REGIONAL DATA QUALITY INSTITUTES:

BACKGROUND AND STATE TEAM QUESTIONS FOR 

SECONDARY MEASURES
June 2006
Introduction 

The Phoenix and Atlanta regional Data Quality Institutes (DQI) are designed to:

· Reach consensus on remaining issues in improving standardization in definitions and measures, and
· Identify and address technical assistance needs

The first day of the institutes will focus on reaching consensus on the remaining issues in improving standardization. This will include discussions on the definitions of concentrator and completer and measures and options for 1S1, 2S1, 3S1, and 1S2.  The second day will provide states the opportunity to address specific implementation problems and technical assistance needs through roundtable sessions. These roundtable sessions will address remaining issues for the non-traditional measures. The third day will focus on addressing any remaining issues and implementation problems and technical assistance needs.  
This background document was developed to provide all state team members, especially those not attending previous institutes, with the background information needed to address remaining questions and issues. 
The document first addresses the definitions for concentrator and completer.  It then addresses the measures and options for 1S1, 2S1, 3S1 and 1S2.   Each section is organized under the following headings:
· Background. This provides a short history of the state voting and discussions starting with the Phoenix 2005 DQI and ending with the Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) discussions leading to the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes.  It then presents the remaining issues to be discussed at the regional institutes. Additional information on the state voting results and options can be found on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network at www.edcountability.net.

· State Team Questions.  This provides the list of state questions that will frame the discussions at the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes.  State teams will be asked to develop answers for these questions before they come to the institutes.
Defining Secondary Concentrators
Background
At the Phoenix Data Quality Institute (DQI) in June 2005, states were given starting recommendations on three key definitional elements: (1) student intent, (2) threshold level, and (3) whether they specify additional special conditions or requirements for defining concentrators.  The vast majority of states did not want to use student intent as a factor in determining whether students were concentrators and did not want to allow states to establish special conditions.  Most states agreed with the initial recommendation for state-recognized sequences but many wanted to use a different word (e.g. scope) that would not imply a required order.  A significant number of states wanted to make sure that “state-recognized” could allow states to have locally-determined and state-recognized sequences.  Some state raised the question whether state-recognized sequences include academic courses. This was left open for further discussion.  

State participants identified two major options for further consideration.

· Option 1:  A secondary CTE concentrator is a student who enrolls in a course within a state-recognized sequence or program after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of Carnegie Units (or state-recognized equivalents) within the state-recognized sequence or program. State-recognized sequences could be state and/or locally determined as long as they are recognized by the state for Perkins accountability purposes.  State-recognized equivalents for Carnegie Units must be equivalents that can be used to determine the percentage of total program content represented by a course such as credits, hours, or competencies. 

· Option 2:  A secondary CTE concentrator is a student who enrolls in the last course within a state-recognized sequence or program after having completed (earned credits) in prior courses within the state-recognized sequence or program. State-recognized sequences could be state and/or locally determined as long as they are recognized by the state for Perkins accountability purposes  
At the Washington DQI in February 2006, state participants gave the strongest support to Option 1. The major questions or concerns with Option 1 were:

· State Data Capacity—Some states do not have the current data capacity to identify concentrators based on this definition.

· Performance Effects for States With Longer Course Sequences---Some states have course sequences with four or more courses.  This option would put these states at a disadvantage because students would have to complete more courses to become completers after they reach the threshold level.

· Application to Different Course Sequences---Some states were confused on how this option would be implemented with different numbers of courses in sequences. For example, some states have three-course sequences and asked how this option would be applied in this case.

After the Washington DQI, the Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) identified two different versions of Option 1 for discussion at the regional institutes.  
Version 1---Option 1 as presented in the Washington DQI voting matrix.  

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

In this version, assuming that all courses or units have the same concentration of content as measured by Carnegie Units or their equivalent: 

· Two Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their first unit and enroll in their second unit

· Three Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their second unit and enroll in their third unit.

· Four Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their second unit and enroll in their third unit.

· Five Unit Sequence. Students would be concentrators when they complete their third unit and enroll in their fourth unit.

