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Introduction 

The U.S. Department of Education, Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education (OCTAE), launched 
the Promoting Rigorous Career and Technical Education Programs of Study grant program in 2009 to assess 
the contribution of career and technical education (CTE) programs of study on secondary students’ 
educational outcomes at the secondary and postsecondary levels. The six states selected to join the initiative—
Arizona, Kansas, Maryland, Montana, Utah, and Wisconsin—worked to develop rigorous programs of study 
(RPOS) in high-wage, high-demand, and high-skill fields in accordance with OCTAE’s Program of Study 
Design Framework (Framework).1 The program funding is in its final year, with five of the six states 
continuing activities under no-cost extensions for part or all of the 2014–15 academic year. For the grant, 
state-level CTE staff worked on one CTE program in three or more secondary local education agencies 
(LEAs) in urban, suburban, and rural locations and one or more partnering postsecondary institutions. 
Project activities included teacher professional development and coaching to integrate literacy and math skills 
into CTE coursework, the establishment of opportunities for CTE students to earn postsecondary credits in 
high school, and the introduction of new technical skill assessments.  

The project’s third-party assessment combines annual site visits with the collection of quantitative data on 
students who reach a threshold number of courses in the targeted CTE programs and comparison groups of 
students not participating in the project. The project states are required to submit demographic and student 
outcome data annually for each of the districts participating in the project. These data are independently 
collected and analyzed by a team of researchers at RTI International (the research team). Reports from the 
research team's annual site visits to each of the six states and participating LEAs provide updates on project 
activities, describe state and local data reporting capacity, and offer recommendations for improving the 
consistency and quality of data submissions. The visits offer the opportunity for the research and state project 
teams to review the quantitative assessment findings, collect updates on project activities, and review states’ 
data collection procedures.  

This report focuses on the data collected during the fourth year of project activities and compares district-level 
data on the demographic characteristics and short-term education outcomes of 12th-grade students in the 
participating LEAs in the 2012–13 and prior academic years. The analysis compares RPOS concentrators with 
students concentrating in other CTE programs and all other students (i.e., those who were either CTE participants 
or who had not enrolled in any CTE course work). In addition to the information on 12th-grade students, the 
report also includes grade 9–12 enrollment data for each state, overall and disaggregated by district and by RPOS 
and CTE program status. 

1 The Framework and related resources are available on the Perkins Collaborative Resource Network at 
http://cte.ed.gov/nationalinitiatives/rposdesignframework.cfm. Information on state RPOS projects can be found in Appendix B of 
this report.  
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Findings: RPOS Data Collection 
The primary purpose of the RPOS quantitative assessment was to evaluate the impact of the RPOS project on 
student outcomes. The ability of the assessment to connect project activities with student outcomes was 
limited, however, by two factors. First, all of the states noted in their proposals that they had the capacity to 
submit quantitative data on all seven of the performance outcome measures included in the program’s Federal 
Register notice.2 In practice, however, none of the states could provide valid and reliable data on more than 
five, and several states could provide data on as few as two. Second, the research team could not collect 
individual student record data due to data privacy restrictions. As a result, potential causal relationships or 
correlations between project activities and student outcomes could not be explored and statistically tested. 

The four years of RPOS data collection did, however, provide insights into the strengths and weaknesses of 
the states’ educational data systems and also suggested some strategies that might strengthen future data 
collection efforts. The following sections outline the findings regarding the states’ data system capacities and 
some strategies for improving the quality of the data collected for future grant programs. 

Issues for Consideration 

The comprehensiveness of the state educational longitudinal data systems (SLDS) of the RPOS states 
varied. Five of the six project states were actively implementing SLDSs during the grant period, but each state 
was at a different stage in the implementation process. Secondary and postsecondary data in Utah, for 
example, was linked by a unique student identification number, but available data on students’ developmental 
course taking were incomplete. Wisconsin’s technical colleges did not use the state’s unique student 
identification number and, consequently, most postsecondary data elements were not available. Maryland was 
just beginning negotiations for collecting student transcript (course taking) and developmental education 
data. In contrast to the other five states that had at least some SLDS components in place, Arizona was still in 
the planning and initial stages of SLDS implementation, which severely limited data availability. As a result of 
these SLDS variations, the amount and quality of RPOS data available differed greatly by state. 

Data collection changes undermined year-to-year data consistency. As part of states’ SLDS development 
work, data elements changed over the course of the grant. These changes impacted student counts and 
outcome measures in all of the states. In Utah, for example, the first three RPOS data submissions used 
student names, birthdays, and school names to match K–12 student records and technical assessment scores. 
In the final data submission, the proportion of students who had taken technical assessments increased 
sharply. An investigation revealed that the state data analysts had switched to using student identification 
numbers for the match during the past year. Although this new approach increased the data match rate and 

2 The seven performance outcome measures are technical skills assessment, earned postsecondary credits in high school, secondary 
school completion, enrollment in postsecondary education, need for developmental education at the postsecondary level, enrollment 
in a postsecondary program related to secondary POS, and postsecondary credential completion. 
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improved data quality, the change also meant that the final year of data was not comparable to data from the 
three prior years’ submissions. 

Access to the project data required significant staff time by skilled data system specialists. Project teams 
heavily relied on data system specialists to access and prepare the RPOS data submissions. The expertise 
needed was not consistently available in all of the states, and several of the states scrambled to secure the 
needed help after the project began. In addition, many of the project staff members related that accessing and 
preparing the data took more time than anticipated and that it was sometimes a struggle to find 
knowledgeable staff with the hours available. In one state, for example, consistent help from a data specialist 
was not secured until the third year of the grant. 

Some of the states’ submitted data were not valid and reliable. For a number of measures collected under the 
grant, the project teams and state CTE staff accessed data that were not routinely reported and reviewed 
within their states. These measures included data on postsecondary developmental course taking, students 
earning postsecondary credits in high school, and enrollment in related secondary and postsecondary CTE 
programs. States also faced challenges in accurately identifying CTE concentrators. As a result, the data 
submissions revealed problems with the ways that data were collected or entered that resulted in data that did 
not match district staffs’ expectations or varied widely from year to year. The three districts in Wisconsin, for 
example, were using different definitions of secondary CTE concentrators, as were the secondary and 
postsecondary education agencies in Kansas. These issues were identified and resolved during the grant; the 
research and state teams were not able, however, to resolve all of the inconsistencies, since data collection 
often involved multiple steps and agencies. 

Recommendations 

Provide detailed guidance on the definitions of the required measures and stipulate that states describe 
deviations from this guidance. The Federal Register notice provided partial definitions for the RPOS 
performance outcome measures. As long as they met the broad criteria provided, states were free to define the 
measures as they wished, and the resulting data elements were sometimes unclear and varied widely across 
states. An example is the set of college majors that states used for the performance measure, Enrolled in a 
Postsecondary Program Related to the Secondary POS. Some states used a strict 2-digit CIP code criterion to 
match programs, whereas one state considered construction CTE graduates to be in a related program if they 
majored in business, one of the most popular undergraduate majors. In addition, determining how the 
definitions differed took considerable time and data detective work by project and research team staff, since 
states did not submit element definitions. States would still have the flexibility to adjust the definitions if 
needed, as long as they provide a detailed explanation on how their definition differs. 

