
www.rti.orgRTI International is a trade name of Research Triangle Institute. RTI and the RTI logo are U.S. registered trademarks of Research Triangle Institute.

Technical Assistance to States 2019–20

Final Report to the Tennessee Board of Regents

December 2020

Jon Boyette
jboyette@rti.org

Sandra Staklis
sstaklis@rti.org

mailto:jboyette@rti.org
mailto:sstaklis@rti.org
https://www.rti.org


Overview
The U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE) offers 
states and other career and technical education (CTE) providers technical assistance (TA) on topics 
related to CTE data collection, reporting, and accountability through its TA to States program. The 
Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) requested assistance in identifying strategies to expand 
postsecondary data collection and reporting to satisfy compliance and accountability requirements 
while expanding beyond those requirements to gather meaningful measures of students and program 
success. TBR was also interested in identifying strategies to support local CTE providers in conducting 
equity gap analyses, through training and guidance as well as data reporting strategies. Finally, TBR was 
interested in promising state practices in identifying industry-valued credentials.

Click on the section titles at left to jump to the beginning of each section.
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Introduction
The U.S. Department of Education, OCTAE, offers states the opportunity to apply for and receive TA on 
topics related to CTE data and accountability. Researchers from RTI International (i.e., “the TA team”) 
provide research support and TA under contract to OCTAE.

The TA team coordinated with Michael Tinsley, Assistant Vice Chancellor for Student Success, and Shania 
Willyard, Student Success Coordinator, from TBR during the 2019–20 TA process.
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Questions
The TA team met with TBR staff in October 2019 and in January, April, and, following a pause in TA work 
related to the outbreak of COVID-19 and a contracting issue, October 2020 to discuss TA findings on the 
following topics:

Data collection for program improvement
 How have states expanded postsecondary CTE data collection?
 How are states using voluntary data-sharing agreements to refocus data collection and reporting on 

program improvement?

Strategies to support local equity gap analysis
 How are state agencies providing guidance and training to postsecondary institutions on identifying 

and addressing equity gaps in comprehensive local needs assessments?
 How have state agencies and individual colleges used data visualization and other data reporting 

strategies to analyze equity gaps?

Evaluating industry-recognized credentials
 What strategies do state postsecondary agencies use to approve and promote credentials with labor 

market value at the statewide level that maintain institutional flexibility to offer credentials and 
certifications responsive to local labor market needs?
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Recommendations (Slide 1)

Based on the project findings, the TA team developed the following recommendations for TBR:

National voluntary data initiatives to expand data collection: Data initiatives profiled in this 
report, the Voluntary Framework of Accountability (VFA), and the Postsecondary Data Partnership 
(PDP) support individual institution and system-level participation. These initiatives promote the 
use of postsecondary data for the improvement of programs and student outcomes. All propose 
expanded data collection and reporting but differ in the metrics collected and analytical support 
provided. When selecting an initiative, TBR should consider the following:

 Alignment between an initiative’s goals and metrics collected with TBR’s own priorities—does 
the initiative collect and report data that TBR could provide and that measure outcomes of 
interest to TBR?

 The utility of the initiative’s analysis products for TBR and Tennessee colleges, including 
analysis-ready files, data dashboards, tools, and reports

 An initiative’s “national presence,” including foundation support and the number and mix of 
states and institutions participating; the latter consideration is relevant for benchmarking 
institutional performance data against data from other institutions, a principal benefit of 
participation in these initiatives

Options for data visualization: State CTE data dashboards are increasingly allowing users to 
customize reporting through filtering (i.e., including or excluding individual groups from aggregate 
student counts) or comparing trend data for multiple groups at once. The most effective 
reporting tools, such as Maricopa County Community College’s NCII Guided Pathways Dashboard
and South Dakota’s Higher Education Enrollment Dashboard, combine these capabilities.
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https://www.maricopa.edu/about/institutional-data/dashboards/ncii
https://www.sdbor.edu/dashboards/Pages/Fall-Enrollment-Dashboard.aspx


Recommendations (Slide 2)

Provide guidance on a mixed-methods approach to equity gap analyses: Although public 
examples of in-depth equity gap analyses are few, new resources are appearing to support more 
sophisticated analyses. Following the approach of other systems, TBR could offer guidance on a 
mixed-methods and multi-phase gap analyses that includes the following components:

 Root cause analysis: Florida’s Comprehensive Local Needs Assessment Guide provides guidance 
using root cause analysis to identify the underlying causes of equity gaps, based on data analysis 
and stakeholder feedback.

