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Why College and Career Readiness?

1. Connect state education goals and accountability

2. Incorporate measures that are meaningful for students 

and their families

3. Incorporate measures that are actionable for educators

4. Monitor the alignment between high school and 

postsecondary education and training



Kentucky CCR Trend Data

Career Ready Only

2011-2012 8%

2012-2013 11.8% 

2013-2014 18% 

2014-2015 20.7%

College + Career Ready

2011-2012 13.1% 

2012-2013 18.1% 

2013-2014 26.7%

2014-2015 32.7% 



Status of College and Career Readiness 

in Accountability Systems

Purpose

To help states as they consider a 

broader range of measures for 

student and school success

Analysis

7-category framework

1. Achievement indicators

2. Student growth indicators

3. English language acquisition 

indicators

4. Early warning indicators

5. Persistence indicators

6. College- and career-ready 

indicators

7. Other indicators



College and Career Ready Indicators

Participation in or performance on advanced course work or exams 

(22 states)

 Examples: AP/IB classes and exams, Dual enrollment

Participation in or performance on college entry exams (24 states)

 Examples: SAT, ACT, PSAT, ACT Aspire, SAT subject tests

Career preparedness participation or performance (26 states)

 Examples: ACT WorkKeys, CTE courses, job training

Postsecondary enrollment (7 states)

 Examples: enrollment in college, college remedial course enrollment, 

military enrollment

Other advanced coursework indicators (11 states)

 Examples: % of students earning advanced diploma, participation of 

middle school students in honors courses

Other college- and career-ready indicators (3 states)

 Examples: state exit-level or college placement test, unweighted GPA



Career Readiness Has Received Less Focus

Strength: 

 Majority of states – 32 of them – include at least one career readiness 

indicator

 20 states make career readiness indicators count in their accountability 

formulas or as bonus points

 Dual enrollment and postsecondary enrollment are most prevalent

Challenge: 

 Very few states include high-quality career measures

 Value of individual measures are hidden in many systems

 Denominators vary across indicators, especially within reporting that 

focuses exclusively on CTE students

 Data collection and validation remain hurdles 

Advance CTE and Achieve, How States are Making Career Readiness Count: A 2016 Update



Alignment and Balance of Indicators

 Prioritize indicators based on:

• State goals

• Predictive capability

• Value provided to system actors

 Need to balance providing students with multiple opportunities to 

demonstrate readiness with including too many indicators (that 

may overwhelm the system or hinder transparency) 

 Be cautious when combining different indicators into “meta-

indicators” of college and career readiness to ensure that the right 

signals are being sent and that the information is transparent.

• Any indicator used in an accountability formula should also be reported 

publicly by school and district.

 Where possible, measure a continuum of readiness



CCR Indicators Along Continuum 

Progressing Toward 

CCR Meeting CCR Exceeding CCR

Achievement

Students with “On-track

to CCR” performance on 

assessments in middle 

and early in high school

Students in a graduating 

cohort with “CCR” level 

of performance on state 

anchor or college 

readiness assessments

Graduates with college-

level performance on AP 

or IB exams

Course Completion 

and Success

High school students, by 

grade, with timely credit 

accumulation along a 

CCR course of study

Students in a graduating 

cohort who complete a 

CCR course of study 

Graduates who have 

completed AP, IB, or dual 

enrollment courses

Attainment

9th grade students with 

“on-track” to graduation 

status based on grades 

and attendance in core 

courses in first grading 

period

Students in a graduating 

cohort who receive a 

college and career ready 

diploma 

Students in a graduating 

cohort who receive 

industry certification

Graduates who enroll 

into postsecondary 

education with no need 

for remediation

Graduates who 

successfully complete at 

least one year of 

postsecondary education



Weighting
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Technical Considerations