Require project proposals to include baseline data submissions and include data specialists on project 
teams. All of the RPOS project states’ proposals affirmed that the project team would be able to provide data 
on the seven performance outcome measures. However, the data submitted in year 1 revealed that none of the 
states could submit data on all of the measures and some states could provide data for only three or four. As 
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an indication of states’ data-reporting capacity, OCTAE might require states to submit baseline performance 
measure data with their proposals. This requirement would serve two purposes. First, baseline data would 
indicate what data states are able to report and signal the importance of these data to the project. Second, the 
process of accessing the data would inform the teams about the data available in their state and prepare them 
for securing assistance from their state’s data system staff.  

Explore options for collecting individual student records to assess project impact. Due to limitations on the 
collection of individual student records, state data submissions were aggregated at the district level. The 
aggregated data could show trends in district-level student outcomes but did not allow the research team to 
analyze how the RPOS project components might have contributed to these outcomes. As a result, the annual 
reports were able to show how the numbers and percentages changed over time but could not provide any 
insights into the relationship between, for example, efforts to improve students’ math skills and students’ 
developmental course taking rates. To explore the causal relationships between states’ project activities and 
student outcomes, analysts would need to use experimental or quasi-experimental research designs that require 
student-level data. OCTAE might explore whether researchers, or researchers working with states, might be 
able to access these data for future projects.  

Delay data collection early in the project and extend data collection for one or two years after 
implementation is completed. Since the first few years of grant activities often address implementation, 
student outcomes should not be anticipated to change until implementation is complete and students have 
had some time to enroll in and complete the grant-funded programs. To allow additional time to measure 
project effects, grant programs sometimes extend the time allotted for evaluations and outcome studies. The 
Department of Labor’s Trade Adjustment Assistance Community College and Career Training Grant 
(TAACCCT), for example, extends evaluation activities a year beyond the end of the grantees’ funding. 
Although the RPOS states were expected to have their programs in place at the grant’s start, in practice many 
of the POS component enhancements were not implemented until the second and third years of the grant, 
and some technical assessments even later. To allow adequate time to measure student outcomes, OCTAE 
might consider allowing evaluation activities to extend a year or two beyond grant funding. 

Research Questions and Overview 

In the project’s first year (2010–11), states submitted baseline demographic and post-program outcome data 
for 12th-grade students enrolled in participating LEAs in the 2009–10 academic year (i.e., the year preceding 
the start of project work). These data served as a baseline for comparison with information collected in 
subsequent years. In project years 2 to 4, states submitted student demographic and outcome data for 12th-
grade students in the participating districts for the 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 academic years, 
respectively. Each annual report described 12th-grade students in the states’ participating LEAs and compared 
the characteristics and education outcomes of those enrolled in the RPOS programs with those of other 
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students. The reports also explored changes in student characteristics and outcomes over time and offered 
strategies for addressing gaps and inconsistencies in states’ data submissions. 

The quantitative assessment reports have also, when relevant, included qualitative data collected through site 
visits as an aid to the interpretation of the quantitative analysis. These data provide information on state- and 
district-level differences in the implementation of the POS components and how states have sequenced their 
project activities. In the 2013–14 academic year, states had implemented most of their project activities, 
although some activities were still in the pilot phase. Some states also initiated strategies for components in 
the current year that they did not have the chance to address earlier, such as counseling. Although the study 
does not allow for a causal analysis, the reports note the status of the states’ implementation progress when 
discussing the observed student outcomes.  

The following research questions have guided the assessment: 

1. How do the characteristics of secondary RPOS concentrators differ from those of secondary 
students who either did not concentrate in a CTE program or who were CTE concentrators in 
other programs? 

2. How do the performance outcomes of secondary RPOS concentrators compare with 

• students within the LEA who were concentrators in other CTE programs; and  

• students who did not concentrate in a CTE program (including CTE participants and 
nonparticipants)? 

3. How do the outcomes that secondary RPOS concentrators achieve vary according to the presence 
or absence of RPOS Framework components within their LEA? 

To address these questions, the research team collected district-level data on the 12th-grade students enrolled 
in each participating LEA for the 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 academic years. States provide 
data for each of their participating districts separately, and the data are disaggregated by RPOS and other 
CTE program status, resulting in three groups: RPOS concentrators and two comparison groups, 
concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students.3 The third study question asks how states’ 
project implementation levels are related to the observed student outcomes. Due to data privacy concerns, 
states submit aggregate rather than student-level data that does not allow for the type of statistical analysis 
needed to assess the extent to which project activities are associated with or affect student outcomes. Instead, 
the sections describing the findings for each state note connections between the findings and local sites’ 
project activities, where relevant. 

3 States were asked to use their state’s definition of a Perkins concentrator for reporting on the three student groups. Table A-1 in the 
appendix tables summarizes the participating states’ definitions of CTE participants and concentrators. 
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Year 4 Data Collection 
In March 2014, the research team sent a set of table shells to the project leads in each state (see Appendix B) 
with instructions for preparing and entering data on students enrolled in participating LEAs during the 
2012–13 academic year. These data collection materials were identical to those sent the previous year and 
asked states to provide the following data for each LEA participating in the project:  

1. Enrollment data for students in grades 9–12: To gauge the size of the RPOS and CTE programs 
relative to LEA total enrollments, each state was asked to provide the number of students 
enrolled in grades 9–12 in each site, as well as subtotals for the number of RPOS participants, 
RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and other students (participants in 
CTE programs other than the RPOS and students who did not take any CTE courses). These 
categories are mutually exclusive. 

2. Demographic and background data: States were asked to provide information on grade 12 
RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in 
the participating LEAs, disaggregated by gender, race, free or reduced-price lunch status, English 
for speakers of other languages (ESOL) eligibility, and disability status. They were also asked to 
report the average attendance ratios and average scores on the most recent Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act (ESEA)-reported state assessments taken by the students (administered 
in the 10th or the 11th grade). 

3. Outcome data: States were asked to provide student educational outcome data for the following 
seven performance indicators:  

i. Secondary school completion—12th-grade students who earned a regular high school 
diploma; 

ii. Technical skill attainment—12th-grade RPOS concentrators and CTE concentrators in 
other programs who attained technical skills;4 

iii. Earned postsecondary credit—12th-grade students who earned postsecondary credit while 
still enrolled in high school; 

iv. Enrollment in postsecondary education—12th-grade graduates who enrolled in 
postsecondary education by the fall following high school; 

v. Enrollment in related postsecondary field or major—12th-grade RPOS and CTE program of 
study graduates who enrolled in a postsecondary education field or major related to their 
high school program of study; 

4 State approaches to measuring technical skills vary, and a description of the measure was not included in the RPOS grant program 
request for proposals. For the purposes of this study, this measure is defined as the percentage of students who pass the assessment for 
whom a technical skill assessment is available who pass the assessment. 
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vi. Need for developmental education—12th-grade graduates who took postsecondary 
education developmental courses in the fall following high school graduation; 

vii. Postsecondary attainment—2009–10 graduates who attained an industry-recognized 
credential, certificate, or associate’s degree within two years following enrollment in 
postsecondary education. 

