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Introduction

The major objective of the Office of Vocational and Adult Education’s (OVAE) recent series of Data Quality Institutes (DQI) is to improve standardization in Perkins measures and key definitions. These preparation materials will be used during the February 2006 Data Quality Institute (DQI) discussion and voting sessions. These materials are the basis of what will be debated, discussed and used to build consensus during the institute.  These materials were developed based on the discussions of the Next Steps Working Group (NSWG) over the last few months.  The NSWG included many of the states participating in the DQI.

The DQI sessions are structured to build agreement across states on the best options for improving and standardizing the Perkins performance measures.  You will be asked at the Institute to vote on a variety of options that have been developed with the input of state NSWG members.  The consensus that emerges from the February 2006 DQI will be used to inform the development of refined performance measures that states will ultimately implement. 

These preparation materials address initial discussions and voting options for:

· Secondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment (1S2)

· Postsecondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment (1P2)

· Secondary Non-Traditional Participation and Completion (4S1/4S2)

· Postsecondary Non-Traditional Participation and Completion (4P1/4P2)

The sections for each measure have the following components:

· Current Measure Definition—the current definition in the Core Indicator Framework.

· Standardization and Data Quality Issues—the major issues identified by the NSWG 

· Options for Each Issue—the major options for each issue identified by the NSWG

· Other Transition and Capacity Challenges---the remaining transition and capacity challenges and other issues not addressed by the NSWG.

We strongly recommend that each state review these background materials and determine your state team’s position on the options for each issue before coming to the Data Quality Institute.  .  

1S2: Secondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the measure as: 

· Numerator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrators) who have met state-established, industry-validated career and technical skill standards and who have left secondary education in the reporting year.

· Denominator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrators) who have left secondary education in the reporting year.

Improving Standardization and Data Quality

The Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) Subcommittee on 1S2 and 1P2 identified the major issues and options for improving standardization and data quality for career and technical skill attainment.  The subcommittee developed these approaches and options through a 3-step process:  (1) review alternative state approaches, (2) review potential strategies for improving standardization and data quality, and (3) develop a recommended set of issues and options for discussion at the next Data Quality Institute.   The NSWG identified six major issues in improving standardization and data quality:

Employer- and Partner-Validated Standards. One major debate in the development of the original core indicator framework was the role of states in ensuring alignment with national and state standards.  Some states had established statewide standards that recognized appropriate national and state standards (including state licensing requirements) while others left the definition of 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 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.

The NSWG identified three options:

· Option 1:  States establish statewide employer and partner-validated standards (including recognizing national standards) for all local programs.

· Option 2:  States establish a process for approving local employer and partner-validated standards (including schools adopting national and/or state standards where appropriate for local programs)

· Option 3:  States establish statewide employer- and partner-validated standards for some program areas and establish a process for approving local employer and postsecondary-validated standards for all other programs. States would have substantial flexibility to establish a state approach ranging from having no statewide standards and state-approved local standards for all programs (Option 2) to statewide standards for all programs (Option 1).

The DQI discussion will consider all three options but will focus discussion on Option 3, which combines Options 1 and 2.  The proposed language for validation will match the language now used in Career Clusters.

Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems.  The core indicator framework recognizes six measurement approaches.  This framework and the Peer Evaluation Guide used at the Reno DQI in 2001 are 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 quality criteria and Peer Evaluation Guide can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) at www.edcountability.net. The Peer Evaluation Guide put these six measurement approaches into two general categories:

· National and State Standards and Assessment Systems.  Some states have established statewide systems of national/state standards and third-party assessment systems using some combination of existing national and state assessments (e.g., ASE, state nursing examinations) and their own state-developed assessments.  This is the National/State Standards and Assessment Systems approach. Usually, the two major challenges for this approach are ensuring that third-party assessments are directly aligned to and fully cover the full set of standards addressed in secondary and postsecondary programs (i.e., scope) and that all appropriate students take the assessments (i.e., student coverage).

