1S1: Secondary Academic 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 (concentrator) and who have met state academic standards and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

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

Improving Standardization and NCLB Alignment

The NSWG made four recommendations for improving alignment to No Child Left Behind (NCLB):  (1) use NCLB state assessment systems which would allow states to use only one measurement approach—state assessment systems, (2) develop two 1S1 measures—reading/language arts and math—to match NCLB, (3) allow states the option to define an additional academic measure that can better capture CTE effects on academic attainment, and (4) develop 12th grade high school assessment measure.  

These recommendations are summarized in the NSWG report on aligning NCLB and Perkins. This report can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) at www.edcountability.net. 

The DQI will focus on how to implement the first two recommendations to improve both standardization and NCLB alignment.  The remaining recommendations will be addressed in continuing NSWG conference calls and meetings.  For the DQI, the major issues are:

· Moving to One Measurement Approach: State NCLB Assessment Systems.  What are the major barriers in using NCLB assessment systems for 1S1?  How can they be addressed?  What is the necessary transition period for moving to NCLB assessment systems?

· Combined versus Separate 1S1 Measures.  Should states be required to develop a combined measure for reading/language arts and math or separate measures for the two areas?

· Combined: Number of students reaching “proficiency” levels on all NCLB assessments divided by number of students taking all NCLB assessments.

· Separate: Number of students reaching “proficiency” levels on reading/language arts divided by number of students taking the reading/language arts NCLB assessment (repeat for math).

· Defining Reporting Cohort: What Students Should Be Reported in What Reporting Year.  Should states be required to standardize their reporting cohorts? If so, should it be based on:  (1) cross-sectional cohorts—report students only one time in the first reporting year in which students reach the threshold level and have taken one or both assessments as in NCLB reporting, or (2) exit cohorts---report students only one time when they exit high school as in the Core Indicator Framework definition?  Is there a different approach for defining the reporting cohort?

· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Two key data quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are: 

· Scope of Attainment Measurement.  Attainment measures address all of the core academic content areas (language arts, mathematics) addressed in state NCLB academic assessment systems.  

· Student Coverage in Attainment Measurement.  Performance measurement reports attainment data for all students reaching state-defined threshold levels in the state. (Benchmark standard to NCLB requirements on percent of students assessed).

1S1 Session: 

Questions for Discussion

	1.  Moving to One Measurement Approach: State NCLB Assessment Systems  

· What is the definition of your current state measure?  Please define both your numerator and denominator.  What is your measurement approach?  

· What are the major barriers in using NCLB assessment systems for 1S1?  How can they be addressed?  

· What is the necessary transition period for moving to NCLB assessment systems?
2.  Combined versus Separate 1S1 Measures  

· Should states be required to develop a combined measure for reading/language arts and math or separate measures for the two areas?
3.  Defining Reporting Cohorts: Who Should Be Reported in What Year  

· Should states be required to standardize their reporting cohorts?  If so, should it be based on cross-sectional cohorts, exit cohorts or another cohort approach? 
4.  Data Quality

· What should be the required data quality standards?  Should states be required to achieve data quality standards for scope of attainment measure and student coverage?  



2S1: Secondary Completion

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the measure as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) and who have attained a high school diploma or its recognized state equivalent and have left secondary education in the reporting year.

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

Improving Standardization and NCLB Alignment

The NSWG made one recommendation for improving alignment to NCLB:

“States should define their own approaches for calculating graduation rate, but use the same approach for both NCLB and Perkins III.  The only difference is that Perkins III measurement cohort should begin at the point in which a CTE student becomes a concentrator.  States now including seniors only in their calculations should transition to this common methodology unless students do not reach threshold levels until their senior years.”

This recommendation is discussed in the NSWG report on aligning NCLB and Perkins. This report can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the PCRN at www.edcountability.net. 

The DQI will focus on how to implement this recommendation to improve both standardization and NCLB alignment.  For the DQI, the major issues are:

· NCLB Approach for Calculating Graduation/Completion Rates.  What are the major problems and issues in using the NCLB approach?  Should students receiving high school diplomas after the standard number of years and students receiving GEDs be excluded from the measure? 