Employment outcomes are an important measure of CTE project success. Accordingly, states were asked to 
submit data on students’ employment and military status in the first year of the project, including full- and 
part-time employment status and wages. None of the states, however, collect students’ social security numbers 
(SSNs), which are necessary to match education data with unemployment insurance wage records to access 
data on employment and military records. As a result, most states were either unable to provide these data or 
were able to provide the information for too few students to be meaningfully analyzed. In addition, the survey 
data are self-reported, which can compromise data accuracy. Since data on employment outcomes were 
limited across the states, this measure was dropped from subsequent requests and is not included in this 
report. 

As in past years, states’ data submissions for year 4 did not include all of the data requested (Table A-2 in the 
appendix summarizes the data submitted by each state). States have the easiest time accessing the enrollment 
and demographic/background characteristics data because most of the elements are also required for federal 
ESEA reporting. Five of the six states submitted all eight of the demographic elements requested. In contrast, 
only two of the states provided data for all seven of the education outcome measures. In addition, and aside 
from the high school completion measure that is available from all of the states, the quality and completeness 
of these data vary by state and even from year-to-year within states. 

Once submitted, states’ data submissions were reviewed for internal consistency and the data for 2012–13 
were compared with the data submitted in prior years. Data with internal consistency issues or with large and 
unexplained changes in numbers over time were sent back to the states for verification and, if needed, 
correction. All but one state had data issues that required correction in the 2012–13 submissions, and some 
required multiple iterations to ensure that all issues that could be corrected were addressed. 

Year 4 Data Analysis and Findings 

The analyses that follow summarize the 2012–13 academic year data submitted during project year 4 by the 
states participating in the RPOS project. The analysis also includes figures showing changes in student 
outcomes for which consistent data over time have been submitted. The first section addresses the number of 
students enrolled in each state’s participating districts, showing the number of RPOS program participants 
and concentrators over the past three years. The following sections summarize the demographic and outcome 
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data submitted state by state. The text focuses on the data presented in the tables and figures included in the 
body of this report but also occasionally references the data tables for each state, included in Appendix A.  

Only selected district-level data are included in the report due to privacy concerns. To meet state 
requirements and maintain student confidentiality, all demographic and outcome data presented in the tables 
and figures in this report are aggregated at the state level. Many of the programs and districts in the RPOS 
grant program are small enough to result in small cell sizes that might compromise student anonymity.5 

LEA RPOS, CTE, and Overall Enrollments 
This section summarizes and compares the number of students enrolled in the RPOS districts in each state. 
Data collection on enrollments in grades 9–12 in the participating states began with the collection of 2010–11 
academic year data in project year 2 and revealed large differences in district size by state. The total number of 
high school students enrolled in the participating districts in 2012–13 ranged from about 56,000 in Maryland 
to about 2,600 in Montana.6 The largest district in suburban Maryland enrolled approximately 31,000 
students and the smallest in rural Montana had 53 students (Table A-3).7 

The number of RPOS concentrators in 2012–13 ranged from 30 in Kansas to 325 in Arizona. The number of 
concentrators in the RPOS programs increased in four states from 2010–11 to 2011–12 but declined from 
2011–12 to 2012–13 in five of the six states (Arizona, Kansas, Maryland, Montana, and Utah). The number of 
concentrators in Wisconsin did not change. In Arizona, Kansas, and Utah, urban districts had the largest 
numbers of RPOS concentrators, followed by suburban, and then rural (Figure 2). In Maryland, Montana, 
and Wisconsin, the largest numbers of RPOS concentrators were found in the suburban districts (see 
Appendix Table A-3).  

Figure 1 summarizes RPOS district enrollments by district location. The RPOS districts with the highest 
enrollments were the urban districts, followed by suburban, and then rural districts, as might be expected. 
Enrollments in the suburban and rural districts, which grew between 2010–11 and 2011–12, again increased 
slightly in 2012–13. Enrollments in the urban districts declined over the 3-year period (Figure 1). At the data 
review during the September 2014 meeting, the Arizona team members noted that state support for teachers 
in their state is low, which may have contributed to the declining numbers in their urban district, since 
students in urban areas tend to have lots of other professional opportunities. An additional factor may be the 
increased rigor of the program, which shifted away from a child care emphasis (which tends to attract students 
interested in playing with children) to more rigorous courses focused on developing early childcare 
professionals. The Maryland team speculated that low growth in the RPOS industry (transportation and 

5 Data security requirements vary by state and sometimes by education agency within states. A general rule is that data must be 
suppressed for table cells that include small numbers of individuals (usually 6 to 10), since the reporting of small numbers of students 
might permit a reader to identify individual students. The research team chose to suppress cells presenting demographic data for 10 or 
fewer individuals to ensure that the data suppression rules of all the participating states are met. 
6 Wisconsin enrollment data are for grade 12 only. 
7 For an overview of district enrollments in RPOS and other programs in the participating districts, see Appendix Table A-3. 
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logistics), drops in high school enrollments, and limited program capacity may have contributed to 
suppressing the RPOS programs’ size in their state. 

Figure 1. Number of RPOS concentrators by state and by district location: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education, Kansas State Department of Education, Maryland State Department of Education, Montana Office 
of Public Instruction, Utah State Office of Education, and Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.  

Consistent data from all states on the number of RPOS participants was available for 2011–12 and 2012–13 
only. The RPOS programs enrolled a total of 3,338 participants in 2012−13, with the largest participant 
counts in Utah and Arizona (Figure 2). Participant numbers in all six states declined from 2011–12 to 2012–13. 
The change was most noticeable in Utah, where the number of participants declined from 2,337 to 1,565. At 
the RPOS meeting in September 2014, project staff suggested that rather than a shift in student interest, this 
reduction might reflect changes in the way data on participants was collected over the two years. They 
speculated that a larger number of courses were included among the healthcare classes that counted for 
participants in 2011–12 than in 2012–13. In addition, project participants from several states noted that 
revised programs often dip in enrollment, since the new program may attract a different type of student, and 
it can take time for enrollment to stabilize. More detailed in information on RPOS, CTE, and overall 
enrollments in the participating districts can be found in Appendix Table A-3.  
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Figure 2. Number of RPOS participants by state and by district location: 2011–12 and 2012–13 
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Student Characteristics and Outcomes: State by State  

Arizona 

Arizona reported on 233 12th-grade RPOS (Education Professions and Early Childhood Education) 
concentrators in 2012–13. This group, as in years past, was predominantly female (91 percent) (Figure 3a).8 
In contrast, less than one-half of concentrators in other CTE programs were female (45 percent). The 
demographic characteristics of RPOS students were similar to those of concentrators in other CTE programs, 
with the exception of the percentage of American Indian or Alaska Native students. These students accounted 
for 19 percent of RPOS concentrators and 4 percent of concentrators in other programs, reflecting the 
popularity of the RPOS program in the rural district, which is located in the Navajo Nation. As the project 
director explained, students in this district are eager to find ways to stay in their community, and teaching 
offers one option for students to work in the Navajo Nation.  

