status during a specified period, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the identified concentrator cohort are followed over time to assess their progress toward completing a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma.

· Exit Cohort—A group of CTE concentrators who leave postsecondary education during a specified period of time, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the exiting cohort are assessed to determine whether they have completed a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma, or transferred to a four-year college or university to purse advanced studies.
	Snapshot—Track all CTE concentrators enrolled in postsecondary education during a specified period, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Eligible concentrators are assessed to determine the number who complete a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma or who transfer to a four-year college or university for advanced studies. (3 %)

[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]


B4: Postsecondary Placement and Retention (3P1 and 3P2)
	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Recommendation Receiving Most Votes
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and retention
	55 %
	45 %
	States should use administrative record matching as the primary source of data, supplemented with other resources, including state or institutionally-administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys.
	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and retention.

	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement
	88 %
	12 %
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., October–December of the current calendar year).
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 1st quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., July–September of the current calendar year). (6 %)

OR

States should report employment outcomes based on data collected at any point following graduation (presumably up to 1 year following student exit). (6 %)

	States should be required to use the 4th quarter after completion when measuring retention


	83 %
	17 %
	States should report retention outcomes based on data collected during the 4th quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., April-June of the following calendar year).
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 3rd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., January–March of the following calendar year).

	Should states measure retention as completers who are placed in the 4th quarter after completing


	44 %
	56 %
	States should limit their follow-up effort to CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military at any point in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school.
	States should track outcomes for CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military, at any point in the 4th quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school, irrespective of whether they were employed in the 2nd quarter. (38 %)

OR

States felt that retention should be eliminated because they cannot have any impact on it. (18 %)
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