· Data System Capacity and Transition Period.  What are the data system capacity issues in moving to this approach?  What should be the required transition period?

· Defining Reporting Cohort: What Students Should Be Reported in What Reporting Year?  Should states be required to standardize the reporting of exit cohorts?  If so, when should concentrators be reported?  Should they be reported in the year they dropped out or received their diploma or in the year of their NCLB graduating cohorts; that is, in the year in which they would graduate in the standard number of years?  Is there another approach for defining the reporting cohort?

· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Two key data quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are: 

· Reliability of Completion Measure.  Completion measurement is based on consistent definitions of state requirements and is reported using standardized methods for calculating graduation rates (Benchmark standard to NCLB requirements). 

· Student Coverage in Attainment Measurement.  Performance measurement reports attainment data for all students reaching state-defined threshold levels in the state. (Benchmark standard to NCLB requirements). 

2S1 Session: 

Questions for Discussion
	1.  NCLB Approach for Calculating Graduation/Completion Rates

· What is the definition of your current state measure?  Please define both your numerator and denominator.  What is your measurement approach?

· What are the major problems and issues in moving from your current measure to the NCLB approach?  

· Should students receiving high school diplomas after the standard number of years and students receiving GEDs be excluded from the measure? 
2.  Data System Capacity and Transition Period  

· What are the data system capacity issues in moving to this approach?  What is the required transition period?

3.  Defining Reporting Cohort: Who Should Be Reported in What Year

· What is the best approach for standardizing reporting cohorts? 
4.  Data Quality

· What should be the required data quality standards?  Should states be required to achieve data quality standards for reliability of completion measure and student coverage?  




3S1: Secondary Placement

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the measure as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students who completed secondary vocational education programs and who received a high school diploma or its recognized state equivalent and left secondary education in the reporting year, and who were placed in postsecondary education or advanced training, employment, and/or military service within an OVAE-designated time period (expressed in months/UI wage record quarters).  

· Denominator: Number of students who completed secondary vocational education programs and who received a high school diploma or its recognized state equivalent and left secondary education in the reporting year.

Improving Standardization 

The NSWG did not directly discuss standardization of secondary placement.  However, the NSWG did make recommendations on improving the standardization of postsecondary placement (3P1) in the context of developing consistent measures across multiple funding streams as proposed by the OMB common measures.  The NSWG also received information on the IPI measures.  
The NSWG report on OMB measures and the IPI report can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the PCRN at www.edcountability.net. 

Although the NSWG did not make specific recommendations on improving standardization for secondary placement, the NSWG recommendations for postsecondary placement (in response to the OMB measures) and the IPI framework provide a useful starting point.  The DQI discussion will focus on three major issues:

· Standardizing the Definition of Completers for Measuring Placement.  States vary somewhat in how they define completers for the purposes of measuring placement. However, the largest differences are in the percent of completers that are actually included in the measure. This is because states reduce the number of completers included in the measure based on the availability of contact information for surveys or social security numbers for administrative record exchange.  What are the issues in standardizing the definition of completers for measuring placement?  What should be the requirements for student coverage—percent of completers included in the measurement of placement (See Data Quality below)?

· Standardizing Measurement Approach: Moving to Administrative Record Exchange. The NSWG recommended moving to a common measurement approach for postsecondary placement—administrative record exchange—with all states using administrative records for measuring employment (UI wage records, federal employment records) and continuing education (postsecondary student records). This is also the measurement approach in the IPI measure. Should states be required to use administrative record exchange as the measurement approach for secondary placement?  If so, what are the data system capacity issues in states moving to administrative records and having similar capacity to access Unemployment Insurance (UI) wage records, federal employment records, and postsecondary education records inside and outside your state? What is the required transition period?  If not, what is an alternative approach for improving standardization?

· Determining When Placement is measured: Standardizing the Quarter After Completion.   The NSWG did not make recommendations on what quarter to use (a quarter represents 3 months) after completion. The IPI measure recommends the second quarter. Should states be required to use the second quarter after completion when measuring placement?  If not, what is an alternative?

· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Four key data quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are: 
· Timing of Placement Measurement—Placement is measured at the same time (e.g., 3 months and 6 months after leaving secondary education) for all program completers in the state.

· Student Coverage in Placement Measurement—Placement measurement attempts to track all program completers from programs within the state.

· Response/Match Rates—Placement measurement achieves acceptable and consistent response or match rates.
· Non-Duplicated Counts—Placement measurement is based on non-duplicated counts for the three types of placement—postsecondary, employment and military. 
3S1 Session: 

Questions for Discussion

	1.  Moving to One Measurement Approach: Administrative Record Exchange 

· What is the definition of your current state measure?  Please define both your numerator and denominator.  What is your measurement approach?  

· How do you currently define completers for this measure? What percent of completers were actually included in your measure in the last reporting year?

· If your state uses administrative record exchange as an approach, what types of administrative records do you match to within your state (e.g., UI wage records, postsecondary education)?  What do you match to outside your state (e.g., UI wage records, federal employment records, postsecondary education)?

· Should states be required to use administrative record exchange as the measurement approach for secondary placement?  
· If so, what are the major problems and barriers and what is required transition period?  What are the state capacity issues that must be addressed?
· If not, what is an alternative approach for improving standardization?

2.  Determining When Placement is Measured: Standardizing the Quarter After

     Completion 

· Should states be required to use the second quarter after completion when measuring placement?  

· If not, what is an alternative for improving standardization?
3.  Data Quality

· What should be the required data quality standards for student coverage—percent of completers included in the measurement of placement? 
· What should be the other required data quality standards? 



1P1 and 1P2: Postsecondary Academic and Technical Skill Attainment

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines 1P1 as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) to complete a postsecondary program and who have met program-defined academic standards and have stopped program participation in the reporting year. 
· Denominator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) to complete a postsecondary program and who have stopped program participation in the reporting year.
The Core Indicator Framework defines 1P2 as:
· Numerator:  Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) to complete a postsecondary program and who have met program-defined, and industry-validated career and technical skill standards and have stopped program participation in the reporting year.
· Denominator: Number of students reaching a state-defined level of vocational education (concentrator) to complete a postsecondary program and who have stopped program participation in the reporting year.

Improving Standardization 

The NSWG discussed the relationship between postsecondary academic (1P1), technical skill (1P2) attainment, and degree completion (2P1).  States presented the pros and cons of using only the 2P1 measure and dropping 1P1 and 1P2 as required measures since most states now use the same measurement approach for all three measures—program completion.

Although the NSWG did not make specific recommendations on improving standardization, it did identify some key issues that must be addressed.  The following issues will be the focus of the DQI discussion on standardization:

· Should States Only Use 2P1 and Drop 1P1 and 1P2 as Required Measures?  About two-thirds of states now use the same measurement approach—program completion--for 1P1, 1P2, and 2P1 resulting in the same results being reported for all three measures.  However, other states see the value of having measures that directly address academic and technical skill attainment.  What are the pros and cons of retaining 1P1 and 1P2? 

· If 1P1 and 1P2 Are Retained: How Do We Improve Standardization and Reduce Duplication?  There are three major issues in improving standardization and reducing duplication:

· Measurement Approach.  Should states be required to use the same measurement approach?  If so, what measurement approaches should be considered?  Two possible alternatives are:  (1) course completion and (2) academic or technical grade point average. Both of these approaches require states to agree on the course grade or grade point average necessary to demonstrate academic or technical skill attainment. These approaches also require states to agree on what academic or technical courses should be included in the measures. For example, should courses taken before the threshold is reached be included? Finally, these approaches require agreement on how the measures are to be calculated. 

· Reporting Cohort: What Is Reported When.  The Core Indicator Framework uses an exit cohort approach for reporting. This approach reports skill attainment (e.g., course completion rates, grade point averages) for concentrators in the year they stop program participation. However, many states use a cross-sectional cohort and report course completion or grade point average for concentrators every year until they exit.  Should states be required to standardize reporting cohorts?  If so, what should be the required approach?