Risk factors were lower among RPOS concentrators than among other students. The proportion of students 
of low socioeconomic status (SES), as measured by free or reduced-price lunch eligibility, was lowest among 
RPOS concentrators (7 percent) and highest (57 percent) among concentrators in other CTE programs. 
About 3 percent of RPOS concentrators had a disability, in comparison to concentrators in other CTE 
programs (52 percent) and all other students (45 percent). At the RPOS meeting, the Arizona team 
speculated that the low proportion of students with disabilities and low SES among RPOS concentrators may 

8 Prior year demographic data is included in Appendix Table A-4b. 
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be due to the association of this program with dual credit courses and the advanced education requirements 
for teachers, both of which may dissuade students with these characteristics from pursuing this field. 

Figure 3a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in RPOS participating districts in Arizona: 2012–13 
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Attendance rates in 2012−13 were higher for CTE concentrators (including RPOS) than for all other 
students. Reading and math assessment scores were similar across the three groups.9 

Student Outcome Trends—Highlighted Performance Measure Outcomes 

Graduation rates for RPOS and other CTE program concentrators were roughly the same in 2009−10 and 
2010−11 (between 92 and 97 percent) (Figure 3b). In 2011−12, RPOS concentrators graduated at a higher 
rate (97 percent) than concentrators in other CTE programs (94 percent), but in 2012–13 rates for the two 
groups were identical (96 percent). Both of the CTE groups had higher graduation rates than students who 
did not concentrate in a CTE program, among whom 74 to 81 percent graduated across the three years 
examined. 

9 Because of the way that data on prior academic achievement (assessment scores) and attendance were reported, it is not possible to 
aggregate the data across the districts. These data are therefore not included in the figures, but ranges of scores are included in the 
appendix tables. 
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Figure 3b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who graduated 
from high school and who enrolled in postsecondary education by the fall after graduation in Arizona: 2009–10, 2010–11, 
2011–12, and 2012–13 
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The postsecondary enrollment rate among RPOS concentrators dropped from about 71 percent in 2009–10 
to 60 percent in 2010–11 and 51 percent in 2011–12 and then rose to 59 percent in 2012–13. The 
comparison groups also experienced declines in postsecondary enrollments for the first three years, followed 
by increases in the fourth year, suggesting that non-RPOS program factors such as changes in state policies or 
economic conditions might have had an effect. Postsecondary enrollment rates for RPOS concentrators and 
concentrators in other CTE programs were similar in 2010–11 (about 60 percent) and 2011–12 (about 50 
percent), but in 2012–13 they were higher for RPOS concentrators than for concentrators in other CTE 
programs (59 percent vs. 52 percent). Both of these groups were more likely to enroll than all other students 
in all years except 2009–10, when the all other students group had the highest postsecondary enrollment rate 
of 78 percent. 
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The Arizona Skill Standards Assessment System offers a state-developed, end-of-program technical assessment 
for most secondary CTE programs offered in the state. Students who pass the assessment receive a certificate 
from the Arizona Skill Standards Commission. The computer-based tests are not required for CTE 
concentrators, but districts strongly encourage students to take them, and assessment scores sometimes factor 
into CTE programs’ final course grades. Project team members reported, however, that students might 
decline to take the test if they feel unprepared and expect to score poorly. Although Arizona’s state-developed 
technical skill assessments are available to all CTE students, in 2009–10, 2010–11, and 2011–12 only 
approximately 50–70 percent of RPOS concentrators took an assessment. However, in 2012–13, the 
percentage increased dramatically, when more than 90 percent of students in this group took an assessment. 
The percentage of concentrators in other CTE programs who took an assessment was lower in all years, 
particularly in 2012–13, when only 23 percent of concentrators in other CTE programs took an assessment 
(Figure 3c). At the RPOS meeting in September 2014, the Arizona team thought that the shifts in the 
percentages of students in other CTE programs who took assessments might be attributed to ongoing changes 
in testing methodology. 

Figure 3c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators and concentrators in other CTE programs who attempted a technical skill 
assessment and, among those who attempted an assessment, the percentage who passed in Arizona: 2009–10, 2010–11, 
2011–12, 2012–13 
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Among those who took an assessment, RPOS concentrators had higher pass rates than concentrators in other 
CTE programs in 2009–10, 2010–11, and 2012–13 (83 percent or higher passed in all three years). In 2011–12, 
the pass rate for RPOS concentrators (83 percent) was slightly lower than that for concentrators in other  
CTE programs (86 percent). The highest pass rate for either group was achieved by RPOS concentrators in  



PROMOTING RIGOROUS CAREER AND TECHNICAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS OF STUDY 
YEAR 4 QUANTITATIVE ANALYSIS REPORT 14 

2010–11, when 97 percent of those who took an assessment passed. The lowest pass rate occurred among 
concentrators in other CTE programs in 2012–13, when 78 percent of those who took an assessment passed.   

Other Student Outcomes 

Arizona has only been able to submit partial data for the four remaining performance outcome measures 
(earned postsecondary credit in high school, need for developmental coursework, secondary CTE 
concentrators who enroll in a related postsecondary program, and postsecondary credential attainment). In 
the absence of a centralized postsecondary data system, comprehensive data collection on these measures 
would require separate data collection from each of the state’s 13 community colleges, and even if all of the 
colleges were to agree to submit data, capturing outcomes for students who enroll in 4-year institutions would 
require additional effort.  

Kansas 

Kansas reported demographic and outcome data for 30 12th-grade RPOS concentrators in 2012–13. About 3 
percent were female (Figure 4a). Proportionately more RPOS concentrators were White (47 percent) than 
concentrators in other CTE programs (29 percent) or all other students (42 percent). Black and Hispanic 
students were better represented among all other CTE concentrators (accounting for 32 and 26 percent, 
respectively), than among RPOS concentrators (13 and 17 percent, respectively). 

Figure 4a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in Kansas: 2012–13 
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More than one half (56 to 57 percent) of RPOS and other concentrators qualified for free or reduced-price 
lunch in 2012–13. Three percent of RPOS concentrators and an equal percentage of other CTE program 
concentrators were ESOL-eligible (not shown), and 10 percent of each group had a disability. Students with 
disabilities comprised a higher percentage (15 percent) of the group of all other students. Student 
characteristics not shown in the figures include attendance rates and test scores. CTE concentrators—
including RPOS concentrators—had similar average attendance rates (88 to about 97 percent), which were 
higher than those found for all other students (84 to 94 percent) (Appendix Table A-5b). Finally, average 
10th grade reading and 10th grade math score averages were almost identical across the three groups. 