 Intersectionality in analyzing student data: Several states employ cross-tabulations of student 
outcomes that account for cross-group membership. In addition to analyzing student 
performance by gender and race/ethnicity separately, these states also, for example, analyze 
data on female students by race/ethnicity (e.g., the Florida College System). 

 Multiple criteria to assess performance gaps: Neither scholars nor states have reached 
consensus regarding what constitutes an equity gap in student performance data. Some states 
flag performance gaps for subpopulations that do not meet 90 percent of the target for a 
Perkins core indicator (e.g., North Carolina), reflecting the statutory threshold for performance 
improvement plans (Perkins V, Section 123). However, the addition of other methods or criteria 
to the analysis of equity gaps (as described in the report) may reveal gaps that a single criterion 
could miss.
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https://www.fldoe.org/academics/career-adult-edu/perkins/clna.stml
https://www.ncperkins.org/data/indicator_detail.php?order=name


Recommendations (Slide 3)

Promoting statewide credentials while preserving local flexibility: The Louisiana Workforce 
Commission incentivizes the award of approved statewide credentials by providing Workforce 
Investment and Opportunity Act (WIOA) funding for training programs that offer them. Louisiana, 
like other states, allows local institutions to propose credentials relevant to local labor market 
needs for state approval. Local institutions can also offer training programs that do not lead to 
statewide credentials through other funding sources, including under contract to local businesses.
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Expanding Data Collection: California’s CTE Outcomes Survey

States and postsecondary institutions have explored a variety of options to expand data collection for 
program improvement, including follow-up surveys and participation in voluntary data-sharing 
initiatives.

State follow-up survey: California’s Career and Technical Education Outcomes Survey reaches 29–38 
percent of former CTE students in participating institutions each year.

 Survey modalities (in order of use): Email, automated text messages, phone calls 
 The survey collects data on

• certification attainment;
• completion of apprenticeships;
• employment type, status, and industry; and
• work-based learning participation.

 Development
• Survey instrument based largely on existing follow-up survey at Cabrillo Community College
• Statewide survey piloted in 12 community colleges, which developed the methodology and identified 

priority data elements
• Has since been expanded to all 114 community colleges in the state

Participation and survey results are connected to incentive funding through the California Community 
Colleges Strong Workforce Program, which also provides funding for the survey.
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https://cteos.santarosa.edu/
https://www.cccco.edu/About-Us/Chancellors-Office/Divisions/Workforce-and-Economic-Development/Strong-Workforce-Program
https://www.cccco.edu/About-Us/Chancellors-Office/Divisions/Workforce-and-Economic-Development/Strong-Workforce-Program


Expanding CTE Data Collection: Using Voluntary Data-Sharing 
Agreements

There are more than 15 voluntary postsecondary data sharing initiatives active in the United States, 
with varying membership, missions, and metrics (see Appendix for summaries of which metrics each 
initiative collects and reports). The benefits of participation in voluntary data initiatives include the 
following:

 Standardized and vetted measures: The Oregon Higher Education Coordinating Commission noted 
that VFA provides consistent and defendable measures

 Benchmarking: The ability to compare student performance across institutions 
 Program quality standards: Alignment of data collection and reporting with robust measures of 

program quality
 Outsourcing of data analysis: Voluntary data initiatives will often compute metrics needed for state 

and federal accountability

Two data-sharing initiatives have a national presence and allow systems of higher education to 
participate and coordinate reporting on behalf of their individual institutions: VFA and the National 
Student Clearinghouse PDP.
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Expanding CTE Data Collection: VFA

VFA is an initiative of the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC). AACC members can 
access basic VFA functionality; add-on services can be purchased. Over 200 community colleges and 7 
state systems of higher education participate.

 AACC and more than 60 college representatives developed a list of metrics to measure student 
success, including

• licensure exam pass rate,
• industry-recognized credential attainment, and
• wage growth (pre- and post-program comparison).

 Benchmarking is a primary motivation for joining.
• The Iowa Association of Community College Presidents uses the VFA to benchmark institution 

and program performance (e.g., see Iowa Community Colleges 2019 Annual Report).

 Members submit student-level data that the VFA processes, providing aggregate data that states can 
use for accountability and program improvement.

• Some institutions, such as Western Iowa Tech, find that VFA reduces their reporting burden.
• The Oregon Higher Education Coordinating Commission reported that aligning state definitions 

and business rules to VFA was more involved and took longer than expected.
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https://vfa.aacc.nche.edu/Documents/VFAMetricsManual.pdf
https://educateiowa.gov/sites/files/ed/documents/2019%20Condition%20of%20Community%20Colleges.pdf


Expanding CTE Data Collection: PDP

is a new initiative of the National Student Clearinghouse to promote the use of early indicators of 
student success at community colleges, including
 gateway course completion,
 college-level course completion, and
 momentum (i.e., credit attainment in first term/year).