· Data System Capacity and Transition Period.  What are the data system capacity issues in standardizing measurement approaches and the definition of reporting cohorts? What is the required transition period?
· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Some key quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are:  
1. Alignment to Program Standards--Attainment measures and assessment systems are aligned to program academic and technical content and performance standards.

2. Scope of Attainment Measurement--Attainment measurement addresses the academic and technical content areas addressed in program academic and technical standards.

3. Timing of Attainment Measurement--Attainment is measured concurrent with or after concentrated participation in vocational education.

4. Reliability of Attainment Measurement. --Attainment is measured using reliable assessment instruments that are administered consistently in program assessment systems.

5. Student Coverage in Attainment Measurement--Performance measurement reports attainment data for all students reaching state-defined threshold within the state.

1P1 and 1P2 Session:

Questions for Discussion 

	1.  Moving to One Measure: Dropping 1P1 and 1P2 as Required Measures

· What are the definitions of your current state 1P1 and 1P2 measures?  Please define both your numerators and denominators.  What are your measurement approaches?

· Should states move to only one measure—2P1—and drop 1P1 and 1P2 as required measures?  Why or why not?   
2. Improving Standardization and Reducing Duplication 

If 1P1 and 2P2 are retained as required measures: 

· What should be the measurement approach—course completion or grade point average?  Is there an alternative approach?  

· How should the measure for your chosen approach be calculated?

· Should states standardize how they define reporting cohorts?  If so, what is the best approach?

· What are the data system capacity issues in standardizing measurement approaches and the definitions of reporting cohorts? What is the required transition period?
· What should be the required data quality standards?  




2P1: Postsecondary Degree or Credential

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the measure as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) and who received or were eligible to receive a postsecondary degree, certificate, or credential and who stopped program participation in the reporting year.  
· Denominator: Number of students reaching a state-defined threshold level of vocational education (concentrator) who are not yet eligible to complete plus those students who received or were eligible to receive a postsecondary degree, certificate, or credential, and who stopped program participation in the reporting year.
Note: Students sometimes are eligible to receive a credential (i.e., met all requirements) but for various reasons do not take the steps to get an actual degree or certificate.  In these cases, students are counted as if they received the degrees or certificates.

Improving Standardization 

The NSWG briefly discussed degree or credential attainment in the context of developing consistent measures across multiple funding streams including the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) common measures and the Integrated Performance Information (IPI) measures.
The Next Steps Work Group report on OMB measures and the IPI report can be downloaded from the DQI materials available on the PCRN at www.edcountability.net. 

The NSWG also discussed the relationship between 2P1 and measures of academic (1P1) and technical skill (1P2) attainment. States presented the pros and cons of using only one measure since most states now use the same measurement approach for all three measures—program completion.  Although the NSWG did not make specific recommendations on improving standardization, it did identify some key issues that must be addressed.  The following issues will be the focus of the DQI discussion:

· Types of Programs of Study and Degrees, Certificates or Other Credentials. States vary widely in the types of programs of study and resulting credentials included in Perkins reporting. This has a significant impact on the number of students reported and performance.  The IPI measure includes an even broader set of credentials including industry-recognized credentials. How can states improve the standardization of what types of programs of study and resulting credentials are included in Perkins 2P1 reporting?

· Defining Non-Completers: When Has a Concentrator Stopped Participation or Run Out of Time to Complete?   States vary in the criteria they use to classify concentrators as non-completers; that is, concentrators who did not or will not receive a certificate, degree or other type of credential for the sequence in which they are enrolled.  One issue is how to define when a student has officially “stopped program participation.”  For example, some states say concentrators have stopped participation and are non-completers if they did not enroll in courses within the sequence within a year after completing their last course.  Another issue is when a state determines a student has simply run out of time for receiving a credential even when they continue to enroll in units of instruction.  When should concentrators be defined as non-completers because they did not earn sufficient credits in the time allowed after reaching threshold levels? For example, some states allow concentrators no more than one and one-half times the normal completion time (e.g., three years for a two-year program). Should states be required to standardize the definition of non-completion based on: (1) stopping program participation and/or (2) running out of time to complete a sequence?  If so, what approach should be used to standardize the definition of stopping participation and the time period for completion?