· Local School or College Assessments.  Some states rely solely on schools and colleges to use their own program- or course-based assessments. These assessments are usually developed by the instructors who teach the courses.  This second type of measurement approach includes the following measurement approaches:  (1) National/State Standards and Local Assessment Systems, (2) Local Standards and Assessment Systems, (3) Vocational/Technical Course Completion (4) Grade Point Average, and (5) Program Completion. The major challenge facing these approaches is ensuring that skill attainment is measured through valid and reliable assessment systems.  For the approaches without state-established national/state standards (e.g., course completion), an additional challenge is how to ensure that local schools and colleges align with national and state standards and use a rigorous standards-validation process. 

The NSWG identified three options:

· Option 1:  States establish statewide third-party assessment systems (including state-developed and national) meeting standards for validity and reliability

· Option 2:  States establish a process for approving locally-selected or developed national/state/local assessment systems meeting standards for validity and reliability

· Option 3: States establish statewide third-party assessment systems for some programs and establish a process for approving locally-selected or developed national/state/local assessment systems meeting standards for validity and reliability
Establishing Meet/Not Meet Levels for Reporting Skill Attainment.  The Core Indicator Framework requires states to report whether students have “met standards.”  However, most states use measurement approaches based on local school or college assessment systems that are used for student grading. These systems usually are not clearly tied to a fixed standard or criterion and cannot be used to report whether students have met or not met state or local standards.  One possible solution is to have schools and colleges report whether students met standards according to state policies and definitions regardless of the grade they received.

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1:  States identify core/required standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards and has “attained” skills.  This core or required set of standards would represent a subset of the standards or competencies that must be both assessed and attained.

· Option 2:  States determine a percentage of standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards and has “attained” skills.

Defining the Student Population: Concentrators.  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: 

· Option 1: All concentrators are included in the skill attainment measure.

· Option 2: Only completers who took assessments are included.

Defining Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  The 1S2 measure in the core indicator framework specifies that states report on all concentrators “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 wanted 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:

· Option 1: States use an exit reporting group and report whether students met standards or attained skills before leaving secondary education

· Option 2: States use a cross-sectional reporting group and report whether students met standards or attained skills in the year they attained the skills.

· Option 3: States use an entry reporting group and report whether students have met standards or attained skills in the reporting year in which they are expected to have attained the skills. 

Implementing Career Clusters: Implications for Measuring Career and Technical Skill Attainment.  Many states are now implementing career clusters. This has implications for both standards and assessment systems and measure construction. One major challenge is ensuring that assessment systems reflect the full breadth and depth of the standards defined by the clusters. For example, states may find it difficult to identify or develop assessments for cluster foundations or pathways in some career clusters. Another challenge is how to report skill attainment if students take more than one assessment over multiple reporting years. 

Data Quality Criteria for Career and Technical Skill Attainment

The NSWG identified the six major issues for improving standardization and data quality but did not address major issues in establishing specific data quality criteria for the following: 

· Employer- and Partner Validation.  What should be the major data quality requirements for employer- and postsecondary-validation of standards?

· Assessment System Validity and Reliability.  What should be the major data quality criteria for validity and reliability?  Some general criteria were developed for the Peer Evaluation Resource Guide. 

· Student Coverage.   What should be the data quality requirements for student coverage?   For example, NCLB requires that states report assessment results for 95 percent of students.

1P2: Postsecondary Career and Technical Skill Attainment

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the measure as: 

· Numerator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education to complete a postsecondary program (concentrators) who have met program-defined, industry-validated career and technical standards in the reporting year.

· Denominator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education to complete a postsecondary program (concentrator) in the reporting year.

Improving Standardization and Data Quality

The Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) Subcommittee on 1S2 and 1P2 identified the major issues and options for improving standardization and data quality for career and technical skill attainment.  The subcommittee developed these approaches and options through a 3-step process:  (1) review alternative state approaches, (2) review potential strategies for improving standardization and data quality, and (3) develop a recommended set of issues and options for discussion at the next Data Quality Institute.   The NSWG identified six major issues in improving standardization and data quality:

Employer-Validated Standards. One major debate in the development of the original 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 validated standards to local schools and colleges and their individual programs. The 1P2 measure emphasizes a more local college- and program-driven process.  