Individual institutions, as well as systems of higher education, may participate. 

The PDP processes raw student data and presents those data in interactive, Tableau-powered 
dashboards and analysis-ready data files.
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PDP

https://www.studentclearinghouse.org/colleges/pdp/
https://www.studentclearinghouse.org/colleges/pdp/pdp-data-driven-insights/
https://www.studentclearinghouse.org/colleges/pdp/pdp-data-driven-insights/


Strategies to Support Local Equity Gap Analyses (Slide 1)

States are offering guidance on identifying and addressing equity gaps through comprehensive local 
needs assessment guides and other support that include the following:

 Recommended or required data sources
• Disaggregated CTE student data
• Disaggregated non-CTE student data (for comparisons)
• Program communications, policy documents, and promotional and advising materials
• Surveys and focus groups with CTE teachers, parents and students, administrators, and 

advocates/representatives of student and special population groups

 Recommendations for conducting gap analyses
• Qualitative analysis of promotional materials, recruitment, facilities, and outreach in terms of 

equity and access for special populations
• Root cause analysis (e.g., Colorado, Florida)
• Leading questions that can assist staff in identifying equity gaps.
• The use of stakeholder input in identifying equity gaps.

 Equity training, such as micro-messaging

See Florida, Minnesota , New York, Oregon (Appendix M) for examples of equity-focused comprehensive 
local needs assessment guidance. See also Making Good on the Promise: Examining Access and 
Achievement Gaps
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https://www.cde.state.co.us/uip/rootcauseanalysis
https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/18815/urlt/PerkinsV-CLNAT.docx
https://www.fldoe.org/core/fileparse.php/18815/urlt/PerkinsV-CLNAT.docx
https://www.minnstate.edu/system/cte/perkins-local-application/documents/Minnesota-Comprehensive-Local-Needs-Assessment-Guide-2019.pdf
http://www.nysed.gov/postsecondary-services/perkins-postsecondary-career-technical-education-program
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/CTE/FedFund/Documents/Oregon%20CTE%20State%20Plan.pdf
https://cte.careertech.org/sites/default/files/files/resources/Making_Good_Promise_Examining_Gaps_Sept2018.pdf
https://cte.careertech.org/sites/default/files/files/resources/Making_Good_Promise_Examining_Gaps_Sept2018.pdf


Strategies to Support Local Equity Gap Analyses (Slide 2)

The Oregon Equity Lens has a central role in state educational planning, including Oregon’s Perkins V 
State Plan, which includes three resources to support equity gap analysis:

 Equity and Access Plan (Perkins Plan Appendix A) components include the following:
• Training on utilization of disaggregated data to enable local education agencies to conduct 

analyses currently performed at the state level and disseminated to local jurisdictions
• Practice in identifying and analyzing root causes

 Data Literacy and Accountability Action Plan (Perkins Plan Appendix H) components include the 
following:

• Guidance on tracking disaggregated data on student persistence in CTE and enrollment in 
specific CTE programs to identify trends in equitable access, participation, and outcomes for 
historically underserved students

 CTE Needs Assessment Template (Perkins Plan Appendix M) includes prompts and instructions on 
applying the Oregon Equity Lens to local needs assessment development

Introduction

Questions

Findings

Recommendations

Appendix

https://www.oregon.gov/ode/students-and-family/equity/equityinitiatives/Documents/OregonEquityLens.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/CTE/FedFund/Documents/Oregon%20CTE%20State%20Plan.pdf
https://www.oregon.gov/ode/learning-options/CTE/FedFund/Documents/Oregon%20CTE%20State%20Plan.pdf


Strategies to Support Local Equity Gap Analyses (Slide 3)

 Positive framing: Equity concerns have been the topic of intense discussion and scrutiny nationwide, 
which will inevitably color discussions of equity gaps in education. Framing is important in promoting 
productive discussions between different stakeholder groups. States interviewed for this study frame  
equity gaps as a starting point for improving access and outcomes for all students rather than as a 
“gotcha” or evidence of how an institution is “part of the problem.”

 Root cause analysis: Once equity gaps have been identified the next step is to identify the 
underlying causes of those gaps.