· Non-Completers Transferring to Four-Year Colleges and Universities. States vary in how they count non-completers who transfer to four-year colleges and universities without receiving a degree or certificate.  One approach is to count them as non-completers and report them as non-completers in the year they transfer.  Another approach is to count them as completers. A third approach is to remove them from the denominator in calculating the measure. Which approach is best?  Is there an alternative?

· Reporting Cohort: Who (Completers and Non-Completers) Should Be Reported in What Reporting Year.   The Core Indicator Framework and the IPI measure both use an exit cohort approach for reporting.  The Core Indicator Framework specifies that states should report “non-completers” in the year in which they have stopped program participation. It does not address when to report “non-completers” who exceeded the time period for completion. States vary when they report non-completers due to stopping program participation and exceeding time limits.  Should states be required to standardize the year in which they report completers and non-completers?  If so, what approach should be used?  

· Data System Capacity and Transition Period.  What are the data system capacity issues in standardizing the types of credentials and the definitions of non-completion and reporting cohorts? What is the required transition period?

· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Three key data quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are: 

· Scope of Completion Measurement-- The completion measurement provides full coverage of all vocational/technical programs in the state. 
· Reliability of Completion Measurement–Completion measurement is based on clear and consistent credentialing and program stopping criteria and is measured using consistent measurement and reporting procedures.   
· Student Coverage of Completion Measurement—Performance measurement reports completion data for all students reaching state-defined thresholds for programs within the state. 
2P1 Session:  Questions for Discussion

	1. Current State Measure

· What is the definition of your current state measure?  Please define both your numerator and denominator.  
2. Types of Programs of Study and Credentials 

· What degrees, certificates or other types of credentials are included in your state’s measure?

· Should states standardize the types of programs of study and credentials included in the measure?  If so, what types should be included? 
3.  Defining Non-Completers: Stopping Program Participation and 

     Exceeding Time Limits for Completing

· How does your state determine when a concentrator has “stopped participation” and should be classified as a non-completer?

· Does your state establish time periods for students to complete programs?  If so, how do you determine the time periods or limits?  

· Should states standardize how they determine when a student has stopped participation or exceeded time limits?  If so, what is the best approach?
4.  Non-Completers Transferring to Four-Year Institutions

· What is the best approach for addressing non-completers who transfer to four-year institutions without receiving a degree or certificate?  
5.  Reporting Cohort: Who (Completers and Non-Completers) Should Be Reported in

     What Year

· Should states be required to report completers in the year they received the credential and non-completers in the year they stopped participation, exceeded time limits, or transferred?  If not, what is an alternative approach for standardizing the reporting cohort?
6.  Data System Capacity/Transition Period and Data Quality

· What are the data system capacity issues in moving to exit cohorts with a standard definition of exiting programs?  What is the required transition period?

· What should be the required data quality standards?  Should states be required to achieve data quality standards for scope and reliability of the completion measure and student coverage?  


3P1 and 3P2: Postsecondary Placement and Retention

Current Measure Definition

The Core Indicator Framework defines the placement measure (3P1) as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students who completed a postsecondary program in the reporting year, and who were placed in further postsecondary education or advanced training, employment, and/or military service within an OVAE-designated time period (expressed in months/UI wage record quarters) after stopping participation in the postsecondary program.

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

The Core Indicator Framework defines the retention measure (3P2) as: 

· Numerator:  Number of students who completed a postsecondary program and were placed in further postsecondary education or advanced training, employment, and/or military service in the reporting period and were retained in one or more of these types of placement within an OVAE-designated time period (expressed in months or UI wage record quarters).

