Institute Objectives:

1. Review of State data measures and quality as it relates to the following:

a. Standardization of definitions (concentrator, completer, and measures)

b. Alignment of secondary Academic Attainment and secondary Completion/Certification measures with No Child Left Behind requirements.

c. Degree Completion/Certification (2P1) at the Postsecondary level. 

d. Using Administrative Records to measure post-graduation outcomes

e. Collecting and Reporting Tech Prep data

2. Develop a consensus among states on key definitions and measurement issues and create recommendations for developing a uniform performance measurement system.

3. Review of State administrative issues and concerns.

4. State Panel on Local Improvement Planning and Cyber Café. 

5. Recommend best enrollment system for CTE students (clusters/unduplicated etc.). 

6. Aligning Clusters with accountability systems. 

Full text of Agenda, Handouts, and PowerPoint presentations can be obtained on the Peer Collaborative Resource Network (PCRN) www.edcountability.net

Secondary Vocational Concentrator Definition

	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1. Student Intent to Enroll in a Sequence should not be used as a basis for excluding or including students.


	 85%
	15%
	Student intent to enroll in a sequence should not be used as a basis for excluding or including students (85%).


	Student intent to enroll in a sequence should be used as a basis for excluding or including students (15%).



	2. Number/type of Instructional units Enrolled In/Completed in State-Recognized Sequence to Achieve Threshold Level 
	
	
	
	

	2a. Definition of Instructional Units. States should use Carnegie Units to define instructional units and specify the number of units in a sequence.


	64%
	24%
	States should use Carnegie Units to define instructional units and specify the number of units in a sequence (64%).


	The remaining states had other proposed approaches such as courses, credits, hours, and competencies, but there were no clear minority recommendations representing a significant percentage of states (24%).

	2b. Definition of Sequence of Units.  States should establish state-recognized sequences of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability.


	   49%
	   51%
	States should establish state-recognized sequences of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability (49%).


	States should recognize locally-determined sequences of units for the purposes of accountability.  (27%)

States should establish state-recognized scopes of units for the purposes of Perkins accountability (rewording was recommended because sequence implies a required order of courses taken) (24%)



	2c. Number/Percent of Instructional Units Representing Threshold Levels. States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit of instruction within a state recognized sequence after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units, the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the 50 percent level. For example, for programs with 3 Carnegie Units, students would reach the threshold after completing the second unit and enrolling in the third unit. *


	      54%
	    46%
	States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit of instruction within a state recognized sequence after having completed (earned credits) in 50 percent of the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units, the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the 50 percent level. For example, for programs with 3 Carnegie Units, students would reach the threshold after completing the second unit and enrolling in the third unit. * (54%)


	States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in the last course within a sequence (20%)

The remaining states had other proposed approaches to defining thresholds including enrolling in the second course, number of courses completed, number of units completed, and using completers.  However, there were no additional minority recommendations representing a significant percentage of states (26%)



	2d. Time to Reach Threshold. States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period during high school such as before their senior year.


	     100%
	      0%
	States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period during high school such as before their senior year (100%).


	No other recommendations.



	3. Special Conditions: Other Requirements for Concentrators

States should not use other special conditions (e.g., seniors only) to include or exclude students


	     100%
	      0%
	States should not use other special conditions (e.g., seniors only) to include or exclude students (100%)


	No other recommendations


*Enrolled in or completed item is included here

Secondary Academic Attainment (1S1)
	Initial Recommendation 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should use NCLB state assessments for 1S1 measurement


	   80%
	   20%
	States should use NCLB state assessments for 1S1 measurement (80%)


	There were no clear minority recommendations but four alternatives were: (1) 12th grade assessment (2) NCLB retest (3) NAEP, and (4) ACT/SAT/Community College Placement Assessment (20%)

	2.  States should have a combined measure for reading/language arts and math 


	   15%
	  85%
	States should have separate measures for reading/language arts and math. (59%)
	States should have a combined measures for reading/language arts and math for measuring performance for accountability but also report on separate measures to align to NCLB.(27%)

States should have a combined measure for reading/language arts and math.(15%)

	3.  States should use an exit cohort for reporting rather than a cross-sectional cohort


	   88%
	  12%
	States should use an exit cohort for reporting rather than a cross-sectional cohort (88%)
	There were no clear minority recommendations with a significant number of states but some states did recommend a cross-sectional cohort (12%).