Version 2---Option 1 without the requirement that a student has to enroll in another unit after reaching the 50% threshold 

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

In this version, assuming that all units have the same concentration of content as measured by Carnegie Units or their equivalent: 

· Two Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their first unit 

· Three Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their second unit.

· Four Unit Sequence.  Students would be concentrators when they complete their second unit.

· Five Unit Sequence. Students would be concentrators when they complete their third unit.

Definitions for Both Versions:
· State-Recognized Sequence or Program. State-recognized sequences or programs are groupings of courses or units of instruction that prepare students for employment and/or postsecondary education.  The term “sequence” does not imply that students must enroll in these courses in a specific order. These sequences could be state and/or locally determined as long as they are recognized by the state for Perkins accountability purposes.  
· State-Recognized Equivalents for Carnegie Units. State-recognized equivalents must be equivalents that can be used to determine the percentage of total program content represented by a course such as credits, hours, or competencies.

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

· What are the pros and cons of each version of the concentrator definition?
· How will each affect when students become concentrators? How many will be juniors? How many will be seniors?  
· What are the effects of each version on your performance on 1S1 and 2S1?

· What are the effects of each version on your performance on 1S2 assuming you have to report on all concentrators?

· What are the major challenges in implementing these two different versions?

· Which of the two versions is your most preferred option?  Why?

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

Defining Secondary Completers 

Background

At the Washington DQI, states identified the need to standardize the definition for completers for 3S1 and 4S2. The NSWG identified the following options which were included in the voting matrix:

1. Attained Career and Technical Skills.  A completer is a concentrator who has attained the career and technical skills in a state-recognized program or sequence (in the numerator for 1S2).  

Note: This does not imply that the student has attained academic skills (in the numerator for 1S1) or graduated from high school (in the numerator for 2S1).

2. Completed Program or Course Sequence. A completer is a concentrator who has completed (earned credits) in all of the secondary courses or units of instruction within a state-recognized program or sequence. 

Note: This does not imply that the student has attained academic (in the numerator for 1S1) or career and technical skills (in the numerator for 1S2) or has met the requirements for high school graduation and attained a high school diploma (in the numerator for 2S1).

3. Met Requirements for Graduation. A completer is a concentrator who has met the requirements for high school graduation and has attained a high school diploma (in the numerator for 2S1). 

Note: This does not imply that the student has attained academic skills (in the numerator for 1S1) or attained career and technical skills (in the numerator for 1S2).

4. Attained Career and Technical Skills and Met Requirements for Graduation.  A completer is a concentrator who has attained the career and technical skills in a state-recognized program or sequence (Option 1) and has met the requirements for high school graduation and has attained a high school diploma (in the numerator for 2S1) (Option 3). 

Note: This does not imply that the student has attained academic skills (in the numerator for 1S1).

5. Completed Program or Course Sequence and Met Requirements for Graduation. A completer is a concentrator who has completed (earned credits) in all of the secondary courses or units of instruction within a state-recognized program or sequence (Option 2) and has met the requirements for high school graduation and has attained a high school diploma (in the numerator for 2S1) (Option 3). 

Note: This does not imply that the student has attained academic (in numerator for 1S1) or career and technical skills (in the numerator for 1S2)
State Team Questions

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

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

2. What are the potential effects of each option on your performance on 3S1 and 4S2?

3. What is your preferred option for defining completers and why?
Secondary Academic Attainment (1S1)

Background

At the Phoenix DQI, states were given initial recommendations for improving the alignment of Perkins to No Child Left Behind (NCLB) measures of academic attainment, developing a combined measure of reading and math attainment, and developing a consistent exit cohort approach for reporting.  The majority of states supported the initial recommendation to align to NCLB assessments based on the assumption that future legislation would require this. However, most states did argue that this approach creates an “input” measure and would not capture CTE contributions to improving student academic attainment.  Many states recommended continuing to explore alternative or additional measures that would address academic attainment after concentrated CTE participation.  States also raised a number of transition issues that must be addressed in aligning to NCLB assessments. States did not agree with the initial recommendation on using a combined measure and did not agree on an alternative. However, states did discuss an option of using a combined approach for accountability (i.e., negotiating performance levels, bundling for incentives) but still report reading/language arts and math separately for improving alignment to NCLB. The vast majority of states supported an “exit” cohort approach for reporting.  

