REGIONAL DATA QUALITY INSTITUTES:

BACKGROUND AND STATE TEAM QUESTIONS FOR POSTSECONDARY MEASURES
June 2006
Preparing for the DQI 

The Phoenix DQI will have two sessions with postsecondary representatives to:

· Review and reach consensus on remaining issues in improving standardization in the definitions of concentrator and completer and the postsecondary measures

· Identify implementation problems and technical assistance needs

The first general session on the first day of the conference will focus on reaching consensus on the remaining issues in improving standardization.  The second general session on the third day will focus on addressing any remaining issues and identifying implementation problems and technical assistance needs.  The second day will provide states the opportunity to address specific technical assistance needs through roundtable sessions.

To make the most efficient use of your time, we are requesting that, prior to the conference, states:

1. Compare their current definitions and measures with the proposed definitions and measures (and remaining options) described in the measure construction materials and included in this document.

2. Analyze their 2005-06 data using the proposed measurement definitions previously supplied to you. Please note that in instances where consensus has yet to be reached you may need to run your data using two different options to identify the most appropriate definition or measure. If you are unable to run your data using each of the competing options, then please hold discussions with state experts on what the expected implications for your state.

3. Answer each of the state team questions listed under each section below.

Postsecondary Career Technical Education Concentrator

Background
During the Phoenix meeting, states were able to achieve limited consensus on the criteria used to identify postsecondary CTE concentrators, with participants agreeing that credit hours should serve as the basis for defining instructional units. Participants met in Washington, DC to resolve remaining issues, including 

· Student Intent—should students’ declaration of intent be used to identify a concentrator?

· Threshold Level—what is an acceptable level of course taking to justify award of concentrator status?

· Program Sequence—how should CTE programs be identified?

Although states were able to achieve consensus on the definition of a program sequence, participants split on how student intent and a threshold level of CTE coursework should be defined.

Considerations
1.
Student Intent

During the Phoenix meetings, a majority of states (52 percent) supported using student declaration of a CTE major combined with reaching a threshold course taking level, as a means of identifying CTE concentrators. A smaller percentage of states favored basing identification on student attainment of a threshold level of coursework alone (31 percent), or using either student intent or attainment of a threshold level of coursework interchangeably (17 percent), as identifying criteria. States reversed positions at the Washington, DC meeting, with a majority of voting states (47 percent) opposing the use of student intent. Roughly one-third of states (31 percent) favored considering intent along with threshold course taking.

During meetings of the Next Steps Working Group (NSWG), and subcommittee of state representatives providing guidance to OVAE, it was recommended that student intent should not be a consideration in identifying CTE concentrator.

2. Threshold Level

In Phoenix, states were unable to reach consensus on a threshold number (or percentage) of instructional units to qualify a student as a CTE concentrator. A majority of states favored either basing the threshold on student completion of one-third the number of units in a CTE program of study (40 percent), or completing at least 12 credit hours in a CTE program of study (31 percent), irrespective of whether these units were in a program sequence. 

During the Washington, DC meeting, states again split on establishing a threshold level of coursework, with two-thirds of states supporting the use of either the one-third credit units (66 percent) or 12 credit hours program criteria (63 percent).

During its discussions, the NSWG proposed using the one-third of credit unit criteria, with accommodations made for short-term CTE programs.

3.
Time to Concentration

During the Phoenix meetings, a majority of states (66 percent) favored not placing any time limits for students to reach threshold levels of CTE course taking. Alternative recommendations included providing students one year (23 percent) or two years (11 percent) to obtain CTE concentrator status. States were not asked to vote on time to threshold at the Washington, DC conference.

The NSWG determined that no time limits to concentration should be established.

Proposed Concentrator Definition
A CTE concentrator is a student who (1) completes at least one-third of the credit units in any state established, or state approved, locally established CTE program sequence of 12 or more academic and technical credits that terminates in the award of a technical degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other state recognized skill award, or who (2) completes a short-term CTE program sequence of less than 12 credit units that terminates in a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other state recognized skill award. 

Clarifications

Eligible Coursework—Academic and technical coursework that is part of a state established or state approved, locally established CTE program of study may count toward calculating student concentrator status.

Program Sequence—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. Generally:

· Associate Degree Program—assuming the average number of credits for an Associate of Applied Science (AAS) degree is 60 credits, a student would be labeled a concentrator upon earning 20 or more credits. Associate degree programs terminating in an Associate of Arts (AA) are not included in the measure.