Secondary Completion (2S1)
	Initial Recommendation
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should use NCLB approach for calculating graduation rates.


	   56%
	  42%
	States should use NCLB approach for calculating graduation rates (56%)


	State had a variety of alternative recommendations including participants, seniors only, and completers (42%)

	2.  Perkins III measurement cohort should begin at point of becoming a concentrator


	  63%
	  37%
	Perkins III measurement cohort should begin at point of becoming a concentrator (63%)


	Perkins III measurement cohort should begin with seniors concentrators only (24%).

Perkins III measurement cohort should only include completers (10%)

	3.  States should not be allowed to include seniors only in their calculations

 (Unless this is when they become concentrators)


	  56%
	44%
	States should not be allowed to include seniors only in their calculations

 (Unless this is when they become concentrators) (56%)
	States should use seniors only in calculating graduation rates (41%)

	4.  States should exclude students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure


	  56%
	44%
	States should exclude students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure (56%)


	States should include students receiving diplomas after standard number of years and GED students from the measure (27%)

Other states had a variety of recommendations including the inclusion other types of credentials such as early college and alternative education and reporting GEDs separately (17%) 


Secondary Placement (3S1)
	Initial Recommendation
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement


	  24%
	  76%
	States should not adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and should be allowed to use surveys as an alternative measurement approach (41%).
	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement if the federal government requires the use of social security numbers (24%)

States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement (24%)

	2.  States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement


	  41%
	  59%
	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement (41%)


	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement if the federal government requires it (24%)

Other states recommended a specific quarter (e.g., April-June)  (24%).




Postsecondary Vocational Concentrator Definition

	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	1.  Student Intent to Enroll in a Sequence

States should use student intent in their definitions of concentrators and count students as concentrators only if they indicate their intent to enroll in a sequence and reach threshold levels in that sequence.
	52 %
	48 %
	
	States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study as a means of identifying CTE concentrators.

OR

States should not include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study; instead, the determination of CTE concentrator status should be based only upon a student achieving a threshold level of coursework. (31 %)

OR

States should include student intent to enroll in a CTE program of study OR attainment of a threshold level of coursework OR both as a means of identifying CTE concentrators. (17 %)

	2.  Number/Type of Courses Enrolled In/Completed in State-Recognized Sequence to

Achieve the Threshold Level
	
	
	
	

	Definition of Instructional Units.  States should use credit hours to define instructional units.  For institutions and programs not organized by or awarding credit hours, states should establish equivalent standardized units (e.g., contact hours, competencies attained) as the basis for determining lengths of sequences and threshold levels.


	100 %
	0 %
	States should use credit hours or course credits to define instructional units. For institutions and programs not organized by or awarding credit hours, states should establish or approve equivalent standardized units as the basis for determining the lengths of CTE programs of study and threshold levels. OVAE may wish to consider whether states should report credit courses separately from non-credit coursework.
	


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)


	Definition of Sequence of Units.  States should establish state-recognized sequences of instructional units for the purposes of Perkins accountability.  State-recognized sequences should result in some type of credential (e.g., degree, certificate, industry certification).
	57 %
	43 %
	States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally-established CTE programs of study that terminate in some type of degree, certificate, credential, diploma, or other skill award.
	States should allow local institutions to identify a sequence of programs. (29 %) 

OR

States should establish standardized program sequences or approve locally established CTE programs of study. (14 %)



	Number/Percent of Instructional Units Representing Threshold Levels. States should define the threshold level to be when students enroll in a unit within a state recognized sequence after having completed (e.g., earned credits) in one-third the total number of units in that sequence. For programs with odd numbers of units (credit hours or their equivalents), the threshold would be reached after completing the unit that would put them over the one-third level. For example, for programs with three 3-credit courses and 9 total credit hours, students would reach the threshold after completing the second course and enrolling in the third course.    


	40 %
	60 %
	States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 1/3 of the units in a CTE program of study.  

[NOTE: Although a majority of states did not support this recommendation, this approach received the most votes of the different recommendations put forward by state representatives.]
	States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 12 credit hours in a CTE program of study, irrespective of whether these course hours are in a course sequence. (31 %)

OR

States should define the threshold level to correspond to those contained in the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS) or one of the following threshold levels: associate degree (60+ hours), advanced certificate (30+ hours), certificate (15-30 hours), and certificate < 15 hours)) (17 %)

OR

States should define the threshold level to be when a student has completed at least 9 credit hours in a CTE program of study. (6 %)

[NOTE: 2 states did not offer an alternative]

	2d. Time to Reach Threshold. States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period.