The Phoenix DQI in June 2005 resulted in a clear majority support for the following options for measurement approach and reporting cohort:

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

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

However, there was no clear majority support for various options for separate versus combined reporting and exploring future alternative 1S1 measures. The Washington DQI explored several options for these issues.

State participants at the Washington DQI remained split on their support for separate versus combined reporting.  Although both options received comparable levels of preference, the option with the least opposition (can’t live with it) was separate reporting.
The most common concern raised by states that voted against separate reporting was that this option would result in greater weighting of academic attainment in Perkins performance accountability.  The proponents of the separate reporting option argued that states would have lower overall performance on academic attainment in combined reporting. This is because a large number of students will not pass both reading and math.

At the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes, states will discuss the following recommendations: 

1. Separate Reporting for 1S1

States should use separate reporting resulting in two measures as defined below:

1S1(a)---Academic Attainment—Reading

Numerator:  Number of concentrators who have met NCLB standards in reading on NCLB assessments and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator:  Number of concentrators who took NCLB assessments in reading and who have left secondary education in the reporting year.

1S1(b)---Academic Attainment—Mathematics

Numerator:  Number of concentrators who have met NCLB standards in mathematics on NCLB assessments and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator:  Number of concentrators who took NCLB assessments in mathematics and who have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Notes:

· NCLB Assessments.  These would be the last high school-level assessments states give under NCLB (e.g., 10th grade or 11th grade)

· Defining Academic Attainment. These proposed measures utilize the federally-approved state definition of when all students have met or not met standards in NCLB assessments. 

· Exit Reporting Group. These proposed measures utilize an exit reporting group.

2. Reduce Double Weighting from Separate Reporting

States should work with OVAE to explore how to address the problems of double weighting in determining whether states meet or did not meet overall performance through the pooling process.  

State Team Questions
States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional institutes: 

· How will separate reporting on the two proposed measures change how you currently measure 1S1?

· How will separate reporting affect your performance on 1S1?

· How should OVAE reduce the double weighting of 1S1 in determining whether states meet overall performance in the pooling process?

· What are the major challenges in implementing separate reporting?  What are the major data capacity problems and technical assistance needs?

Secondary Completion (2S1)

Background

At the Phoenix DQI, states were given initial recommendations to improve alignment with NCLB graduation rate measures.  These initial recommendations proposed that states use the same graduation rate calculation method they use for NCLB and start the calculation when students become concentrators.  These recommendations also suggested improving alignment by counting only students who received regular high school diplomas in the standard number of years as in the NCLB graduation rate measure. In this initial recommendation, states would exclude students receiving diplomas after the standard number of years and GED students.  There was no clear consensus on the proposed recommendations for completion or alternative recommendations.  Most states did agree that the measurement of graduation rates should begin no earlier than when a student becomes a concentrator with some going further by specifying only seniors or completers.  States differed significantly on whether to exclude students not completing regular high school diplomas in the standard number of years.  Some of this disagreement was based on different assumptions about how these decisions would impact performance.  The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for any major option.  However, the discussion did identify the options for calculating graduation rates and choosing which types of credentials to include in the completion measure.  

At the Washington DQI, states were still split on how to calculate completion rates.  Many states were not clear on how their states calculated graduation rates for NCLB and how this would be applied to Perkins reporting in Option 1.  Most states also were not aware of how states are now phasing in cohort-based approaches under NCLB. And, most were not aware of state efforts to standardize NCLB graduation rate calculations as proposed by the National Governors Association. Option 2 received the strongest support.  Many states supported this option because it could be done with existing state data systems.  Many states were not clear on how Option 1 would or could be implemented.