Student Outcome Trends 

Over 90 percent of CTE concentrators—including RPOS concentrators—graduated from high school with a 
regular high school diploma in all four years of data analyzed (Figure 4b). In contrast, graduation rates among 
all other students were lower but rose steadily from 78 percent in 2009–10 to 86 percent in 2012–13.  

Figure 4b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other programs, and all other students who graduated from 
high school and who earned postsecondary credits in high school in Kansas: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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Students earned postsecondary credits in high school at markedly different rates by year and by group, which 
may reflect changes to the RPOS programs and also recent policy changes encouraging dual credit course 
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taking among CTE students.10 The percentages increased dramatically for all three groups in 2011–12, 
particularly among RPOS students, then declined for two of the three groups in 2012–13. In 2012–13, about 
one-quarter of RPOS students (23 percent) earned credits, compared with 50 percent of concentrators in 
other CTE programs and 25 percent of all other students (Figure 4b). Postsecondary enrollment rates also 
increased for concentrators in other CTE programs and for all other students in 2012–13 but declined 
slightly (from 44 to 40 percent) for RPOS concentrators in 2012–13 (Figure 4c). The highest rates were 
found among RPOS concentrators in 2009–10 and among concentrators in other CTE programs in 2012–13 
(55 percent for each group). 

Figure 4c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who enrolled in 
postsecondary education by the fall following high school graduation and, of those enrolled, needed developmental 
education in math in Kansas: 2009–10 (postsecondary enrollment only), 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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Among those who enrolled in postsecondary education, RPOS concentrators had lower rates of 
developmental education course taking (3 to 11 percent) in math than concentrators in other CTE programs 
(12 to 33 percent) and all other students (9 to 38 percent) in 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13.11  

10 Kansas Senate Bill 155, which passed in July 2012, provided funding for dual credit course taking in CTE programs for CTE 
students.  
11 Site visit data indicate that students who score below a developmental education placement test are required to complete the courses 
before enrolling in their postsecondary program coursework. Not all colleges include developmental education in students’ transcript 
data, however, so the rates shown are likely lower than the true rate of developmental course taking for all three groups. 
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Other Student Outcomes 

Because Kansas is transitioning from local end-of-course CTE technical skill assessments to a new system 
through the Career Pathways Assessment System (cPass), data on assessments were not available for the RPOS 
project. The new system was developed by a multistate technical skill assessment consortium led by the 
University of Kansas, Center for Education Testing and Evaluation. The Manufacturing Production Pathway 
is included in the first cohort of nine pathway assessments being developed that are slated for implementation 
in 2013–14. The assessments include an online general and pathway knowledge test, a field-based 
performance skill assessment that incorporates relevant academic skills, and a 21st-century skills assessment. 
Technical skill assessment scores will be reported electronically through the Kansas State Department of 
Education Pathways data reporting system. 

Data for enrollment in related postsecondary programs were first submitted for 2011–12 and are therefore 
not shown in a figure (see Appendix Table A-5c). To calculate the rates, Kansas Board of Regent’s analysts 
had to devise an approach to match secondary and postsecondary coursework patterns, since postsecondary 
students do not declare a program upon enrollment. In year 3, Kansas submitted data—for the first time—on 
the number of CTE graduates who enroll in a postsecondary education program related to their secondary 
CTE coursework. In 2011–12, about 30 percent of RPOS students who enrolled in postsecondary education 
enrolled in a related program, compared with about just over one-half (56 percent) of students in other CTE 
programs. The corresponding values for 2012–13 were 0 and 1 percent, respectively, suggesting that the 
methodology used to calculate the rates changed again and the data are therefore not comparable to the 
previous year’s data. 

Maryland 

Maryland reported student demographic and outcome data for 59 12th-grade concentrators (the Facility and 
Mobile Equipment Maintenance Pathway within the Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics Career 
Cluster) for 2012–13. Five percent were female; in contrast, females comprised roughly one-half of the 
student comparison groups (Table 5a). 
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Figure 5a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in RPOS participating districts in Maryland: 2012–13 
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The majority (54 percent) of RPOS concentrators and the two comparison groups (62 and 57 percent for 
concentrators in other CTE programs and all other students, respectively) were Black or African American. 
White students comprised a larger proportion of the RPOS concentrators (39 percent) than the comparison 
groups (32 to 33 percent). Thirty-seven percent of RPOS concentrators were eligible for free or reduced-price 
lunch, compared with about one-half or more of the other two groups. Disability rates were similar (13 to 15 
percent) across all three groups. Finally, the percentages of students passing ESEA-reported grade 9 algebra 
and grade 10 English assessments were higher for RPOS concentrators (83 and 81 percent, respectively) than 
for other students, although all three groups had proficiency rates of 74 percent or higher.  

Student Outcome Trends 

RPOS concentrators earned postsecondary credits at a lower rate (19 percent) in 2012–13 (and in prior 
years) than concentrators in other CTE programs (Figure 5b). The credit-earning rate among RPOS 
concentrators declined from 22 percent of students in 2009–10 to 9 percent of students in 2011–12 but rose 
to 19 percent in 2012–13. Site visit interviews revealed that the option for students in the RPOS program to 
earn postsecondary credits in high school is fairly new. The project team suggested that the recent advent of 
this opportunity might at least partially explain the volatility in rates over time and the overall low 
participation rates. 
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Figure 5b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who graduated from 
high school and who earned postsecondary credits in high school in Maryland : 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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Graduation rates for all three groups were 87 percent or higher from 2009–10 to 2011–12 but dropped to 81 
percent for RPOS concentrators in 2012–13. In 2012–13, concentrators in other CTE programs had the 
highest graduation rate (92 percent), followed by all other students with 88 percent.   

Data on technical skill assessments indicates that RPOS concentrators were more likely than those 
concentrating in other CTE programs to attempt an assessment in all four years examined (33 to 69 percent 
vs. about 25 percent) (Figure 5c).  
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Figure 5c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who attempted  
a technical skill assessment and, among those who attempted an assessment, the percentage who passed in Maryland: 
2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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In 2012–13, about half (51 percent) of RPOS concentrators who attempted an assessment passed, compared 
to 20 percent of concentrators in other CTE programs. Pass rates for both groups were considerably lower in 
2012–13 than in the previous year, when pass rates for the two groups were 79 and 74 percent, respectively.  

Montana 

Montana reported student demographic and outcome data on 86 12th-grade RPOS concentrators (the 
Construction Big Sky Pathway) in 2011–12. Montana’s RPOS concentrators had a low proportion of females 
(6 percent vs. over 50 percent for the other two comparison groups) and were more likely to be White (about 
94 percent) than other CTE concentrators (88 percent) and all other students (86 percent) (Figure 6a).  
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Figure 6a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in Montana: 2012–13 
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The percentages of students qualifying for free or reduced-price lunch were similar for all three groups (21 to 
23 percent). A higher percentage of RPOS students had a disability (14 percent vs. 8–9 percent each for the 
other two groups).  