	66 %
	34 %
	States should not require that students reach threshold levels within a specific time period.
	States should require that students reach threshold levels within one year of enrolling. (23 %)

OR

States should require that students reach threshold levels within two years of enrolling. (11 %)


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	3. Special Conditions: Other Requirements for Concentrators

States should not use other special conditions (e.g., first-time/full-time) to include or exclude students.
	100 %
	0 %
	States should not define special conditions to exclude some categories of students.
	


Postsecondary Attainment (1P1 and 1P2)

	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should eliminate 1P1 and 1P2 as required Perkins measures
	94 %
	6 %
	States should eliminate the postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures, since outcome data collected for these measures duplicate information reported in subsequent measures
	States should continue to collect data on postsecondary academic and technical skill attainment measures. States did not, however, provide details as to how this data should be collected. It is anticipated that specific information will be collected at the next OVAE-sponsored regional conference.

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, States should measure these differently from how 2P1 is measured.
	
	
	
	

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, States should standardize the approach to be either 1) GPA or 2) course completion. (Discuss which one)
	
	
	
	

	If 1P1 and 1P2 are retained, states should use an exit cohort for reporting
	
	
	
	


Postsecondary Completion (2P1)

	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should standardize the types of programs of study and credentials included in the measure
	97 %
	3 %
	Include all institutionally recognized credit or non-credit degrees, credentials, certificates, diplomas or other state or institutionally recognized awards that may be earned by students. 

In considering what is an acceptable level of achievement, consider including students who make learning gains without actually completing an institutional degree or transferring to another 2-year or 4-year college. For example, a student could be counted as making postsecondary advancement if he or she were to complete a set of curricular skills within a program area that were associated with an institutionally-defined “exit point.


	[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]



	States should standardize the definition of non-completers based on (1) stopping program participation and/or (2) running out of time to complete a sequence.
	94 %
	6 %
	Track students for 5 years after they achieve CTE concentrator status, irrespective of the type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma they are pursuing. For example, states would report cumulative completion rates in 2006-07 for all students who achieved CTE concentrator status during the 2001-02 academic year. 


	Track students who achieve CTE concentrator status during the academic year for a specified time period that varies with the type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma they are pursuing. For example, states could choose to use 1.5 times normative time for each type of degree, certificate, credential, or diploma offered. (3 %)

[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]

	States should count and report as non-completers students who transfer to a four year school without receiving a degree or certificate
	97 %
	3 %
	States should report students who transfer to a four-year school without receiving a degree or certificate as a positive advancement.
	[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]


	Definitional Element 
	States Agree
	States Disagree
	Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should standardize the year in which they report completers and non-completers
	94 %
	6 %
	Participants split on two options for identifying a measurement population.

· Entry-Cohort—A group of students who achieved CTE concentrator status during a specified period, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the identified concentrator cohort are followed over time to assess their progress toward completing a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma.

· Exit Cohort—A group of CTE concentrators who leave postsecondary education during a specified period of time, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Students within the exiting cohort are assessed to determine whether they have completed a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma, or transferred to a four-year college or university to purse advanced studies.
	Snapshot—Track all CTE concentrators enrolled in postsecondary education during a specified period, for example during the academic year spanning September 1, 2004 to June 30, 2005. Eligible concentrators are assessed to determine the number who complete a postsecondary degree, certificate, credential, or diploma or who transfer to a four-year college or university for advanced studies. (3 %)

[NOTE: 1 dissenting state did not offer an alternative]


Postsecondary Placement and Retention (3P1 and 3P2)
	Initial Recommendation
	# States Agree
	# States Disagree
	Final Majority Recommendation
	Other Recommendation (s)

	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and retention
	55 %
	45 %
	States should use administrative record matching as the primary source of data, supplemented with other resources, including state or institutionally-administered mail, telephone, or on-line surveys.
	States should adopt the use of administrative records exchange as the only measurement approach for placement and retention.

	States should be required to use the 2nd quarter after completion when measuring placement
	88 %
	12 %
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., October–December of the current calendar year).
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 1st quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., July–September of the current calendar year). (6 %)

OR

States should report employment outcomes based on data collected at any point following graduation (presumably up to 1 year following student exit). (6 %)

	States should be required to use the 4th quarter after completion when measuring retention


	83 %
	17 %
	States should report retention outcomes based on data collected during the 4th quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., April-June of the following calendar year).
	States should report employment outcomes based on data collected during the 3rd quarter following the end of the academic year in which students exited school (i.e., January–March of the following calendar year).