The NSWG identified one option:

· Option 1:  States establish a process for approving local, employer-validated standards (including schools adopting national and state standards where appropriate for local programs) 

Valid and Reliable Assessment Systems.  The core indicator framework recognizes six measurement approaches.  This framework and the Peer Evaluation Guide used at the Reno DQI in 2001 are 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 quality criteria and Peer Evaluation Guide can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) at www.edcountability.net. The Peer Evaluation Guide put these six measurement approaches into two general categories:

· National and State Standards and Assessment Systems.  Some states have established statewide systems of national/state standards and third-party assessment systems using some combination of existing national and state assessments (e.g., ASE, state nursing examinations) and their own state-developed assessments.  This is the National/State Standards and Assessment Systems approach. Usually, the two major challenges for this approach are ensuring that third-party assessments are directly aligned to and fully cover the full set of industry standards addressed in secondary and postsecondary programs (i.e., scope) and that all appropriate students take the assessments (i.e., student coverage).

· Local School or College Assessments.  Some states rely solely on schools and colleges to use their own program- or course-based assessments. These assessments are usually developed by instructors who teach the courses.  This second type of measurement approach includes the following measurement approaches:  (1) National/State Standards and Local Assessment Systems, (2) Local Standards and Assessment Systems, (3) Vocational/Technical Course Completion (4) Grade Point Average, and (5) Program Completion. The major challenge facing these approaches is ensuring that skill attainment is measured through valid and reliable assessment systems.  For the approaches without state-established national/state standards (e.g., course completion), an additional challenge is how to ensure that local schools and colleges align with national and state standards and use a rigorous standards-validation process. 

The NSWG strongly recommended that OVAE and states work with accreditation entities to strengthen student assessment across all programs including CTE programs. As a result, the NSWG identified one option:

· Option 1:  States work with OVAE to strengthen accreditation requirements for student assessment and apply it to CTE programs

Establishing Meet/Not Meet Levels for Reporting Skill Attainment.  The Core Indicator Framework requires states to report whether students have “met standards.”  However, most states use measurement approaches based on local school or college assessment systems that are used for student grading. These systems usually are not clearly tied to a fixed standard or criterion and cannot be used to report whether students have met or not met state or local standards.  One possible solution is to have schools and colleges report whether students met or did not meet standards according to state policies and definitions regardless of the grade they received.

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1:  States require colleges to identify core/required standards or competencies that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards or “attains” skills

· Option 2:  States determine a percentage of competencies defined by colleges that must be attained to say a student "meets" standards or “attained” skills

Defining the Student Population: Concentrators.  The Core Indicator Framework specifies that all concentrators should be included in the measurement of 1P2. 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 did not identify this as a major issue for postsecondary. 

The NSWG identified one option: 

· Option 1: All concentrators are included in the skill attainment measure.

Defining Reporting Group: Who Should Be Reported in What Year.  The 1S2 measure in the core indicator framework specifies an exit group. In contrast, the 1P2 measure is more ambiguous. Some 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.  Other states wanted 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 as measured by program completion).

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: States use an exit reporting group and report whether students met standards or attained skills before leaving postsecondary education

· Option 2: States use a cross-sectional reporting group and report whether students met standards or attained skills in the year they attained the skills

· Option 3: States use an entry reporting group and report whether students have met standards or attained skills in the reporting year in which they are expected to have attained the skills

Implementing Career Clusters: Implications for Measuring Career and Technical Skill Attainment.  Many states are now implementing career clusters. This has implications for both standards and assessment systems and measure construction. One major challenge is ensuring that assessment systems reflect the full breadth and depth of the standards defined by the clusters. For example, states may find it difficult to identify or develop assessments for cluster foundations or pathways in some career clusters. Another challenge is how to report skill attainment if students take more than one assessment over multiple reporting years. 

Data Quality Criteria for Career and Technical Skill Attainment

The NSWG identified the six major issues for improving standardization and data quality but did not address major issues in establishing specific data quality criteria for the following: 

· Employer-Validation.  What should be the major data quality requirements for employer-validation of standards?

· Assessment System Validity and Reliability.  What should be the major data quality criteria for validity and reliability?  Some general criteria were developed for the Peer Evaluation Resource Guide. 

· Student Coverage.   What should be the data quality requirements for student coverage?   For example, NCLB requires that states report assessment results for 95 percent of students.

4S1 and 4S2:  Participation in and Completion of 

Secondary Non-Traditional Programs 

Current Measure Definitions

The Core Indicator Framework defines 4S1 as:

· Numerator: Number of students in underrepresented gender groups who participated in a non-traditional secondary program in the reporting year.