As in the previous academic year, the 2012–13 10th-grade assessment score ranges in both math and English 
were lower for RPOS concentrators than for the comparison groups, although the difference in math scores 
was not large. The attendance rate range was somewhat higher (87 to 95 percent) for RPOS concentrators 
than for concentrators in other CTE programs (88 to 92 percent) and for all other students (84 to 93 percent) 
(Appendix Table A-7b). 

Student Outcome Trends 

RPOS and CTE concentrators in the three districts graduated at higher rates (91 to 100 percent) than their 
peers who did not concentrate in a CTE program (82 to 94 percent) in all four of the years compared 
(Figure 6b).  
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Figure 6b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who graduated 
from high school and who earned postsecondary credits in high school in Montana: 2009–10 (high school completion only), 
2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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Twelve percent of RPOS concentrators earned postsecondary credits in high school in 2012–13, nearly 
identical to the percentage for the prior year and a lower rate than found for concentrators in other CTE 
programs (16 percent) or all other students (18 percent).  

The percentage of RPOS concentrators who enrolled in postsecondary education rose during each year for 
which data were submitted, from 12 percent in 2009–10, to 23 percent in 2010–11, 35 percent in 2011–12, 
and 44 percent in 2012–13 (Figure 6c). 
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Figure 6c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who enrolled in 
postsecondary education by the fall following high school graduation and, among those who enrolled, the percentage who 
needed developmental education in math in Montana: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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The 2012–13 postsecondary enrollment rate for RPOS concentrators was similar to that found for 
concentrators in other CTE programs (42 percent) and 5 points under that found for all other students (42 
percent). Once enrolled, 19 percent of RPOS concentrators in 2012–13 needed developmental coursework in 
math, compared to 14 percent of concentrators in other CTE programs and 11 percent of all other students. 
However, the rates for RPOS concentrators and all other students have risen and fallen over the four years 
examined and do not appear to show a consistent trend. 

Other Student Outcomes 

In 2009–10, about 9 percent of the 45 percent of RPOS students who had access to a technical skill 
assessment took and passed an assessment (Appendix Table A-7c). The state subsequently discontinued the 
technical skill assessment for construction and worked with NOCTI to develop a new one for the 
Construction Big Sky Pathway that was piloted with RPOS students for the first time in 2012–13. The new 
assessment was administered to 17 of the state’s 77 RPOS concentrators and 10 passed.  

Thirty-one percent of the RPOS concentrators and 33 percent of the CTE concentrators who enrolled in a 
postsecondary program also enrolled in a program related to their secondary POS in 2012–13. In 
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comparison, the percentages for both 2010–11 and 2011–12 were markedly higher: 100 and 73 percent, 
respectively, for 2010–11 and 60 and 53 percent, respectively, for 2011–12 (Appendix Table A-7c). Montana 
has experimented with a number of approaches for calculating this measure, and the volatility in numbers 
reflects year-to-year changes in how the data were produced. Data reported earlier included business and other 
popular majors as related fields for CTE programs; in the 2012–13 data submission, related fields were 
limited majors that are more closely aligned with specific CTE programs. In construction, for example, these 
would include construction management and residential and commercial construction technology. Finally, for 
postsecondary completion among 2010–11 graduates, about 4 percent of RPOS and other CTE 
concentrators had earned a postsecondary credential within two years of enrolling, compared to 2 percent of 
all other students. 

Utah 

Utah reported student demographic and outcome data for 204 12th-grade RPOS concentrators (health 
sciences) in 2012–13. Females were better represented among RPOS concentrators (65 percent) than among 
concentrators in other CTE programs (48 percent) and all other students (50 percent) (Figure 7a). 

Figure 7a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in Utah: 2012–13 
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One quarter of RPOS concentrators and all other students were American Indian/Alaska Native, as were 17 
percent of concentrators in other CTE programs. Most of these students attended Utah’s rural San Juan 
district, which is located in the southeast corner of the state. RPOS concentrators had the highest proportion 
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of Hispanic students (10 percent) and the lowest proportion of White students (55 percent) among the 
groups compared. Disability rates were lowest among the RPOS group (3 percent) and similar among the 
other two groups (10 to 13 percent). The proportion of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 
ranged from 37 percent for concentrators in other CTE programs to 49 percent for all other students. 

The remaining student demographic and outcome variables are summarized in Appendix Table A-8b. Six 
percent of RPOS concentrators, and 4 percent of concentrators in other CTE programs, were eligible for ESOL 
services; in comparison, 19 percent of all other students were ESOL-eligible. 

Student Outcome Trends 

The percentage of RPOS concentrators who earned postsecondary credits during high school declined from 
about 72 percent in 2009–10 to 49 percent in 2010–11 and 27 percent in 2011–12 but rose to 40 percent in 
2012–13 (Figure 7b). 

Figure 7b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who earned 
postsecondary credits in high school and who graduated in Utah: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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In 2012–13, 40 percent of RPOS concentrators, and an equal percentage of concentrators in other CTE 
programs, earned postsecondary credits while in high school compared to 12 percent of all other students. 
RPOS concentrators had the highest high school graduation rate in 2012–13 (96 percent), followed by 
concentrators in other CTE programs (90 percent) and all other students (54 percent). Postsecondary 
enrollment rates have dropped dramatically for all three groups since 2009–10. The rate for RPOS 
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concentrators declined from 100 percent in 2009–10 to 41 percent in 2012–13, while the rate for all other 
students dropped from 45 percent to 14 percent. However, RPOS concentrators enrolled in higher education 
at a higher rate than the other two groups in all four years (Figure 7c).  

Figure 7c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who enrolled in 
postsecondary education by the fall following high school graduation and, among those who enrolled, percentage who 
needed developmental education in math in the Utah RPOS districts: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13 
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Once enrolled, some 18 percent of RPOS concentrators needed developmental coursework in math in 
2011–12, as did similar proportions (17–18 percent) of the comparison groups. In 2012–13, the proportion 
for all three groups declined to zero. A revised 2012–13 data submission from Utah included the same 
numbers. The Utah project team could not offer any explanations for the change during the RPOS meeting 
in September 2014.   

Other Student Outcomes 

Data on students who enroll in postsecondary programs related to their secondary CTE programs were 
available for only a small proportion of students in 2009–10 and 2010–11, but the situation improved in the 
2011–12 data submission. However, these data were once again not available for the 2012–13 year. 
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Wisconsin 

Wisconsin submitted student demographic and outcome data on 61 12th-grade RPOS concentrators 
(advanced manufacturing) in 2012–13. Eight percent of RPOS concentrators were female, compared with 57 
percent of concentrators in other CTE programs and 48 percent of all other students (Figure 8a).  