· 2-Year Technical Certificate—assuming the average number of credits for a 2-year technical diploma is 60 credits, a student would be labeled a concentrator upon earning 20 or more credits.

· 1-Year Technical Certificate—assuming the average number of credits for a 1-year technical diploma is 30 credits, a student would be labeled a concentrator upon earning 10 or more credits.

· Short-Term Diploma Program—student is labeled a concentrator upon completion

Non-Credit Programs—Students completing or enrolling in non-credit coursework are not eligible for Perkins accountability purposes.

Student Intent—Do not use student intent or declaration of a major to identify concentrators.

State Exit Points—States that have established program termination points—indicating that students have obtained a discrete group of competencies or skills that prepare them for entry into a specific occupation or career area—are encouraged to develop a state certificates or other formal awards in order to count students in this measure.

Time to Concentration—States should not set any limitations on the time required to attain CTE concentrator status. 

State Team Questions

States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the first day of the regional meetings: 

· What are the pros and cons of using this concentrator definition?

· What are the major challenges in implementing this definition?

· What are your major data capacity problems and technical assistance needs?

2P1: Postsecondary Completion

Background
At the Phoenix conference, states were able to achieve partial consensus on the types of postsecondary awards and learner outcomes that should be used to assess student completion, but were unable to agree on a population of students to be included in the measure. During discussions held at the follow-up meeting in Washington, DC, a majority of participants favored focusing measurement on an exiting cohort of students, with a handful of states registering philosophical objections to this approach.

Considerations
1. Completion
At the Phoenix conference, states favored including all institutionally recognized credit or non-credit degrees, credentials, certificates, diplomas, or other state or institutionally recognized skill awards earned by students. States also favored counting students who made learning gains without actually completing an institutional degree, as documented by student transfer to another 2-year or 4-year college or in achieving a set of curricular skills within a program area that were associated with an institutionally-defined exit point.

During NSWG discussions, states favored maintaining the findings from the Phoenix meeting.

2. Exit Cohort 

In Phoenix, a majority of states (94 percent) favored standardizing the timing of reporting, although states split on using an entry or exit cohort. During the Washington, DC conference, a majority of states settled on using an exiting cohort of CTE concentrators, although 5 of the 37 states voting—Illinois, Minnesota, New Jersey, Virginia, and Wisconsin—registered philosophical objections to this approach. 

During NSWG discussions, states proposed giving states one more opportunity to discuss the entry versus exist issue. Consequently states are asked to run the measure two different ways to determine the more meaningful approach.

Proposed Measure Construction
OPTION A: EXIT GROUP

Numerator: 

Number of exiting CTE concentrators who (1) receive or were eligible to receive a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award, or who (2) transfer within one year of exiting to a 2-year or 4-year postsecondary institution prior to receiving a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award. 

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

Denominator: 

Number of CTE concentrators who exit the reporting postsecondary education institution at any time, for any reason during the reporting period.
OPTION B: 3–YEAR ENTRY COHORT

Numerator: 

Number of exiting CTE concentrators who (1) receive or were eligible to receive a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award, or who (2) transfer within one year of exiting to a 2-year or 4-year postsecondary institution prior to receiving a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award, and who (3) attained CTE concentrator status in the fiscal year three years preceding the reporting year (i.e., an exiter as of the 2007 fiscal year would be eligible for measure inclusion only if they achieved CTE concentrator between July 1, 2004 and June 30, 2005), and who (3) exited the reporting postsecondary education institution at any time during the 3–year reporting period.

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

Denominator: 

Number of CTE concentrators who exit who exit the reporting postsecondary education institution at any time, for any reason during the 3-year reporting year and who attained CTE concentrator status in the fiscal year three years preceding the reporting year.

Clarifications

Exit Group—Analysis of state data by NSWG members suggests that most exiting concentrators achieved their concentrator status within 5 years prior to their institutional exit. Consequently, states seeking to identify an exit group of concentrators may wish to go back at least 5 years to identify students eligible for inclusion in the measure.