· Denominator: Number of students who participated in a non-traditional secondary program in the reporting year. 

The Core Indicator Framework defines 4S2 as:

· Numerator: Number of students in underrepresented gender groups who completed a non-traditional program in the reporting year.

· Denominator: Number of students who completed non-traditional programs in the reporting year.

Note: Non-traditional programs are those programs that address occupations or occupational areas in which underrepresented gender groups represent less than 25 percent of employment.   
Improving Standardization and Data Quality

The Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) Subcommittee for Non-Traditional Measures developed the following definitions:

Program---a sequence of courses that provides individuals with the academic and technical knowledge and skills needed to prepare for further education and for a career.

Career Cluster—one of 16 broad career areas, identified by the U.S. Department of Education that includes a set of occupations that share common set of foundation skills.

Career Pathway—a sequence of courses that integrate the instruction of academic, workplace and occupational skills within the context of a discrete career cluster area. 

Out-of-Gender Balance—occupations or fields of work, including careers in computer science, technology, and other emerging high skill occupations, for which individuals     from one gender comprise less than 25 percent of the individuals employed in each such occupation or field of work.
The NSWG subcommittee also identified a number of issues in improving standardization and data quality that addressed:  (1) defining non-traditional occupations and programs, (2) measuring non-traditional participation (4S1), and (3) measuring non-traditional completion (4S2).

Defining Non-Traditional Occupations and Programs
Identifying Occupations as Non-Traditional.  States currently have considerable flexibility in identifying nontraditional occupations, and working group members debated whether OVAE should take steps to standardize statewide reporting around a consistent set of occupations. To support states in reporting on the current 4S1/4S2 measure, in 2000 the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) circulated a list of occupations that were out of gender balance nationwide, based on 1998 Current Population Survey data. Some states opted to use this list to identify nontraditional occupations; some adapted the list for state use; some developed their own lists of occupations based on other national data; and some developed state-specific lists of nontraditional occupations using their own, internal state labor market analyses. 
The NSWG identified three options:
· Option 1: OVAE should develop or endorse a standardized list of occupations that are out-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.

· Option 2: OVAE should develop or endorse a standardized list of occupations that are out-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 a subset of occupations that are out-of-gender balance within their state. 

· Option 3: State administrators should identify occupations that are out-of-gender balance within their own state, based on their own analysis of statewide employment statistics.
Data Sources for Identifying Non-Traditional Occupations.  Occupational statistics are available from a number of national and state data sources.  Working group members discussed the benefits of allowing states to use different sources to identify occupations associated with non-traditional employment, and suggested limiting state approaches to a discrete set of options.

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Occupations that are out-of-gender balance should be identified using either Current Population Survey data published by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, or U.S. Census 2000 data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, in the event that states are permitted to tailor analyses to state conditions.

· Option 2: States should identify occupations that are out-of-gender balance using state data collected by a state department of labor, employment services, or other state workforce agency.

Updating Lists of Non-Traditional Occupations.  Once identified, states are expected to report on selected programs and/or coursework over the lifetime of the Act, irrespective of whether gender balances equalize within an occupation over time. Holding the base of programs constant is intended to ensure that states can monitor trends to assess state progress in closing enrollment gaps. 

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Lists of out-of-gender balance occupations should remain fixed over time, both because the list of occupations that are out-of-balance remain fairly stable over time, and because maintaining a stable list permits states to assess year-to-year changes in student performance. 

· Option 2: Lists of out-of-gender balance occupations should be updated over time to reflect changes in workforce composition at the national or state levels. This will likely limit state capacity to report on trends over time, since state administrators will need to recalibrate baselines to account for changes in included occupations.

Identifying Programs as Non-Traditional.  To align nontraditional occupations with CTE programs and/or courses, state CTE agency staff typically use some form of national or state-developed crosswalk. Working group members discussed different strategies for linking identified occupations with CTE program areas to ensure that reporting is consistent among districts within states.
The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: State administrators should identify programs or pathways that prepare students for employment in a nontraditional occupation using a standardized crosswalk—developed or endorsed—by OVAE, which relates nontraditional occupations with Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes. States that have developed their own state course classification system would crosswalk their class or program codes with the Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes. 