· Denominator: Number of students who completed a postsecondary program and who were placed in further postsecondary education or advanced training, employment, and/or military service in the reporting year.
Increasing Standardization 

The NSWG did make recommendations on improving the standardization of postsecondary placement (3P1) in the context of developing consistent measures across multiple funding streams as proposed by the OMB common measures. The NSWG members also received information on the IPI measures recommended by participating states.  The NSWG recommendations and the IPI framework provide a useful starting point for discussing how to improve standardization.  The DQI discussion will focus on three major issues:

· Standardizing the Definition of Completers for Measuring Placement.  States vary somewhat in how they define completers for the purposes of measuring placement (3P1). However, the largest differences are in the percent of completers that are actually included in the measure. This is because states reduce the number of completers included in the measure based on the availability of contact information for surveys or social security numbers for administrative record exchange.  What are the issues in standardizing the definition of completers for measuring placement?  What should be the requirements for student coverage—percent of completers included in the measurement of placement (See Data Quality below)?

· Standardizing Measurement Approach: Moving to Administrative Record Exchange. The NSWG recommended moving to a common measurement approach for postsecondary placement and retention—administrative record exchange—with all states using administrative records for measuring employment (UI wage records, federal employment records) and continuing education (postsecondary student records). This is also the measurement approach in the IPI measure. Should states be required to use administrative record exchange as the measurement approach for postsecondary placement and retention?  If so, what are the data system capacity issues in states moving to administrative records and having similar capacity to access UI wage records, federal employment records, and postsecondary education records inside and outside your state?  What is the required transition period?  If not, what is an alternative approach for improving standardization?

· Determining When Placement and Retention Are Measured: Standardizing the Quarters After Completion. The NSWG did make preliminary recommendations on quarters for measuring placement and retention in response to the OMB proposal. The IPI measure recommends the second and fourth quarters.  Should states be required to use the second and fourth quarters after completion when measuring placement and retention?  Should the retention measure be a measure of long-term placement rather than retention of those completers placed in the second quarter?  

· Measuring Retention or Long-Term Placement: Aligning 3P2 to the IPI Long-Term Measure.  The 3P2 measure includes only those completers who are counted as placed in 3P1 and measures whether they were still in employment and/or further education. The IPI measure is a measure of long-term placement and simply measures whether completers are placed in the fourth quarter whether or not they were placed in the second quarter.  Should states redefine 3P2 to align with the IPI measure?

· Data Quality.  What should be the required data quality standards?  Four key data quality criteria from the Core Indicator Framework are: 
· Timing of Placement and Retention Measurement—Placement and retention are measured at the same time (e.g., 3 months and 6 months after leaving postsecondary education) for all program completers in the state.

· Student Coverage in Placement and Retention Measurement—Placement and retention measurement attempts to track all program completers from programs within the state.

· Response/Match Rates—Placement and retention measurement achieves acceptable and consistent response or match rates.
· Non-Duplicated Counts—Placement and retention measurement is based on non-duplicated counts for the three types of placement—postsecondary, employment and military. 
3P1 and 3P2 Session:

Questions for Discussion

	1.  Moving to One Measurement Approach: Administrative Record Exchange 

· What are the definitions of your current state measures?  Please define both your numerators and denominators for each measure.  What is your measurement approach for each measure?

· How do you currently define completers for 3P1? What percent of completers were actually included in your measure in the last reporting year?

· If your state uses administrative record exchange as an approach, what types of administrative records do you match to within your state (e.g., UI wage records, postsecondary education)?  What do you match to outside your state (e.g., UI wage records, federal employment records, postsecondary education)?

· Should states be required to use administrative record exchange as the measurement approach for postsecondary placement and retention?  
· If so, what are the major problems and barriers and what is required transition period?  What are the state capacity issues that must be addressed?
· If not, what is an alternative approach for improving standardization?

2.  Determining When Placement is Measured: Standardizing the 

     Quarters After Completion

· Should states be required to use the second quarter after completion when measuring placement and the fourth quarter after completion for measuring retention?

· If not, what is an alternative for improving standardization?

3.  Measuring Retention or Long-Term Placement: Aligning 3P2 to the

    IPI Long-Term Measure 

· Should states redefine 3P2 to align with the IPI measure? Why or why not?
4.  Data Quality

· What should be the required data quality standards including student coverage and the measurement of placement and retention in both employment and education?  