Eligible for Postsecondary Award—Include in the numerator students who fulfilled institutional requirements for a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award, but who left their institution without officially receiving their award (e.g., because students did not pay outstanding fines).
State Team Questions

States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the first day of the regional meetings: 

1. How does your definition of completers compare to the two proposed options?

2. What are the potential effects of these options on your performance in 3S1 and 4S2?

3P1: Postsecondary Placement

Background
At the Phoenix conference, states split on whether administrative record exchange should be the only measurement approach for assessing placement, with a majority of states (55 percent) favoring supplementing administrative matching with other resources (e.g., state or institutionally administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys). States overwhelming supported collecting placement data in the 2nd quarter following student completion (88 percent), but raised questions about the manner in which this data should be collected. Accordingly, during the Washington, DC meeting, states attempted to resolve issues relating to:

· Measurement Approach—should states be permitted to use other approaches in addition to administrative record matching?

· Student Population—should follow-up include all students who exit or only those who complete, and what types of outcomes (e.g., employment, 4-year college entry) are appropriate?

· Timing of Measurement—should data be collected in the 2nd quarter following student exit, or in the 2nd quarter following the end of the fiscal year in which a student exited?

While states achieved general consensus on measurement approach during the Washington, DC meetings, participants were unable to agree on the timing of measurement or the student populations that should be included in the measure. 

Considerations
1. Measurement Approach
At the Washington, DC conference, 39 of 42 states casting ballots (93 percent) agreed that states should be encouraged to use administrative record matching as their primary source of data, supplemented with other resources, including state or institutionally administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys. States should reports separately, however, the total number of student placements using administrative records and supplemental approaches to permit state and federal administrators to assess data reliability across states. NSWG members also supported this recommendation.

2. Student Populations
States were unable to reach consensus at the Washington, DC conference on the type of students who should be followed for placement purposes. A majority of states (77 percent) supported tracking placement outcomes for CTE concentrators who received or who were eligible to receive some form of postsecondary award, as well as those who transferred to a 4-year college or university to pursue advanced education or training. 

A somewhat smaller number of states (58 percent) favored tracking placement outcomes for all CTE concentrators who exited a program, irrespective of whether they completed their studies. Since many individual enter postsecondary education to upgrade their skill holdings, participants suggested that concentrators who find employment should be included in the measure even if they did not complete or become eligible to complete their CTE program.

NSWG members favored basing following on students who received or who were eligible to receive some form of postsecondary award, as well as those who transferred to a 4-year college or university to pursue advanced education or training. This reasoning was based on the theory that only those students who had finished a program should be tracked to assess their post program outcomes.

3. Timing of Measurement
Nearly all states casting ballots at the Washington, DC conference, (91 percent) supported reporting placement outcomes based on data collected during the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which a student exited (i.e., October-December). An alternative proposal—collecting data during the 2nd quarter following student exit—garnered slightly less support (56 percent); however, during group discussions, it was not clear whether all state representatives understood the methodology used to collect follow-up data on students graduating in different semesters. 

Although the NSWG favored limiting follow-up in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which a student exited, a number of states have voiced opposition to this measure. Consequently, states will be asked to revisit this issue at the Phoenix and Atlanta meetings.

Proposed Measure Construction
Numerator: 

Number of CTE completers who exited postsecondary education in the reporting year who were (1) identified as employed, or (2) enrolled in a 2-year or 4-year postsecondary institution, or (3) enlisted in the military at any point in the 2nd quarter following the fiscal year in which they exited postsecondary education (i.e., unduplicated placement status for FY07 exiters would be assessed between October 1, 2007 and December 31, 2007)

Denominator: 

Number of CTE completers who exited the reporting postsecondary education institution at any time, for any reason during the reporting year (i.e., the numerator of 2P1).
Clarifications

CTE Completer— To be included in the numerator of Measure 2P1, a CTE concentrator must have (1) completed or have been eligible to complete a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award, and have exited postsecondary education at any time during the preceding year reporting period or have (2) transferred to a 2-year or 4-year postsecondary institution at any time during the preceding year reporting period.

Employment—Concentrators who exit postsecondary education are considered employed if, at any point in the 2nd quarter following exit, they have worked for pay (as indicated in UI wage records or survey self-reports), on a part-time or full-time basis.

Enrollment—Concentrators who exit postsecondary education are considered enrolled if, at any point in the 2nd quarter following fiscal year exit, they are identified as attending a 2-year or 4-year college or university—in state or out-of-state—on a part-time or full-time basis (as indicated by administrative record matching with in-state postsecondary institutions, the National Clearinghouse data bases, or survey self-reports). Include students irrespective of whether they received a degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or skill award during the fiscal year in which they exited.
Unduplicated Placement—Exiters who achieve multiple outcomes should be assigned using the following criteria.