 Indicators should identify differences across schools

 Similar types of indicators can differentiate among schools differently

 Average SAT scale scores do not strongly differentiate across schools, whereas 

student performance in AP courses does

 Indicators should be connected to academic achievement and graduation

 Performance indicators (e.g., % of students passing AP and IB exams) are 

strongly associated with both higher achievement and higher graduation rates* 

 The percentage of students enrolling in state college systems without requiring 

remediation is strongly associated with proficiency*

 The way indicators are calculated matters significantly for results

 Indicators should be criterion-referenced where possible (e.g. “percent of students 

meeting the CCR benchmark” rather than average score) 

 Denominators should include all students, preferably all students in a graduating 

cohort (e.g. the 2012-13 graduating cohort rather than just students taking an 

assessment) to improve the stability and capture full picture of readiness



Key Considerations for CCR Measures in 

Accountability

 Which indicators matter most in your state? To what extent do the indicators 

capture a variety of critical elements for readiness, such as course-taking, 

attainment and achievement?

 To what extent will the state include measures of CCR participation, success 

or both? Which indicators offer the greatest predictive value, aligned to the 

state’s goals?

 How many opportunities for demonstrating CCR will the state provide and 

measure? Are all indicators equal? Will the indicators be calculated 

individually or aggregated into a “meta-indicator”?

 How are the measures calculated (i.e., numerator and denominator)?

 How much weight will CCR measures receive in the state’s accountability 

system? Will that weight change over time? 

 What are appropriate performance expectations? How will those change 

over time?

 What CCR data are currently available or will be available by 2017-18? What 

quality controls are in place or need to be added?



Discussion

Questions?

Small group discussion:

 What measures of CCR are most attractive to your state?

 What key challenges are you facing (technical, political, etc.) as 

you move to incorporate CCR measures?

 How are you approaching the balance between college and 

career measures?

 What type of support (stakeholder engagement, data analysis, 

communications) does you state need to successfully implement 

CCR measures in the accountability system?

Full group discussion



Resources

Ryan Reyna, rreyna@edstrategy.org

Marie O’Hara, mohara@achieve.org

Scott Sargrad, ssargrad@americanprogress.org

Achieve, Measures that Matter

CAP, Making the Grade: A 50-State Analysis of School 

Accountability Systems

Advance CTE and Achieve, How States are Making Career 

Readiness Count: A 2016 Update

CAP, Building a Better Accountability System (forthcoming)

mailto:rreyna@edstrategy.org
mailto:mohara@achieve.org
mailto:ssargrad@americanprogress.org
http://www.achieve.org/publications/measures-matter
https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/17094420/AccountabilityLandscape-report2.pdf
https://careertech.org/sites/default/files/MakingCareerReadinessCountUpdate-2016.pdf


Indicator Analysis

 Total unique indicators: 60 

 Average per state: 11

 Min: 4, Max: 26

Center for American Progress, Making the Grade: A 50-State Analysis of School Accountability Systems



Indicator Analysis

1.Achievement indicators
 50 states + D.C.

 ELA (all), math (all), writing (5), science (29), social studies (12)

2.Student growth indicators
 46 states

 ELA and math (46), science, or science and social studies (7)

 Examples: SGPs, AGPs, learning gains

3.English language acquisition indicators
 6 states

 Examples: performance or progress on ACCESS for ELLs

4.Early warning indicators
 24 states

 Attendance (18), chronic absenteeism (5), on track to graduate (5)

Center for American Progress, Making the Grade: A 50-State Analysis of School Accountability Systems



Indicator Analysis

5. Persistence indicators
 50 states + D.C.

 4-year grad rate (50), 5-year+ grad rate (37), dropout rate (11), reengaging 

dropouts (2)

6. College- and career-ready indicators 
 30 states

 Examples: participation or performance in advanced coursework or exams 

and college entry exams, CTE participation and performance, 

postsecondary enrollment

7. Other indicators 
 27 states

 Examples: access to the arts, measures of school culture and climate

Center for American Progress, Making the Grade: A 50-State Analysis of School Accountability Systems