	Should states measure retention as completers who are placed in the 4th quarter after completing


	44 %
	56 %
	States should limit their follow-up effort to CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military at any point in the 2nd quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school.
	States should track outcomes for CTE concentrators who were employed or in the military, at any point in the 4th quarter following the end of the academic year in which they exited school, irrespective of whether they were employed in the 2nd quarter. (38 %)

OR

States felt that retention should be eliminated because they cannot have any impact on it. (18 %)


DATA QUALITY INSTITUTE:

Improving Standardization

Meeting Agenda

Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of High School, Postsecondary and Career Education

Day 1- Tuesday, June 14, 2005

10:30am to 11:45am
Using clusters as a structure to collect and organize student career interest

Anasazi 
data for career planning
John Davidson (Arkansas) will speak on using clusters as a structure to collect and organize student career interest data for career planning on how Arkansas is organizing around clusters and using clusters as a structure to collect and organize student career interest data for career planning. 




Collecting Data for Career Clusters


John Haigh and Scott Hess from OVAE will discuss the implications of Career Clusters for state data collection and reporting.  Topics will include: reporting by cluster, cluster based skill assessments, the transition of clusters to pathways, and the impact of clusters on collecting data for Non traditional measures and populations.  

Connecting CTE to the Future

Bob Sheets, Business and Services Industry, Northern Illinois University
12:00pm -2:00pm 
Welcome to the Data Quality Institute: Sharon Miller 

Pima/Hopi 

Presentation by Assistant Secretary Susan Sclafani

Working Lunch




Participants from the Career Clusters group will join participants from the Data 

Quality Institute for lunch.  Participants will hear from the Assistant Secretary of OVAE on important initiatives being undertaken by the Department. During lunch, participants will be grouped at tables by state to discuss implications of career clusters for data collection within their state. 

2:00pm – 2:15pm
Break 




The break marks the end of the Career Clusters conference.

2:15pm - 2:30pm
Kickoff and Overview of the Data Quality Institute

Navajo 
John Haigh from OVAE will provide an overview of the Institute, expected outcomes, and a description of the sessions and materials. 

DATA QUALITY INSTITUTE:

Improving Standardization

Meeting Agenda

Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of High School, Postsecondary and Career Education

Day 1- Continued
2:30pm - 4:30pm
Accountability In Transition- Federal and State Panel 
Navajo
Bob Sheets will serve as the moderator for the federal and state panel sessions. Corinne Nash Sauri, Sharon Miller, and John Haigh from OVAE will discuss the transition period as it relates to Department and OVAE priorities, including any updates on new or impending legislation, challenges with current accountability system and data quality, and OVAE’s vision for Perkins and standardization. 


State Panel: Perspectives on Measurement Standardization 
Kim Green (NASDCTEc), Bryan Wilson (WA), Don Hilber (SC), and Pradeep Kotmaraju (MN) will discuss the need to standardize the Perkins accountability measures and definitions and give suggestions on working together to achieve standardization.

4:40pm – 6:00pm
Recommendations for Defining a Vocational Concentrator

Navajo: Sec 

Participants will be divided into small groups of secondary and postsecondary


Navajo: Sec

representatives. Each small group will be expected to develop recommendations for


Phoenix 1: Sec
standardized concentrator definitions. Facilitators will lead states in discussions on

Phoenix 2: Sec 

standardizing concentrator definitions. States will share where they stand on the issue and
Sedona 1: Post

areas needing work. A designated state representative will have 5 minutes to present.
Sedona 2: Post



Sedona 3: Post



Sedona 4: Post
 

DATA QUALITY INSTITUTE:

Improving Standardization

Meeting Agenda

Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of High School, Postsecondary and Career Education

Day 2- Wednesday, June 15, 2005

7:30am – 8:15am
Continental Breakfast 

Navajo: Sec 
Outside Breakout Rooms
Navajo: Sec

Phoenix 1: Sec

Phoenix 2: Sec


Sedona 1: Post



Sedona 2: Post



Sedona 3: Post

Sedona 4: Post                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                               

 