· Classify exiters as employed if at any point in the 2nd quarter they are found to be (1) employed only, (2) employed and enrolled in any advanced postsecondary education, (3) employed and enlisted in the military, or (4) employed, enrolled in any advanced postsecondary education, and enlisted in the military. 

· Classify exiters as enrolled if at any point in the 2nd quarter they are found to be (1) enrolled in any advanced postsecondary education only, or (2) enrolled and enlisted in the military.

· Classify exiters as enlisted if at any point in the 2nd quarter they are found to be enlisted in the military only.

State Team Questions

States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional meetings: 

· What are the pros and cons for basing follow-up on the end of the fiscal year versus student exit 

· What are the major challenges and limitations you are facing in measuring placement using administrative records or surveys?
· What are your major technical assistance needs for moving to the proposed measure for placement?
3P2: Postsecondary Employment or Enlistment Retention
Background
At the Phoenix conference, states generally favored assessing retention in the 4th quarter following student exit (83 percent of states). States were unable to agree, however, on the population of concentrators to be included in the measure, with roughly two-fifths of states (44 percent) favoring limiting follow-up efforts to CTE concentrators who were found to be employed or in the military at any point in the 2nd quarter following student exit. 

Accordingly, during the Washington, DC meeting, states sought to resolve issues relating to:

· Student Population—should follow-up be restricted to CTE completers who were found to be employed during the 2nd quarter following program exit, or expanded to include all CTE completers found to be employed in the 4th quarter following program exit, irrespective of whether they were employed in the 2nd quarter?

· Timing of Measurement—should data be collected in the 4th quarter following student exit, or in the 4th quarter following the end of the fiscal year in which a student exited?

Although states were able to achieve consensus on the timing of measurement at the Washington, DC meeting, the question of the student population to be included in the measure remains open. 

Considerations
1. Student Population
During the Washington, DC meeting, states split on whether retention data should be restricted to CTE completers in Measure 3P1 found to be employed or in the military in the 2nd quarter following their postsecondary exit (18 states), or expanded to include all CTE completers, irrespective of whether they were employed or enlisted in the military in the 2nd quarter following postsecondary exit (12 states).  

NSWG favored limiting measurement to students who had been found to be employed or in t he military in the 2nd quarter following their postsecondary exit, reasoning that to do otherwise would be to assess long-term placement and not retention.

2. Timing of Measurement
As detailed in Measure 3P1, nearly all states casting ballots in Washington, DC supported reporting placement outcomes based on data collected following the end of the academic year in which a student exited. Discussion on an alternative proposal to collect follow-up data based on when a student actually exited, garnered less support, although it is not clear that all state representatives understood the methodology used to collect follow-up data using this approach. 

As in the case of placement, although the NSWG favored limiting follow-up in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which a student exited, a number of states have voiced opposition to this measure. Consequently, states will be asked to revisit this issue at the Phoenix and Atlanta meetings.

Proposed Measure Construction
Numerator: 

Number of CTE completers who were (1) identified as either employed or enlisted in the military in the numerator of Measure 3P1, and who were (2) identified as employed or enlisted in the military at any point in the 4th quarter following the fiscal year in which they exited postsecondary education (i.e., unduplicated placement status for FY07 exiters would be assessed between April 1, 2008 and June 30, 2008). 

Denominator: 

Number of CTE concentrators who were identified as employed or enlisted in the military in the numerator of Measure 3P1. 

Clarifications

Employment Retention—Individuals are considered retained in employment if they have wages reported at any point in the 4th quarter following postsecondary exit, (as indicated in UI wage records or survey self-reports).

Enlistment Retention— Individuals are considered retained in the military if they are reported as enlisted in the military at any point in the 4th quarter following postsecondary exit, (as indicated in federal military records or survey self-reports).

Unduplicated Counts—Exiters who achieve multiple outcomes should be assigned using the following criteria.

· Classify exiters as retained in employment if they were noted as (1) employed only or (2) employed and enlisted in the military during the 2nd quarter, and at any point in the 4th quarter they are found to be (1) employed only, or (2) employed and enlisted in the military. 

· Classify exiters as retained in enlistment if they were noted as (1) enlisted only, or (2) employed and enlisted in the military during the 2nd quarter and at any point in the 4th quarter they are found to be enlisted in the military only.

· Individuals identified as employed only in the 2nd quarter and enlisted only in the 4th quarter, or visa versa, should be excluded from the numerator of the measure. 