· Option 2: State administrators should identify programs or career cluster pathways that are out-of-gender balance using a state-established crosswalk that relates nontraditional occupations with Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes or other course classification systems. 

4S1—Participation in Non-Traditional Programs

Students Included in Participation Measure. Many states currently report on all students participating in coursework associated with a non-traditional occupation, irrespective of their career plans. Working group members suggested that states might wish to confine reporting to a subset of students who have who have already achieved concentrator status or who have indicated a desire to complete a CTE program or cluster pathway.  

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: State administrators should report only on vocational concentrators enrolled in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations (i.e., under-represented concentrators [numerator] and all concentrators in programs that prepare individuals for employment in non-traditional employment [denominator]). 

· Option 2: State administrators should report on all students enrolled in any course in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations (i.e., under-represented enrolled students [numerator] and all students enrolled in courses or programs that prepare individuals for employment in non-traditional employment [denominator]).
4S2—Completion of Non-Traditional Programs

Defining Completion. The Core Indicator Framework requires states to report on students who have completed a non-traditional program. 

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: A student is a CTE completer if he or she finishes a state-approved sequence of CTE courses in a program area or career pathway, as determined by a local school district. 

· Option 2: A student is a CTE completer if he or she finishes a state-approved sequence of CTE courses in a program area or career pathway and graduates from high school in the reporting year.
Students Included in Completion Measure. Many states base completion rates on the percentage of male and female underrepresented students who complete a non-traditional program area, compared to all students completing the program. Working group members agreed that the base of students should be restricted to under-represented students to obtain a more meaningful measure of actual completion rates. However, members identified a number of different groups around which the measure could be constructed.  

The NSWG identified four options:

· Option 1—Participation to Program Completion: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who enroll (denominator) in a CTE course (or program or cluster pathway) that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.
· Option 2—Concentration to Program Completion: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who have achieved vocational concentrator status (denominator) in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.
· Option 3—Participation to Concentration: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who obtain CTE concentrator status (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who participate (denominator) in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.

· Option 4—Concentration to Graduation: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence and graduate (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who have achieved vocational concentrator status (denominator) in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.

Reporting Completion Rates. States currently report on the percentage of underrepresented students who complete a program, with the goal of increasing this percentage over time. To align with reporting approaches identified in the No Child Left Behind Act, working group members also suggested identifying the gap between under-represented and over-represented students completing a CTE program associated with a non-traditional occupation.   

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Completion rates should be reported as a percentage of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.

· Option 2: Completion rates should be reported as the gap between the percentage of under-represented and over-represented students who complete a program sequence in a CTE program or cluster pathway that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations. Specifically, the gap is the difference between the:

(1) Percentage of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.
(2) Percentage of over-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.
Reporting: Cross-Sectional or Longitudinal. The 4S1 and 4S2 measures in the Core Indicator Framework do not specify when reporting should take place. Working group members identified two approaches for tracking students, with some suggesting use of a “cross-sectional reporting group” including all students meeting the standards for the non-traditional measure in a given year, even if that resulted in the same students being reported in multiple years. Others suggested a “longitudinal reporting group” in which individual students would be tracked over time to assess whether those who attain a given status eventually complete their program. 
The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Reporting should be based on cross-sectional student data (i.e., a snapshot of students at a given point in time). 

· Option 2: Reporting should be based on longitudinal student data (i.e., a cohort of students who are followed over time).

Barriers to Implementation

The NSWG identified one major barrier to implementing new measures:

Using Data to Make Program Improvement.  States and local administrators will require technical assistance to help them use the data from the fourth indicator to drive continuous improvement efforts at the local level. 

Other Issues

During Working Group discussions, members brought up the issue of whether states should have the ability to focus on a subset of educational programs that prepare students for nontraditional occupations (e.g., high wage, high skill jobs). Because current legislation does not give states this option, the group did not include this issue in its main deliberations or consider the implications of allowing states to report on a subset of educational programs.

4P1 and 4P2:  Participation in and Completion of 

Postsecondary Non-Traditional Programs 

Current Measure Definitions

The Core Indicator Framework defines the 4P1 measure as:

· Numerator: Number of students in underrepresented gender groups who participated in a non-traditional postsecondary program in the reporting year.