8:15am – 9:45am
Recommendations for Defining a Vocational Concentrator

Navajo: Sec

Participants will be divided into small groups of secondary and postsecondary


Navajo: Sec

representatives. Each small group will be expected to vote on the recommendations for


Phoenix 1: Sec
standardized concentrator definitions. Facilitators will lead states in discussions on

Phoenix 2: Sec 

standardizing concentrator definitions.
Sedona 1: Post



Sedona 2: Post



Sedona 3: Post

 
Sedona 4: Post
 

9:45am – 10:00am
Break

10:00am – 11:30am
Reaching Consensus: Defining a Vocational Concentrator

Navajo: Sec                     State participants will divide into two large groups of secondary and postsecondary
Hopi: Post
representatives.  Each small group from the previous day will share its recommendations for defining a concentrator.  Groups will build a consensus to reach a decision on defining a vocational concentrator.
11:30am – 12:30pm
General Session:  Issues for Aligning Secondary Academic Attainment and

Navajo 
Completion to NCLB; Using Administrative Data to Measure Placement and Retention; Postsecondary Attainment and Completion


Jim Schoelkopf will discuss Issues for Aligning Secondary Academic Attainment and Completion to NCLB; Jay Pfeiffer will present on Using Administrative Data to Measure Placement and Retention; David Gill will discuss postsecondary Completion, Academic Attainment, Skill Attainment, and areas needing standardization.
12:30pm - 1:30pm
Lunch & General Session: Tech Prep Discussion
Navajo
Sharon Miller will serve as the moderator for this session. Tech-Prep has been an important part of the Perkins legislation and has historically provided states with opportunities to improve and enhance the transition of students from secondary to postsecondary opportunities.  OVAE and a panel of states that have successfully reported data at both the secondary and postsecondary levels will discuss their various approaches. Raymond Tilmin (AZ), Del Dawley (AZ), Phillip Trujillo (WY), Mariam Manley (WY), and Kenneth Smith (NC) will present.
DATA QUALITY INSTITUTE:
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Sponsored by the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education, Division of High School, Postsecondary and Career Education

Day 2 – Continued

1:40pm – 3:30pm
Recommendations for Measurement Standardization

Navajo: Sec 

State participants will break into their small groups to develop recommendations for
Navajo: Sec 

achieving uniformity in state measures.  Secondary groups will focus on Placement,
Phoenix 1: Sec

Academic Attainment, Completion, and alignment to No Child Left Behind.
Phoenix 2: Sec 

Postsecondary groups will focus on Academic Attainment, Skill Attainment, Completion,
Sedona 1: Post

Placement and Retention. A designated state representative will have 5 minutes to
Sedona 2: Post

present.
Sedona 3: Post

Sedona 4: Post


3:30pm – 3:45pm
Break

3:45pm - 4:45pm
Recommendations for Measurement Standardization continued

Navajo: Sec 


Navajo: Sec 


Phoenix 1: Sec



Phoenix 2: Sec 


Sedona 1: Post



Sedona 2: Post



Sedona 3: Post

Sedona 4: Post
4:50pm – 5:15pm
State Panel: Using Data to Support Local Planning Improvement 

Navajo
Scott Parke (IL), Pradeep Kotmaraju (MN), Susan Carter (MN),  Lorrie Toni (CO), Julie Eddy (CO), and Jeff Lucas (MD) will give highlights of how they are using the local application process to drive performance and provide an overview of materials to be presented at the evening Cyber Café.

5:30pm – 6:30pm
Networking Reception & Cyber Café
Hopi
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Day 3- Thursday, June 16, 2005
7:30am - 8:15am
Continental Breakfast

Navajo
8:15am - 8:30am
Summary of Days 1 & 2 and Overview of Day 3

Navajo


John Haigh will summarize day’s 1 & 2 and review expectations for day 3.

8:30am – 10:45am
Reaching Consensus: Measurement Standardization 

Navajo: Sec 
State participants will divide into two large groups of secondary and postsecondary

Pueblo/Sonora: Post
representatives.  Each small group from the previous day will share its recommendations for standardizing measurement the key indicators.  Groups will build a consensus around a standard measurement.

10:45am – 11:00am
Break 
Navajo                                      

11:00am – 11:45am
Summary Session 
Navajo                            This session will be a summary of Days 1, 2, and 3 of the DQI. An overview of the 




outcomes from the breakout sessions will be discussed. This session will provide direction




for the next steps. 

11:45pm – 12:00pm
Closing Remarks
Navajo                            
DRAFT