 Stakeholder feedback: Feedback from diverse education stakeholders is needed at all stages of an 
equity gap analysis. For example, the Delaware Department of Education provides data reports to 
district leaders and “co-constructs” research questions with those leaders before conducting 
interviews with teachers, students, and parents to identify equity gaps and support strategies 
(Advance CTE 2018).

 Identify effective state “touch points” for data review: Example touch points include the District of 
Columbia’s review of disaggregated data with local education agencies following the Consolidated 
Annual Report. Arkansas plans to review CTE program sequencing as part of the comprehensive 
needs assessment cycle to identify potential equity gaps related to CTE coursework.
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Identifying Equity Gaps: Alternative Approaches
Guidance on identifying equity gaps through data analysis generally does not indicate whether a gap 
is substantial enough to require action or which gaps to prioritize. 

Perkins V requires local providers to implement a performance improvement plan if they fail to 
meet 90 percent of their target for any Perkins core indicator of performance. Some states have 
applied this threshold to the analysis of disaggregated student performance data (e.g., North 
Carolina). However, substantial gaps in student performance may exist even if all groups meet that 
90 percent threshold—for example, if one group just meets the threshold and another greatly 
exceeds it.

In 2017, California passed a bill (A.B. 504) requiring the state’s Community College Chancellor’s 
Office to establish a standard criterion to assess differences in student performance. If a group’s 
performance was sufficiently below a chosen benchmark rate, that group is considered 
“disproportionately impacted” by inequalities in policies or access to educational resources. 
Benchmark rates vary according the disproportionate impact index chosen.

The following slides discuss the three principal indices employed in disproportionate impact analysis 
and how they may be applied to equity gap analyses. The explanations and examples are adapted 
from Using Disproportionate Impact Methods to Identify Equity Gaps (Sosa 2017). 
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https://www.ncperkins.org/data/indicator_detail.php?order=name
https://www.norcocollege.edu/academicAffairs/ie/ir/Documents/other/RP-Using%20Disproportionate%20Impact%20Methods%20to%20Identify%20Equity%20Gaps.pdf
https://www.ncperkins.org/data/indicator_detail.php?order=name


Identifying Equity Gaps: Percentage Point Gap Index

Percentage point gap index: This index compares the percentage of subgroup members 
meeting a performance target, such as postsecondary credential attainment, with that of 
the population. The National Alliance for Partnerships in Equity (NAPE) suggests flagging 10 
percentage-point or larger differences as equity gaps.

In the example below, Group D’s success rate was 9 percentage points below the overall success rate of 
73 percent. By NAPE’s suggested 10 percentage-point threshold, Group D would not quite be identified 
as disproportionately impacted. Group C would, with a percentage-point gap of 27.
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Group Total (#) Met goal (#) Success rate Percentage-point gap 
(compared with total)

A 100 78 78% +5
B 100 92 92% +19
C 100 46 46% -27
D 100 64 64% -9
E 100 87 87% +14
Total 500 367 73% -

https://www.napequity.org/nape-content/uploads/NAPE-Perkins-V-Equity-Gap-Analysis-At-A-Glance_v3_10-16-18_ml1.pdf
https://www.napequity.org/nape-content/uploads/NAPE-Perkins-V-Equity-Gap-Analysis-At-A-Glance_v3_10-16-18_ml1.pdf


Identifying Equity Gaps: The 80 Percent Rule

The 80 percent rule index lets researchers assess whether success rates for each population 
group are at least 80 percent of the group with the highest success rate. The 80 percent 
threshold is adapted from guidelines issued by the U.S. Equal Opportunity Commission—
states may set their own thresholds when applying this calculation method. 

The simplest way to calculate the index is to divide each group’s success rate by the success 
rate of the highest performing group. If the resulting percentage is less than the chosen 
threshold (80 percent in this case), the group is considered disproportionately impacted.

Group Total (#) Met goal (#) Success rate 80% index

A 100 78 78% 85%

B 100 92 92% 100%

C 100 46 46% 50%

D 100 64 64% 70%

E 100 87 87% 95%

In the example at left, Group B had the 
highest success rate, so it is the reference 
group. Group A’s score (78 percent) divided 
by Group B’s score (92 percent) equals 85 
percent. So, Group A would not be 
considered disproportionately impacted, 
using an 80 percent threshold. 
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Identifying Equity Gaps: Proportionality Index

This index compares the percentage of a group that achieved a desired outcome with the 
percentage of that group in the overall population. If all groups perform equally well, the 
two percentages should match, and the proportionality index (PI) would be 100 percent.