In addressing the second issue on type of credential, most states supported Option 2, which would include only those students receiving the regular high school diploma regardless of whether they received the diploma in the standard number of years.  States raised major questions about how to address students with disabilities who receive different diplomas. Most states agreed that these types of credentials should be included based on how states include them under NCLB.

At the regional institutes, states will discuss the following proposed definition of the 2S1 measure and select one of the two remaining options for calculating graduation rate---state NCLB methodology and seniors only. 
The proposed definition is:

Numerator:  Number of concentrators who have attained a high school diploma and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator: Number of concentrators who have left secondary education in the reporting year.

      Notes:

· This measure would exclude concentrators receiving GEDs.

· This measure would include students with disabilities receiving different diplomas based on state NCLB policy.

State Team Questions
States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional institutes: 

· What is your state’s federally-approved method for calculating graduation rate under NCLB?  How does this differ from the NGA recommended method?  How would it be applied under Option 1?

· How is your state phasing in the use of this method for NCLB reporting?  

· When do most students become concentrators under the proposed definition of concentrator?  How would this definition affect the measurement of completion under Option 1?
· What is your preferred option (NCLB methodology or seniors only) based on your own analysis?
Secondary Placement (3S1)

Background

At the Phoenix DQI in 2005, states were given initial recommendations to improve standardization of measurement approaches and alignment with related programs by moving to administrative record exchange and selecting the second quarter after program completion to measure placement. There was no clear consensus on moving to administrative record exchange as the only allowed measurement approach.  There was more consensus on choosing the second quarter for both administrative record exchange and surveys.  

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

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

The Phoenix meeting did not result in a clear majority recommendation for determining the post-program quarter for measuring placement using either administrative records or surveys.   However, the discussion did identify two options, which were included in the voting ballot for the Washington DQI.  These options provided the choice between the 2nd and 4th quarters.

At the Washington DQI, Option 1 (2nd quarter) received the most support. However, there was substantial support for other options including a new proposed option to use the 3rd quarter.  Many states wanted to further consider these options based on state data analysis.  They also raised questions on the definition of completer, which is the basis for defining the denominator of the measure and determining who should be tracked using administrative records or surveys.   They also raised concerns about their capacity to measure placement using a specific quarter. Finally, states identified the need to improve consistency how states define completers in the measure.
There are two remaining issues: (1) definition of completer and (2) the determination of the quarter(s) for the measurement of placement.  These two issues must be addressed to complete the definition of the placement measure as shown below.
Numerator:  Number of completers who were in postsecondary education or advanced training, employment, and/or military service during (SELECTED QUARTER/ QUARTERS) after leaving secondary education during the reporting year.
Denominator: Number of completers who left secondary education in the reporting year.

During the regional institutes, the definition of completer will be addressed separately to make sure that there is a consistent definition used for both 3S1 and 4S2.  In the discussion of the options for the placement time period, volunteer states will be asked to analyze their own data and use their findings to recommend which of the following is the best option:
· Second Quarter (October-December)

· Third Quarter (January-March)

· Fourth Quarter (April-June)
· Second or Third Quarters
State Team Questions
States should analyze their existing data and be prepared to address the following questions at the regional institutes: 

· What are the pros and cons for the major options in selecting the placement quarter(s)? What is the best option?  Why?

· 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?
Secondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment (1S2)

Background

The NSWG identified five major issues and sets of options for developing options for career and technical skill attainment.  These issues and options were included on the voting matrices and were the focus of the Washington DQI.  These issues and the results from the Washington DQI are summarized below.

Employer- and Postsecondary-Validated Standards. One major debate in the development of the Core Indicator Framework was the role of states in ensuring alignment with national and state industry standards.  Some states had established statewide standards that recognized appropriate national and state industry standards (including state licensing requirements) while others left the definition of industry-validated standards to local schools and colleges and their individual programs. The 1S2 measure definition in the Core Indicator Framework emphasizes a more state-established system.  Another issue is aligning the validation requirement to the validation requirements now being established in Career Clusters.  These requirements focus on both employer and partner validation of standards.  Partners include postsecondary partners to ensure alignment with postsecondary standards.  