State Team Questions

States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional meetings: 

· What are the major challenges and limitations you are facing in measuring retention?
· What are your major technical assistance needs for moving to the proposed measure? 

Postsecondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment (1P2)

Background

The NSWG identified five major issues for developing options for career and technical skill attainment.  Below is a summary of each issue and the options that were discussed at the Washington DQI.

Employer- and Partner-Validated Standards
Participants in the Washington DC meeting supported establishing a formal state process for approving local program standards. With reauthorization, states will have the option of approving locally established, employer-validated standards or endorsing local adoption of recognized national, regional or state standards. 

Issues for Consideration—If postsecondary institutions have too much flexibility in adopting standards, then there will be no comparability across, or even within states. This could have negative implications for PART ratings.  

Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems  

States did not wish to have OVAE involve itself in the institutional accreditation process. Although the options identified by states are not mutually exclusive, the NSWG favored combining stipulating that states would work with accrediting and licensure groups to strengthen assessment systems, with OVAE providing technical assistance on an as-needed basis. 

Given states’ reluctance to involve OVAE in postsecondary accrediting agencies’ work, it does not appear that the option of having OVAE work with Congress and accrediting agencies to strengthen accreditation requirements for student assessment is either feasible or desired among states. Consequently, NSWG members recommended that this option be dropped, and that Options 1 and 2 be combined as the accepted approach for designing state systems.

Issues for Consideration—None noted.

Establishing Meet/Not Meet Levels for Reporting Skill Attainment. 

The Core Indicator Framework requires states to report whether students have “met standards.”  Options provided at the Washington, DC conference were intended to assess whether states favored identifying a fixed set of standards or competencies that students were required to achieve, or a performance level, expressed as a percentage of competencies attained. 

Although the NSWG identified two options for the voting matrix, during the conference states split the first option into three choices, with eight states subsequently voting to support either one of the revised first options and the proposed second option. The new options included:

Option 1a:
States require postsecondary institutions to identify core/required standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards or “attains” skills (12 states).

Option 1b:
States implement a process for identifying core/required standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards or “attains” skills (8 states).

Option 1c:
States require postsecondary institutions to identify core/required standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" the level of employer validated standards or “attains” skills (16 states).

During the conference call, NSWG members determined that newly added voting options overlapped, and favored consolidating the first three options into a single statement requiring that:

Option 1d: States implement a process for identifying the number and type of local, employer-validated, or national, regional or state standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards or “attains” skills in local programs.

Issues for Consideration—During the NSWG call, participants felt it premature to require that states establish a statewide or institutional performance level for rating student skill attainment. Members agreed that this type of implementation issue should be addressed at the regional meetings, when states would have more detailed information on the criteria they would be using to assess student performance.

Defining the Student Population. 

The Core Indicator Framework specifies that all concentrators should be included in the measurement of 1P2. While this requirement may be appropriate for states basing measurement on program completion, it may not be applicable to states using national or industry assessments that are given only to those students who complete required courses.  

Participants revised the measure at the Washington, DC meeting to address two possibilities:

Option 1:
All concentrators are included in the skill attainment measure (34 states).

Option 2:
All completers are included in the skill attainment measure (13 states).

Proposed Voting Option—During the NSWG call, participating states favored limiting assessment to CTE concentrators, in part because basing measurement on completers would produce little meaningful information, since completers would be expected to have mastered the skills necessary to complete their program. 
Defining the Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  

Of the three options presented to states, all but 1 of 42 states preferred or indicated that they could live with focusing assessment on students exiting postsecondary education. 

Proposed Voting Option—The state ballot should drop the other options provided to states in favor of basing measurement on an exiting group of students.

Proposed Next Steps for Regional Meetings

States should indicate their preferences using the revised voting matrix and should analyze their existing policies, program review processes, and data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional meetings: 

· What policies and systems do you currently have in place for establishing employer- and postsecondary-validated standards for all programs?  What challenges do you face in assuring that all programs have validated standards? What are your major technical assistance needs?

· What policies and systems do you currently have in place for establishing valid and reliable assessment systems for all programs?  What challenges do you face in assuring these systems for all programs?  What are your major technical assistance needs?

Postsecondary Non-Traditional Measures (4P1 and 4P2)

Background

The NSWG subcommittee also identified six major issues in improving standardization and data quality for both secondary and postsecondary non-traditional measures.  Below is a description of the options and the results from the Washington DQI.

