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Preparing for the Data Quality Institute 

The Phoenix 2005 and Washington 2006 Data Quality Institutes were designed to explore multiple options for improving standardization in the definitions of concentrators and completers and the definitions of the measures.  The Phoenix 2005 DQI focused on exploring options for the definition of concentrators and measures for academic attainment (1S1), completion (1S2), and placement (3S1).   The Washington DQI focused on reaching consensus on the Phoenix issues and exploring options for career and technical skill attainment (1S2) and non-traditional measures (4S1 and 4S2).  This institute identified the need to seek greater standardization in the definition of completers for 3S1 and 4S2.  

Additional information on the state voting results and options for the Phoenix and Washington institutes as well as background reports can be found on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network at www.edcountability.net. 
The Phoenix and Atlanta Data Quality Institutes 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 institute 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 document presents the major questions and issues that will be addressed at the upcoming Phoenix and Atlanta regional data quality institutes. 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:
· Remaining Issues for Discussion. This provides a statement of the remaining options and issues for discussion.  It also includes a definition of each measure. 
· State Team Questions.  This provides the list of state discussion questions that will frame the discussions at the Phoenix and Atlanta institutes.  State teams should develop answers for these questions.
Defining Secondary Concentrators
Remaining Issues for Discussion

The Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes will address two versions of the option receiving the most support, which is based on the 50 percent threshold.
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.

Note: 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 

Remaining Issues for Discussion
The following options were included on the voting matrix and will be discussed at the Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes:
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 these options on your performance in 3S1 and 4S2?

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

Remaining Issues for Discussion

The Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes will address the following two 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 meetings: 

· 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)

Remaining Issues for Discussion

At the Phoenix and Atlanta institutes, states will discuss the following proposed definition of the 2S1 measure and select one of the two remaining options for calculating graduation rate:

· Option 1--State NCLB methodology

· Option 2--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 meetings: 

· 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)

Remaining Issues for Discussion
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)

Remaining Issues for Discussion
The Phoenix and Atlanta regional institutes will focus on the following three issues
Employer- and Postsecondary-Validated Standards. The voting matrix for the regional institutes listed three major options for validated standards. The results of the voting will be discussed to reach final consensus on one option.
Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems.   The voting matrix for the regional institutes included five options for valid and reliable assessment systems.  The results of the voting will be discussed to reach final consensus on one option.

Defining the Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  In the first round of voting, 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 regional meetings and will be discussed.
Defining the Student Population.  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

These options would be used to construct the following measure assuming and exit reporting group:

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 based on the option agreed to on valid and reliable assessment systems.
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 institutes: 

· 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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