In the table below, Group A makes up 20 percent of the total population and 21 percent of the 
population that met the goal. Dividing 21 percent by 20 percent yields a PI of 106 percent. Group A has 
slightly outperformed the population. By contrast, Group C comprises 20 percent of the population but 
only 13 percent of those meeting the goal, resulting in a PI of 63 percent, well below the ideal of 100 
percent.

Group # of group 
members

% of overall 
population

# of group members 
meeting goal

% among all who met 
goal PI

A 100 20% 78 21% 106%

B 100 20% 92 25% 125%

C 100 20% 46 13% 63%

D 100 20% 64 17% 87%

E 100 20% 87 24% 119%

Total 500 100% 367 100% 100%
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Identifying Equity Gaps: Which Approach to Use?

Each method for identifying equity gaps discussed in the previous slides has advantages and 
drawbacks:

 Group attainment of 90 percent of performance target
• Strengths: Easy to compute and interpret, useful for prioritizing gaps that may lead to a 

performance improvement plan
• Drawbacks: Performance gaps may exist even if all groups achieve 90 percent of performance 

target
 Disproportionate impact methods (Sosa 2017)

• Strengths: Easy to compute and interpret
• Drawbacks: Percentage-point gap index may obscure equity concerns for large student groups, 

whose performance is likely to be closer to the overall population performance

These indices and techniques can be readily incorporated into automated reports or computed by local 
data analysts. The TA team suggests that local analysts assess student performance using a combination 
of these indices, prioritizing equity gaps that appear in multiple indices.
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Intersectional Analysis in CTE Reporting
Academic studies of intersectionality tend to employ techniques (e.g., regression analysis or 
propensity score matching) that are time intensive and require specialized training to perform and 
interpret. For routine reporting, states and institutions should do the following:

 Identify a core set of theory-supported intersectional analyses to build cross-tabulations in data 
reports. Examples include the following: 

• Gender and race (e.g., Black female, Black male, white female, white male)
• Race and socioeconomic status (e.g., Black Pell grant recipients, white Pell grant recipients)
• Gender and disability (e.g., females with disabilities, males with disabilities)
• Race and disability (e.g., Black students with disabilities, Hispanic students with disabilities)

 Adopt a mixed-methods approach (Griffin and Museus 2011) that combines quantitative 
methods (i.e., used to identify performance gaps) with qualitative methods to explore and 
explain performance gaps.

 Employ interactive data reporting tools to allow users to build custom cross-tabulations of 
student populations (see the following slides for more detail).
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How Have States and Colleges Used Data Visualization and 
Reporting to Analyze Equity Gaps? 
The TA team reviewed 18 state agency and institution initiatives for sharing student enrollment and 
performance data. The most common student attributes analyzed were race/ethnicity and gender. 
The table below summarizes the frequency of these attributes by report type and overall.  

Student attributes
State/institution reporting by type

Initiatives*
Dashboards Other Total

Race/ethnicity 13 4 17 16
Gender 10 4 14 14
Age 5 2 7 13
Pell/economic Status 5 1 6 11
Full-time/part-time 
(attendance status) 5 0 5 18

Disability/special education 3 2 5 -
Degree type 3 1 4 11
First generation 1 2 3 -
Total # of resources reviewed 13 5 18 18

*Refer to the Appendix footnote for sources of information on metrics reported by the 18 voluntary data 
initiatives included in this table.
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How Have State Agencies and Individual Colleges Used Data 
Visualization and Reporting to Analyze Equity Gaps?

Performance metrics
State/institution reporting by type

Initiatives*
Dashboards Other Total

Enrollment 8 3 11 18
Degree/certificate attainment 5 3 8 15
Retention/persistence 4 2 6 17
Credit attainment 2 3 5 11
Transfer 3 2 5 16
Graduation rate 3 2 5 18
Gateway/basic skills course completion 3 2 5 8
Staff characteristics 2 1 3 4
Other metrics 8 4 12 -
Total # of resources reviewed 13 5 18 18

Across the 18 initiatives, student enrollment and awards metrics were the most common. Some 
initiatives also include leading indicators of college success, including persistence, credit attainment, and 
completion of gateway/basic skills courses.
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*Refer to the Appendix footnote for sources of information on metrics reported by the 18 voluntary data 
initiatives included in this table.