State participants in the Washington DQI gave the strongest support to Option 3 which gave states the flexibility in having both statewide and local standards.  This allowed states with strong local control to develop systems for recognizing locally-validated standards for Perkins.  It also allowed states with statewide standards and assessments to maintain their systems and also provide the opportunity for recognizing local standards for new and emerging programs or programs that exist only in one local area.  However, there was a significant amount of support for Option 1, which requires statewide standards.  The three options explored in the Washington DQI were retained on the voting matrices for the Phoenix DQI discussion.

Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems.  The core indicator framework is based on the assumption that there are many approaches for ensuring valid and reliable assessments, but all must address the same quality criteria for validity and reliability and student coverage.  The measurement approaches identified in the framework reflect two general approaches: (1) third-party statewide national and state assessments, and (2) local teacher-developed and administered assessments.  The NSWG identified three options for the voting matrix.

State participants at the Washington DQI gave the strongest support to Option 3 which gave states the flexibility to have both statewide third-party assessments for some programs and local assessments for others.  There was strong support for Option 1 which required statewide assessments. However, there also was strong opposition. This strong opposition was based on three major reasons: (1) strong local control of schools in their states (2) lack of national or state assessments for many programs, and (3) the expected costs of implementing statewide assessment systems. Many states felt that the New York model, which was presented at the institute, provided a better approach because it would allow for both statewide and local assessments but maintain the requirement for “third-party” assessments.  In the final general session, most states indicated support for the view that Option 1 should be the long-term goal for 1S2, but the New York approach provides the most promising interim step in reaching this long-term goal.  The voting matrices for the Phoenix DQI balloting and discussion were changed to provide this option.
Defining the Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  The 1S2 measure in the core indicator framework specifies that states report on all students “leaving secondary education in the reporting year.”  This is an “exit reporting group” because students are put into the reporting group based on what year they exited.  Other states wanted to use a “cross-sectional reporting group” and report all students achieving the standards for the courses they took that year even if that resulted in the same students being reported in multiple years.  Still other states want to use an “entry reporting group” and report on all students who attained the skills in the year they were expected to have attained the skills (e.g., all students becoming concentrators in 2002 would be reported in 2004 when they would be expected to have attained the skills).  The NSWG identified three options for the voting matrix that proposed all three approaches.

States showed the strongest support for Option 1---the exit reporting group approach.  There were no major questions and issues identified for improving or clarifying the options.  All three options were retained on the voting matrix for the Phoenix DQI.

Defining the Student Population.  The Core Indicator Framework specifies that all concentrators should be included in the measurement of 1S2. One major issue raised in the original discussion was that this requirement may be appropriate or necessary for those states using a program completion approach but may not be applicable to states using national or state assessments that are given only to those students who complete the required courses.  The NSWG identified two options for the voting matrix that gave the choice between including all concentrators or only those completers taking assessments (See Appendix A):

States were evenly split on the two options. They also identified two other options that should be considered in defining the student population: (1) only concentrators who took the assessment and (2) all completers are included in the skill attainment measure.  In addition, there were many questions about this issue because it also involves assumptions about how students will be assessed.  It also involves assumptions on the definition of a completer.  As a result this issue was not included on the voting matrices.   However, states should be prepared to discuss their preferences for one of the following options:

· All concentrators

· Concentrators who took assessments

· All completers

· Completers who took the assessment

· Other  student population

The selection of the student population for reporting would be used in the following measure definition:
Numerator:  Number of (SELECTED STUDENT POPULATION) who have met state-recognized employer- and postsecondary-validated career and technical standards and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Denominator:  Number of (SELECTED STUDENT POPULATION) who have left secondary education in the reporting year.
Note:

· Meeting state-recognized standards refers to evidence that students have passed state-recognized assessments. 
State Team Questions
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 is your preferred option for employer- and postsecondary-validated standards?

· 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 is your preferred option for establishing valid and reliable assessment systems?

· 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?

· What is your preferred option for the student population to be used in reporting career and technical skill attainment?  Why?
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