Possible CCR Measures – Part 1

Indicator Benefit Limitation

College entrance or placement 

exams
• Link to postsecondary

• Access

• Access

• Cost

Advanced Placement • High-quality coursework

• Opportunity for college credit

• Access

• Cost

International Baccalaureate • High-quality coursework

• Opportunity for college credit

• Access

• Cost

Dual Credit • Link to 

• Opportunity for college credit

• Quality and transferability

• Course coding

Advanced Diploma • Can incorporate both academic

and technical courses

• Lack external validation

Postsecondary enrollment • Outcome information • Data linkages

Postsecondary remediation • Outcome information • In-state institutions only

• Remedial may go away

Military enrollment/ASVAB • Outcome information • Self report data



Possible CCR Measures – Part 2

Indicator Benefit Limitation

Career pathway completion • Comprehensive experience 

for students

• Inconsistent definitions of 

pathways

• Multiple data elements

Career ready assessment • May have value in market • Not substitute for technical 

skills assessment

Industry recognized credential • May have value in market

• Demonstration of skills

• Questions of value

• Third-party data

Employability assessment • Values “soft skills” • Not substitute for technical 

skill assessment

• Skills hard to measure

Technical skills assessment • Aligned to course content • Often industry informed 

rather than recognized

Work-based learning • Experiential learning

• Valued by employers

• Self report data

• Difficult to measure beyond 

participation



Use of High-Quality Career Ready 

Indicators is Limited

Public Reporting

 3 states report CTE course taking 

and program completion

 4 states report # & % earning 

industry recognized credentials

 2 states report work-based 

learning

Accountability

 7 states include completion of 

course pathways

 11 states include industry 

certifications

 0 states include work-based 

learning

 4 states include achievement on 

technical skills assessment

Advance CTE and Achieve, How States are Making Career Readiness Count: A 2016 Update



Selecting the Best Denominator

 A number of states report the % of students taking AP exams, number of 

exams taken, and # and % of exams scored 3 or better. However, school 

report cards do not include the % of the 9th grade cohort actually scoring 3 

or better.

 Frequently, states publicly report the number of tests scored at 3 or 

above, but do not present the data as the percentage of the cohort of 

students earning credit for their college- and career-ready performance in 

AP, IB or dual enrollment. In other words, one or two students might be 

responsible for scoring 4s and 5s on 20 AP exams – but this data is 

masked.



Forthcoming Report: “Building a Better 

Accountability System”

Purpose

Provide a data-driven analysis states can replicate to 

inform potential changes to accountability systems

Analysis 

Two-part analysis of 40 indicators across 6 states 

Release date

Early summer, 2016



Forthcoming Report: “Building a Better 

Accountability System”

1. How well does each indicator distinguish between schools 

and identify differences across schools? 

Examples

• Career readiness – CTE participation and performance

• College readiness – PSAT, SAT, AP participation and performance

• Climate – attendance, suspension and expulsion rates

Looking at spread across performance continuum, and identification of 

struggling and high-performing schools

2. What is the relationship between each indicator and 

proficiency in reading and math, and graduation?

Looking at strength and direction of the relationship



Forthcoming Report: “Building a Better 

Accountability System”

Preliminary Findings

Similar types of indicators can differentiate among schools differently.

 E.g., average SAT scale scores do not strongly differentiate 

across schools, whereas student performance in AP courses 

does.

Chronic absenteeism and suspension rates provide valuable 

information about schools, but poorly differentiate among them, if at 

all, as is the case with attendance.

Higher suspension or expulsion rates are consistently associated 

with significantly lower performance and graduation rates.

Performance indicators, like the % of students passing AP and IB 

exams, is strongly associated with both higher achievement and 

higher graduation rates. 

The percentage of students enrolling in state college systems without 

requiring remediation is strongly associated with proficiency.