Figure 8a. Summary of selected demographic data for RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all 
other students in RPOS participating districts in Wisconsin: 2012–13 
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The majority of students in all three groups were White, with the highest proportion (95 percent) of White 
students found among RPOS concentrators. Asian students comprised 3 percent of RPOS concentrators, 18 
percent of concentrators in other CTE programs, and 18 percent of all other students. The percentage of 
students who were eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was lowest among RPOS concentrators (23 percent 
in comparison to 34 percent for the other two groups). The percentage of students who were eligible for 
ESOL services was also lowest among RPOS concentrators (0 percent) in comparison to 5–10 percent for the 
other two groups. Ten percent of students in each group had a disability. Attendance rates, in the mid- to 
high-90 percent range, were also similar across the three groups (Appendix Table A-9b). The test score range 
for ESEA-reported 10th grade math assessments was slightly higher for RPOS concentrators than for the 
other two groups, and there was little difference in the ranges for English assessments.  
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Student Outcome Trends 

High school graduation rates were very high (94 to 100 percent) among all three groups in all four years 
(Figure 8b). 

Figure 8b. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who graduated 
from high school and who earned postsecondary credits in high school in the Wisconsin RPOS districts: 2009–10, 2010–11, 
2011–12, and 2012–13 

96 95 97

20
12

95 98 99

58 58

16

94
99 98

29

47

12

100 100 100

51
42

5
0

20

40

60

80

100

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs

All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs

All other 
students

High school completion Earned postsecondary credit in high school¹

Percent

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

¹ Data for this measure was not submitted for RPOS concentrators in 2009–10. 
NOTE: Graduation rates reflect the U.S. Department of Education 2008 graduate rate regulations used for Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act reporting. 
SOURCE: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. 

In 2012–13, the high school completion rate for all three groups was 100 percent. The proportion of RPOS 
concentrators earning postsecondary credits in high school rose from 29 percent in 2011–12 to 51 percent in 
2012–13, a higher rate than among concentrators in other CTE programs (42 percent) and all other students 
(5 percent).  

The postsecondary enrollment rate for RPOS concentrators was 64 percent in 2012–13, an increase of 10 
percentage points from the prior year (54 percent) (Figure 8c). 
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Figure 8c. Percentage of RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students who enrolled in 
postsecondary education by the fall following high school graduation in the Wisconsin RPOS districts, and among those who 
enrolled, the percentage who enrolled in a program related to their secondary POS: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2013–14 
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This rate is lower than that found for concentrators in other CTE programs, which was 76 percent in 2012–13. 
Finally, about 25 percent of RPOS concentrators in 2012–13 who enrolled in a postsecondary program 
selected a program related to their secondary CTE program, compared to 38 percent of concentrators in other 
CTE programs. 

Other Student Outcomes 

As part of their project activities, the Wisconsin team has developed a technical skill assessment application 
that was piloted in the 2012–13 year. Accordingly, technical skill attainment will not be available until the 
following year. Finally, the Wisconsin data systems do not collect information on developmental education 
course taking.  
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Appendix A 

State Project Overviews 

Arizona 

Arizona RPOS project work focuses on two pathways within the Education Career Cluster: Education 
Professions and Early Childhood Education (ECE). These pathways help prepare students to enter advanced 
education and enter careers in early childhood and elementary education (i.e., pre-K to grade 8), secondary 
education, and related fields. In spring 2013, the state hired a dedicated staff member, John Balentine, to 
oversee grant activities and serve as the RPOS grant manager. The addition of the position has allowed Jan 
Brite, the RPOS director, to reduce her grant involvement to the level envisioned in the state’s original 
proposal. 

Project activities have advanced in the urban site, Peoria Unified School District/Glendale Community 
College. The partnership got off to a slow start due to college redistricting which forced the original college 
partner to withdraw. Staff turnover at the high school also led to the involvement of new teachers who lacked 
the necessary instructional certifications. The district has since provided intensive training to help them 
achieve the necessary accreditation. Although the Tuba City/Coconino partnership did not take part in the 
2013–14 site visits, state staff described the site as having evidenced the most successful implementation of 
the RPOS grant, with consistent implementation of Framework components at both education levels and 
strong support between the two. The suburban partnership between Lake Havasu and Mohave Community 
College continues to face significant challenges. State RPOS leads suggested that staff and administrative 
changes have complicated pathway development. Relations between the high school and college are also 
affected by the location of the ECE program at the high school and by staffing limitations, since a single 
teacher is responsible for delivering instruction at both education levels.  

State-level staff related that the RPOS grant has strengthened the content and delivery of Arizona’s ECE and 
Education Professions pathways by increasing the consistency of instruction across sites and by attracting 
positive attention within the state. The development of a statewide Program of Study Development and 
Implementation Guide was viewed by state staff as one of the most significant accomplishments of the project. 
The guide helps local staff assess each RPOS component and reflect on their implementation progress. While 
the state continues to face challenges in obtaining accurate and timely information from postsecondary 
partners, the quality of state data has improved over time as the project team has built relationships and trust 
with staff at participating sites. 
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Kansas 

In Kansas, the RPOS project works with the Manufacturing Production Pathway within the Manufacturing 
Career Cluster. Four secondary school districts (Nemaha Valley School District, located in a rural area; 
Emporia School District, located in a large rural area; Derby Public Schools, located in a suburban area; and 
Wichita Public Schools, located in an urban area) and six postsecondary institutions (Butler Community 
College, Flint Hills Technical College, Hutchinson Community College, Manhattan Area Technical College, 
Wichita Area Technical College, and Fort Hays State University) have participated in project activities.  

The 2013–14 work of the RPOS team in Kansas emphasized career advising and counseling, reflecting both 
the team’s growing recognition of the importance of this POS component and the Kansas Board of 
Education’s recent recommendation for all 7th and 8th graders to complete plans of study. The project has 
provided counselors and some teachers in the RPOS districts with new CTE-related career development 
resources as well as job shadowing and externship opportunities. Ongoing project activities in other areas 
include math-in-manufacturing professional development activities for high school and college instructors, as 
well as workshops on recent advances in the manufacturing field. The largest participating district is working 
with several other districts in the area to establish a regional manufacturing council for technical education. 

Maryland 

Maryland has used the RPOS grant resources to develop an Automotive Technology Rigorous Program of 
Study (AT-RPOS) pathway within the broader Transportation, Distribution, and Logistics Career Cluster 
that provides students with industry-recognized skills and certifications that prepare them for both college and 
careers. The initiative’s rural (Queen Anne’s County), suburban (Baltimore County) and urban (Baltimore 
City) secondary sites all work with two postsecondary partners, the Community College of Baltimore County 
and the Pennsylvania College of Technology. 