Effective Data Disaggregation: Example (Slide 1)
In rural areas, where almost 80 percent of the population was white in 2012–16,* the ability to “filter out” 
the dominant population group may reveal trends in smaller population groups that were not apparent 
before.
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*Pew Research analysis of 
2012–16 American Community 
Survey data

When white students—83 
percent of students in 
South Dakota state 
universities in fall 2020—
are included in the South 
Dakota Board of Regents 
Fall Enrollment Dashboard
(yellow line), it is difficult 
to discern trends in the 
other population groups 
represented by the 
different colored lines 
near the chart’s axis; 
changes from year to year 
appear minimal.

https://www.sdbor.edu/dashboards/Pages/Fall-Enrollment-Dashboard.aspx


Effective Data Disaggregation: Example (Slide 2)

When the trendline for white students is excluded from the dashboard, the chart re-scales, revealing greater 
variability in enrollment trends over time for the other population groups.
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Evaluating Industry-Recognized Credentials: Criteria
For state approval, credentials typically must be be 1) recognized and valued by industry and 2) 
transferrable to high-quality employment.

Criteria for establishing industry value:
 Employer endorsements: To add credentials to the state list of approved credentials, some states 

require letters of support from employers.
 Workforce system reviews: Some states require review and approval by regional or statewide 

workforce development boards.
 Employer feedback: Kentucky’s regional workforce development boards and chambers of 

commerce survey businesses to identify recognized and required credentials for employment 
annually.

 Endorsement by an industry association: In New Jersey, candidate credentials must by approved 
by an industry association that does not develop or administer the credential exam.

Transferrable to high-quality employment: States may require that credentials lead to employment 
in occupations that yield a livable wage (e.g., Kansas, Kentucky), are in-demand (Kansas, Louisiana, 
and Ohio), or are above entry level (e.g., South Dakota).

At the secondary level, some states require that credentials articulate to postsecondary credit or 
hours toward a technical degree or non-degree program (e.g., New Jersey, South Dakota, Tennessee) 
and that they be attainable with minimal work experience (e.g., Florida, Kansas).
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Evaluating Industry-Recognized Credentials: Processes

For state approval, local educators or business representatives typically submit an application that 
includes the following (e.g., Louisiana and Indiana):

 Name, title, and organization of requester
 Name of certification, certifying entity, and entity’s contact information
 Evidence of workforce demand/value, such as letters of support from industry businesses or 

industry representatives
 Curricular/training details and evidence of accessibility to secondary or postsecondary students

From there, applications are reviewed and vetted via a “top-down,” “bottom-up,” or “hybrid” 
approach:

 Top down: Industry credential applications are reviewed and approved at the state level, such as 
the Governor’s Office of Workforce Innovation in Nevada

 Bottom up: In Texas, regional workforce boards review and approve credential applications. In 
Kentucky, the regional review is a step in the process for state approval.

 Hybrid: Louisiana maintains separate statewide and regional lists of credentials (see next slide for 
more details).
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https://www2.laworks.net/Downloads/PR/WIC/IBC_Application-20150717.pdf
https://www.in.gov/dwd/career-training-adult-ed/indianas-promoted-industry-certifications/


Evaluating Industry-Recognized Credentials: Spotlight on Louisiana 
(Slide 1)

At the postsecondary level, institutions apply to the Louisiana Workforce Commission to add credentials 
to a statewide list of credentials eligible for WIOA funding. To be added to the list, the credential must 

 be aligned with an occupation with a Louisiana Workforce Commission Star Rating of 3, 4 or 5;
 serve as evidence of competencies that may be documented with valid assessments; and
 have evidence of value for employment, which can include employer endorsements.

If a local business needs workers trained for a specialized credential that is not on the statewide list, the 
business may contract with local community colleges to provide the training.

To add a credential to Louisiana’s statewide credential list for secondary education, educators or 
industry representatives submit an application with letters of support from three employers to the 
Louisiana Workforce Commission’s Workforce Investment Council (WIC). WIC reviews the application in 
consultation with external agencies, including Louisiana Economic Development and the state’s 
Community and Technical College System and Department of Education.

To add a credential to a regional credential list, educators or industry representatives apply to the 
Louisiana Department of Education, which reviews the credential’s labor market value in consultation 
with the regional workforce development board. The state awards points for student attainment of 
statewide credentials in its accountability system.
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https://www.louisianaworks.net/hire/vosnet/Default.aspx


Evaluating Industry-Recognized Credentials: Spotlight on Louisiana 
(Slide 2)

Figure: Two paths to credential approval in Louisiana (secondary level)
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Louisiana Community and 
Technical College System

Louisiana Economic 
Development

Louisiana 
Workforce 
Investment 
Council

*Double arrows indicate which agencies are consulted on 
the labor market value of each type of credential.