· Denominator: Number of students who participated in a non-traditional postsecondary program in the reporting year.

The Core Indicator Framework defines the 4P2 measure as:

· Numerator: Number of students in underrepresented gender groups who completed a non-traditional postsecondary program in the reporting year. 

· Denominator: Number of students who completed a non-traditional postsecondary program in the reporting year.

Note: Non-traditional programs are those programs that address occupation or occupational areas in which underrepresented gender groups represent less than 25 percent of employment.   
Improving Standardization and Data Quality

The Next Steps Work Group (NSWG) Subcommittee for Non-Traditional Measures developed the following definitions:

Program---a sequence of courses that provides individuals with the academic and technical knowledge and skills needed to prepare for further education and for a career.

Career Cluster—one of 16 broad career areas, identified by the U.S. Department of Education that includes a set of occupations that share common set of foundation skills.

Career Pathway—a sequence of courses that integrate the instruction of academic, workplace and occupational skills within the context of a discrete career cluster area. At the postsecondary level this is synonymous with a CTE program area.

Out-of-Gender Balance—occupations or fields of work, including careers in computer science, technology, and other emerging high skill occupations, for which individuals     from one gender comprise less than 25 percent of the individuals employed in each such occupation or field of work.
The NSWG subcommittee also identified a number of issues in improving standardization and data quality that addressed:  (1) defining non-traditional occupations and programs, (2) measuring non-traditional participation (4P1), and (3) measuring non-traditional completion (4P2).

Defining Non-Traditional Occupations and Programs

Identifying Occupations as Non-Traditional.  States currently have considerable flexibility in identifying nontraditional occupations, and working group members debated whether OVAE should take steps to standardize statewide reporting around a consistent set of occupations. To support states in reporting on the current 4P1/4P2 measure, in 2000 the Office of Vocational and Adult Education (OVAE) circulated a list of occupations that were out of gender balance nationwide, based on 1998 Current Population Survey data. Some states opted to use this list to identify nontraditional occupations; some adapted the list for state use; some developed their own lists of occupations based on other national data; and some developed state-specific lists of nontraditional occupations using their own, internal state labor market analyses. 
The NSWG identified three options:

· Option 1: OVAE should develop or endorse a standardized list of occupations that are out-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.

· Option 2: OVAE should develop or endorse a standardized list of occupations that are out-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 a subset of occupations that are out-of-gender balance within their state.

· Option 3: State administrators should identify occupations that are out-of-gender balance within their own state, based on their own analysis of statewide employment statistics.
Data Sources for Identifying Non-Traditional Occupations.  Occupational statistics are available from a number of national and state data sources.  Working group members discussed the benefits of allowing states to use different sources to identify occupations associated with non-traditional employment, and suggested limiting state approaches to a discrete set of options.

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Occupations that are out-of-gender balance should be identified using either Current Population Survey data published by the U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, or U.S. Census 2000 data collected by the U.S. Census Bureau, in the event that states are permitted to tailor analyses to state conditions.

· Option 2: State administrators should identify occupations that are out-of-gender balance using state data collected by a state department of labor, employment services, or other state workforce agency.

Updating Lists of Non-Traditional Occupations.  Once identified, states are expected to report on selected programs and/or coursework over the lifetime of the Act, irrespective of whether gender balances equalize within an occupation over time. Holding the base of programs constant is intended to ensure that states can monitor trends to assess state progress in closing enrollment gaps. 

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Lists of out-of-gender balance occupations should remain fixed over time, both because the list of occupations that are out-of-balance remain fairly stable over time, and because maintaining a stable list permits states to assess year-to-year changes in student performance. 

· Option 2: Lists of out-of-gender balance occupations should be updated over time to reflect changes in workforce composition at the national or state levels. This will likely limit state capacity to report on trends over time, since state administrators will need to recalibrate baselines to account for changes in included occupations

Identifying Programs as Non-Traditional.  To align nontraditional occupations with CTE programs and/or courses, state CTE agency staff typically use some form of national or state-developed crosswalk. Working group members discussed different strategies for linking identified occupations with CTE program areas to ensure that reporting is consistent among districts within states.
The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: State administrators should identify programs or pathways that prepare students for employment in a nontraditional occupation using a standardized crosswalk—developed or endorsed—by OVAE, which relates nontraditional occupations with Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes. States that have developed their own state course classification system would crosswalk their class or program codes with the Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes. 