Identifying Occupations As Non-Traditional.  

State participants in the Washington DC meeting supported having OVAE develop or endorse a standardized list of occupations that are out of gender balance, but split on a number of key issues. The revised ballot contains two options from which states will need to select:

OVAE should develop or endorse a standardized list of


Option 1:
high skill, high wage, high demand occupations that are our of gender balance, based on an analysis of national employment statistics. State administrators must report on all occupations on this list, irrespective of whether a given occupation is out-of-gender balance within a state (31 states).

Option 2: 
occupations that are our of gender balance, based on an analysis of national employment statistics. State administrators must consult this list to identify out-of-gender occupations, but may tailor reporting around occupations that are out-of-gender balance within their state (24 states).
Proposed Voting Option—OVAE will need to establish national policy on whether states may focus on a subset of high wage, high skill occupations that are out of gender balance. States and OVAE will also need to determine how much flexibility states should have in identifying out-of-balance occupations, and whether it is desirable for states to report on differing occupations. 

Data Sources for Identifying Non-Traditional Occupations
States overwhelmingly (31 states) supported requiring the use of Current Population Survey data published by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, or current U.S. Census data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, in the event that states are permitted to tailor analyses to state conditions. An additional 9 states preferred limiting state options to high skill, high wage, high demand occupations.

Proposed Voting Option—Selecting among the options in this definition will depend upon OVAE policy. Issues contained in this measure will become moot should OVAE choose not to provide states with flexibility in identifying out-of-gender balance occupations. 

Updating Lists of Non-Traditional Occupations

States overwhelming supported holding lists of out-of-balance occupations fixed over the life of the Act, with 44 states indicating a preference or willingness to support the approach outlined in Option 1. 

Proposed Voting Option— Drop other options and adopt definition as described above.

Identifying Programs As Non-Traditional  
A total of 36 of 44 states supported Option 1, which entails having state administrators identify program or pathways that prepare students for high skill, high wage, high demand employment in a nontraditional occupation, using a standardized crosswalk endorsed by OVAE. 

Proposed Voting Option— Drop other options and adopt definition as described above.

Students Included in Participation Measure—4P1 

At the Washington, DC meeting, 40 of 44 states supported having state administrators report only on vocational concentrators enrolled in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.  

Proposed Voting Option— Drop other options and adopt definition as described above.

Defining Completion—4P2

A majority of states supported limiting measurement to students graduating from a CTE program of studies, as defined in measure 2P1. A smaller number of states favored expanding the measure to include students who complete required coursework, irrespective of whether they actually graduated. Current measurement options include:

Option 1:
A student is a CTE completer if he or she graduates with an associate degree, credential, skill award, or certificate in a state or institutionally approved program of CTE studies (30 states).

Option 2:
A student is a CTE completer if he or she completes courses required to earn an award in a state or institutionally approved program of CTE studies (12 states).

Proposed Voting Option—Have states recast ballots, with option of linking measurement to definition of CTE completer presented in 2P1.

Students Included in Completion Measure

States were given four options for structuring the completion measure in the initial voting matrix. During conference discussions in Washington, DC, a fifth option was put forward for consideration. Following voting, it appears that states were unanimous in adopting this fifth measurement approach:

   Option 5:  Number of underrepresented gender students who complete a nontraditional program (numerator), divided by the number of all students who complete a nontraditional program (denominator). 

Proposed Voting Option—Remove other voting options from ballot and present current option as the accepted measure construction for 4P2.

Reporting Completion Rates 

States were presented with two different methods for reporting completion outcomes during the Washington, DC balloting. An overwhelming majority of states supported reporting completions rates as a percentage of underrepresented students who completed a CTE program sequence, using the measure construction described above.

Proposed Voting Option— Drop other options and adopt definition as described above.

Reporting: Cross-Sectional or Longitudinal 

At the Washington, DC meeting, state unanimously supported basing reporting on cross-sectional student data (i.e., a snapshot of students at a given point in time). However, the NSWG proposed linking reporting to the population used in 2P1.

Proposed Voting Option— States should adopt the population used in 2P1 to structure this measure.

Proposed Next Steps for Regional Meetings

States should indicate their preferences using the revised voting matrix and should analyze their existing policies, program review processes, and data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional meetings: 

· How do you currently define non-traditional programs in your state?  What challenges will you face implementing the options supported by most states?

· What are your major technical assistance needs?
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