Louisiana 
Department of 

Education

Regional 
workforce 
development 
board

Regional credential list

Statewide credential list



TA Activities
For the 2019–20 TA to States project, the TA team conducted the following:

 Document reviews: Including a review of studies and research on intersectional analysis, 
state guidance and policy documents, and examples of equity gap analyses and a review 
and synthesis of information from 18 publicly available data dashboards and reports from 
states and institutions throughout the United States.

 Interviews with state and other specialists engaged in data reporting: RTI’s interviewees 
included representatives of the American Association of Community Colleges, Arkansas 
Division of Career and Technical Education, Arkansas Division of Elementary and 
Secondary Education, Arkansas Division of Higher Education, Baton Rouge Community 
College, Florida Department of Education, Louisiana Department of Education, Oregon 
Department of Education, and Oregon Higher Education Coordinating Commission.
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Tracking CTE Student Outcomes

VFA in Iowa

Iowa Association of Community College Presidents decided to use VFA for benchmarking in 2013
Piloted with 13 community colleges in 2014, full implementation in 2018

Reduction of data collection burden
Eliminating the need for data exchanges with individual colleges (state)
Quality improvement (Western Iowa)
Full participation thanks to centralized process (even by smaller colleges)

Sources: 
Implementing the Voluntary Framework of Accountability in Iowa (webinar)
VFA at Western Iowa Tech Community College (webinar)
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: Comparison Tables (Slide 1)

Student characteristic and performance metrics by category

Access 
 Enrollment
Price
 Student prices
 Grant aid
 Debt
Progress
 Persistence
 Remedial course completion
 Gateway course completion
 Other course completion
 Credit accumulation
 Transfer out
 Still enrolled beyond 

graduation time frame

Completion
 Graduation rate
 Time to degree
 Credits to degree
 Credentials conferred
Outcomes
 Employment rate
 Earnings
 Repayment measures
 Learning outcomes
 Continuing education outcomes
Other
 Contextual information on 

state/service area
 Institution/program details
 Course information

 Academic and student support 
services

 Student experience, engagement, 
satisfaction, behavior

 Faculty demographics, course load, 
student ratios

Student characteristics
 Enrollment status
 Attendance pattern
 Degree/certificate-seeking status
 Income
 Race/ethnicity
 Gender
 Age
 Program of study
 Military status
 Level of academic preparation
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: Comparison Tables (Slide 2)

Table of abbreviations
Access to Success A2S
Aspen Prize Aspen Prize
Achieving the Dream ATD
Completion by Design CBD
Complete College America CCA
Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange CSRDE
National Collegiate Athletics Association NCAA
National Community College Benchmark Project NCCBP
Starfish (formerly Predictive Analytics Reporting Framework) PAR
National Student Clearinghouse Postsecondary Data Partnership* PDP
Student Achievement Measure SAM
Southern Regional Education Board SREB
Transparency by Design TbD
Voluntary Framework for Accountability VFA
Voluntary Institutional Metrics Project VIMP
Voluntary System of Accountability VSA
Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education Multistate Longitudinal Data Exchange WICHE
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: Cost Metrics
Initiative Student prices Grant aid Debt

VSA   

ATD  

Aspen Prize 

CBD 

CSRDE 

NCCBP 

SREB 

WICHE 

PDP* 

A2S
CCA
NCAA
PAR
SAM
TbD
VFA
VIMP

*Information on PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was drawn 
from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk. 
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Persistence
Remedial 

course 
completion

Gateway Other
Credit 

accumulation
Transfer out

Enrolled beyond 
graduation time 

frame

ATD       

CBD       

PDP*       

CCA      

PAR      

VFA      

CSRDE    

NCCBP    

VIMP    

WICHE    

Aspen Prize   

NCAA   

SAM   

SREB   

VSA   

A2S  

TbD 

Voluntary Data Initiatives: Progress Metrics (Including “Momentum”)

*Information on the PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was drawn 
from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk
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http://www.ihep.org/sites/default/files/uploads/docs/pubs/ihep_toward_convergence_appendix_crosswalk.pdf


Voluntary Data Initiatives: Completion Metrics

*Information on PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was 
drawn from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk. 

Measure Graduation rate Time to degree Credits to degree Credentials conferred

ATD    

CBD    

CCA    

PAR    

SREB    

VIMP    

WICHE    

CSRDE   

PDP*   

Aspen Prize  

A2S  

SAM  

VFA  

VSA  

NCAA 

NCCBP 

TbD 
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: Outcomes Metrics

*Information on PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was 
drawn from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk. 

Measure
Employment 

rate
Earnings

Repayment 
measures

Learning 
outcomes

Continuing 
education

Aspen Prize    
VIMP    
VFA   
WICHE   
NCCBP  
VSA  
PDP*  
PAR 
TbD 
ATD
A2S
CBD
CCA
CSRDE
NCAA
SAM
SREB
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: “Other” Metrics

*Information on PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was 
drawn from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk. 