· Option 2: State administrators should identify programs or career cluster pathways that are out-of-gender balance using a state-established crosswalk that relates nontraditional occupations with Classification of Instructional Program 2000 codes or other course classification systems.

4P1—Participation in Non-Traditional Programs

Students Included in Participation Measure. Many states currently report on all students participating in coursework associated with a non-traditional occupation, irrespective of their career plans. Working group members suggested that states might wish to confine reporting to a subset of students who have who have already achieved concentrator status or who have indicated a desire to complete a CTE program.
The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: State administrators should report only on vocational concentrators enrolled in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations (i.e., under-represented concentrators [numerator] and all concentrators in programs that prepare individuals for employment in non-traditional employment [denominator]). 

· Option 2: State administrators should report on all students enrolled in any course in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations (i.e., under-represented enrolled students [numerator] and all students enrolled in courses or programs that prepare individuals for employment in non-traditional employment [denominator]).
4P2—Completion of Non-Traditional Programs

Defining Completion. The Core Indicator Framework requires states to report on students who have completed a non-traditional program. 

The NSWG identified two options:

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

· Option 2: A student is a CTE completer if he or she completes a sequence of courses required to earn an associate degree, credential, or certificate in a state or institutionally approved program of CTE studies.

Students Included in Completion Measure. Many states base completion rates on the percentage of male and female underrepresented students who complete a non-traditional program area, compared to all students completing the program. Working group members agreed that the base of students should be restricted to under-represented students to obtain a more meaningful measure of actual completion rates. However, members identified a number of different groups around which the measure could be constructed.  

The NSWG identified four options:

· Option 1—Participation to Program Completion: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who enroll (denominator) in a CTE course (or program) that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.
· Option 2—Concentration to Program Completion: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who have achieved vocational concentrator status (denominator) in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.
· Option 3—Participation to Concentration: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who obtain CTE concentrator status (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who participate (denominator) in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.

· Option 4—Concentration to Graduation: State administrators should report on the number of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence and graduate (numerator) relative to the number of under-represented students who have achieved vocational concentrator status (denominator) in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations.

Reporting Completion Rates. States currently report on the percentage of underrepresented students who complete a program, with the goal of increasing this percentage over time. To align with reporting approaches identified in the No Child Left Behind Act, working group members also suggested identifying the gap between under-represented and over-represented students completing a CTE program associated with a non-traditional occupation.   

The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Completion rates should be reported as a percentage of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.

· Option 2: Completion rates should be reported as the gap between the percentage of under-represented and over-represented students who complete a program sequence in a CTE program that prepares individuals for employment in nontraditional occupations. Specifically, the gap is the difference between the:

(1) Percentage of under-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.
(2) Percentage of over-represented students who complete a CTE program sequence as defined above.
Reporting: Cross-Sectional or Longitudinal. The 4P1 and 4P2 measures in the Core Indicator Framework do not specify when reporting should take place. Working group members identified two approaches for tracking students, with some suggesting use of a “cross-sectional reporting group” including all students meeting the standards for the non-traditional measure in a given year, even if that resulted in the same students being reported in multiple years. Others suggested a “longitudinal reporting group” in which individual students would be tracked over time to assess whether those who attain a given status eventually complete their program. 
The NSWG identified two options:

· Option 1: Reporting should be based on cross-sectional student data (i.e., a snapshot of students at a given point in time). 

· Option 2: Reporting should be based on longitudinal student data (i.e., a cohort of students who are followed over time).

Barriers to Implementation

The NSWG identified one major barrier to implementing new measures:

Using Data to Make Program Improvement.  States and local administrators will require technical assistance to help them use the data from the fourth indicator to drive continuous improvement efforts at the local level. 

Other Issues

During Working Group discussions, members brought up the issue of whether states should have the ability to focus on a subset of educational programs that prepare students for nontraditional occupations (e.g., high wage, high skill jobs). Because current legislation does not give states this option, the group did not include this issue in its main deliberations or consider the implications of allowing states to report on a subset of educational programs.
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