Contextual 
(institution 

service area)

Institution/program 
details

Course 
information

Academic/ student 
support

Student 
experience

Faculty 
information

NCCBP      
PAR     
VSA     
CBD   
TbD   
Aspen Prize  

NCAA  
SREB  
A2S 
CCA 
CSRDE 
VFA 
VIMP 
WICHE 
ATD
SAM
PDP*
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Voluntary Data Initiatives: Student Characteristics Metrics

*Information on PDP was drawn from the National Student Clearinghouse, PDP website. Information for all other initiatives was 
drawn from the Institute for Higher Education Policy’s Data Sharing Initiative Crosswalk. 

Enrollment 
status

Attendance 
pattern

Degree/ 
certificate

Income
Race/ 

ethnicity
Gender Age

Program 
of study

Military 
status

Academic
preparation

PAR          

ATD         

CBD         

CCA         

WICHE         

PDP*         

VFA        

VIMP        

CSRDE       

VSA       

NCCBP      

TbD      

Aspen Prize     

A2S     

NCAA    

SAM   

SREB   
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Notable Data Reporting Tools

Maricopa Community College NCII Guided Pathways Dashboard
 Equity filters: Permit analysis among groups or for each group individually
 Customizable for intersectional analysis

• For example, performance by gender and Pell status, credit attainment by gender and 
race/ethnicity for each school in the system

West Virginia’s Data Explorer Education Pathways
 Traces pathways of students from 10th grade through highest known postsecondary credential
 Filter by cohort, race/ethnicity, gender, special education, 11th-grade proficiency, low socioeconomic 

status, Advanced Placement/Dual Enrollment/International Baccalaureate

California’s Student Success Scorecard
 “Scorecard” approach
 Effective presentation with relatively simple design (HTML tables)

Ventura College Equity Dashboard
 Alternative “access” metric: How does the student population reflect the demographics of the 

surrounding area?

University of Illinois, Chicago’s Equity Dashboard Project
 Includes results of climate surveys as measures of inclusion/engagement
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References and Resources (Slide 1)

General
Advance CTE. 2018. Making Good on the Promise: Examining Access and Achievement Gaps. Silver 
Spring, MD: Advance CTE.

Sosa, Giovanni. 2017. Using Disproportionate Impact Methods to Identify Equity Gaps. San Rafael, CA: 
The RP Group.

Early momentum metrics in postsecondary education
Belfield, Clive, Davis Jenkins, and John Fink. 2019. Early Momentum Metrics: Leading Indicators for 
Community College Improvement. New York: Community College Research Center. 
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/early-momentum-metrics-leading-indicators.html.

Jenkins, Davis, and Thomas Bailey. 2017. Early Momentum Metrics: Why They Matter for College 
Improvement. New York: Community College Research Center (Brief no. 65). 
https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/early-momentum-metrics-college-improvement.html.

Belfield, Clive, Davis Jenkins, and Hana Lahr. 2016. Momentum: The Academic and Economic Value of a 
15-Credit First-Semester Course Load for College Students in Tennessee (Working paper no. 88). New 
York: Community College Research Center. https://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/publications/momentum-15-
credit-course-load.html.
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References and Resources (Slide 2)

Intersectional data analysis
Griffin, Kimberly A., and Samuel D. Museus. 2011. “Application of Mixed-Methods Approaches
to Higher Education and Intersectional Analyses.” New Directions for Institutional Research 2011 (151): 
15–26. Link to Griffin and Museus 2011 (PDF available via link).

López, Nancy, Christopher Erwin, Melissa Binder, and Mario J. Chavez. 2017. Making the Invisible Visible: 
Advancing Quantitative Methods in Higher Education Using Critical Race Theory and Intersectionality. 
Race Ethnicity and Education 21 (2). Link to Lopez, et al. 2017 (PDF available via link).

Rouhani, Setareh. 2014. Intersectionality-Informed Quantitative Research: A Primer. Vancouver: Institute 
for Intersectionality Research and Policy, Simon Fraser University. Link to Rouhani 2014.

Schudde, Lauren. 2018. “Heterogeneous Effects in Education: The Promise and Challenge of 
Incorporating Intersectionality into Quantitative Methodological Approaches.” Review of Research in 
Education 42 (1): 72–92. Link to Schudde 2018 (publication). Link to Schudde 2018 (publicly available, 
pre-publication draft)
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