State work has produced a standardized model curriculum that is aligned with state academic and industry 
standards, provides for the award of statewide articulated college-level credit, and prepares students to take 
industry-recognized certifications. During the 2013–14 project year, the state has used RPOS grant resources 
to create marketing tools that publicize pathway benefits. It has also invested in training to assist instructors in 
using the new curriculum and guidance counselors in communicating pathway options to students. In 
response to concerns raised by federal staff about the relatively narrow occupational focus of the AT-RPOS, 
the state commissioned a study in the second project year to explore the potential for introducing a more 
generalized TDL pathway. Based on the report’s recommendations, the state began work in 2012–13 to 
create a new pathway encompassing a range of careers in the transportation and materials-moving industry. 
During 2013–14, the state designed a foundational course that will be piloted in the coming year. An 
advisory group has been formed to develop strategies to support further pathway development. 
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Montana 

The RPOS project in Montana is enhancing the ten POS components in the Construction Pathway in the 
Architecture and Construction Career Cluster. Project activities include four LEAs: Billings Public School 
(urban), Great Falls Public Schools and Helena Public Schools (suburban), and Townsend School District 
(rural) and one primary postsecondary partner, the University of Montana, Helena College of Technology. 
The districts in Billings and Great Falls, however, have also partnered with area postsecondary institutions to 
establish credit transfer opportunities. 

The Montana RPOS team has had a consistent focus on teacher professional development, particularly in 
technical skill assessments and the integration of rigorous technical and academic content in both CTE and 
academic courses. CTE instructors in the participating high schools have participated in Math- and Literacy-
in-CTE training and have worked with their academic department colleagues to develop new units and 
curricula. The project team is working with the Montana Association for CTE to offer the same training to an 
additional 300 instructors across the state. In the 2013–14 academic year, the project team piloted the 
construction program technical skill assessment developed by NOCTI. The project leads developed three-year 
articulation agreements that will enable high school students to receive college credits based on their 
performance on the NOCTI assessment. Opportunities for secondary students to earn college credits are 
limited in Montana, and the project team feels that these agreements, which mark the first time that 
articulation-through-assessment has been tried in the state, may offer a viable strategy for expanding 
secondary-postsecondary credit transfer agreements in CTE. 

Utah 

Utah’s RPOS initiative focuses on health sciences and includes four state-approved pathways: Biotech 
Research and Development, Diagnostics, Health Informatics, and Therapeutic Services. Three local project 
sites, composed of secondary and postsecondary partners, have implemented projects designed to address local 
education and workforce priorities: Salt Lake City School District (urban) and Salt Lake Community College, 
Weber School District (suburban) and Weber State University (WSU), and San Juan School District (rural) 
and Utah State University, College of Eastern Utah—San Juan.  

In 2013, the Utah State Office of Education offered a professional development workshop for instructors that 
provided resources to promote hands-on classroom activities and incorporate the acquisition of literacy skills 
into CTE course curricula. The Salt Lake site offered a week-long summer program for counselors and 
teachers that included campus visits, classroom observations, job shadowing, and tours of local healthcare 
employers and hospitals. In the last year, Weber and WSU have doubled the number of students enrolled in 
the program to 50 by expanding to a second high school in the district. The San Juan partnership had a 
slower start than the other two sites but in the past two years has begun offering two sections of the pathways 
course to address increasing interest from students. The state leadership team is now pursuing opportunities 
to transfer the RPOS experience to new projects by leveraging other grant and funding opportunities. 
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Wisconsin 

State and local partners established the Wisconsin Advanced Manufacturing Pathway Education Network 
(WAMPEN) to ensure that the skills taught through the RPOS curriculum meet the needs of Central 
Wisconsin manufacturers. The WAMPEN RPOS team includes the Wisconsin Department of Public 
Instruction, the Wisconsin Technical College System, Northcentral Technical College (NTC), and three 
school districts in NTC’s service area: Wausau School District (urban), D.C. Everest Area School District 
(suburban), and the School District of Spencer (rural).  

Activities in the past year included ongoing professional development, particularly in support of integrating 
mathematics and literacy into CTE courses to improve course and student outcomes. The team has also 
implemented the WI-Skills application, which allows classroom teachers to assess and track students’ 
demonstrations of technical skills in real time. WAMPEN will be offering its third Summer Institute in 2014, 
which will focus on integrating mathematics into Advanced Manufacturing Pathway courses, and 
administrators from all 24 NTC districts will be invited to participate and learn more about introducing 
RPOS into their CTE programs.  
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State Data Tables 
Table A-1. Definition of secondary participants and concentrators in each RPOS state

State Participant Concentrator

Arizona Students who have earned one or more Carnegie 
units in any CTE program area.

Students who have earned two or more Carnegie 
units in any CTE program area.

Kansas Students who have earned one or more CTE credits 
in any one CTE program area.

Students who have earned three or more credits in a 
single CTE program area.

Maryland Any student enrolling in at least one course which is 
part of an identified CTE completer program.

Any student enrolling in a course at the concentrator 
course level for the CTE completer program (post 50 
percent of a program sequence).

Montana Students who have earned one or more CTE credits 
in any one CTE program area. For RPOS, a secondary 
12th-grade student who has earned one or more 
credits in a construction course.

Students who have earned three or more credits in a 
single CTE program area. 

Utah Students who have earned one or more CTE credits 
in any one CTE program area.

Students who have earned three or more credits in a 
single CTE program area.

Wisconsin Students who enrolled in one or more CTE courses 
in any CTE program area in the reporting year.

Students who have completed two CTE courses 
within a single CTE program and enrolled in a third.

SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education, Kansas State Department of Education, Maryland State Department of Education, Montana Office 
of Public Instruction, Utah State Office of Education, and Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.  
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Table A-2. 2012–13 demographic, background, and outcome data submitted by states participating in the promoting rigorous programs of study project

Data elements 

Number of states 
submitting 

complete data Arizona Kansas Maryland1 Montana Utah Wisconsin

Demographic and background data
Gender 6      

Race/ethnicity 6      

English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) eligibile 6      

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 6      

Disability status 6      

Attendance 6      

Average ESEA-reported state assessment scores
Math 5     — 

English 5     — 

Total number of demographic and background measures
     for which complete data were submitted 5 8 8 8 8 6 8

Outcome data
Secondary school completion 6      

Technical skills attainment 5  —    

Earned postsecondary credit during high school 6      

Enrollment in postsecondary education 6   —   

Major related to secondary POS 5 —  —   
Need for developmental course work
     in postsecondary education 3  

—


—


Postsecondary completion 5 —     

Total number of outcomes for which
     data were submitted  5 6 4 7 7 7

 Baseline data submitted.

— Data not available or available for less than 85 percent of students.
1 Postsecondary enrollment data for 2011–12 for Maryland will be available in January 2014 and submitted with the year 4 data submission.

SOURCE: Calculations by the authors.
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Table A-3. Total enrollments in grades 9–12, and the number of 9th- to 12th-grade students who were RPOS participants, RPOS concentrators, and CTE 
concentrators across the RPOS districts in each state: 2012–13

Student group

Arizona Kansas Maryland

Rural Suburban Urban Total Rural
Rural-

Suburban Suburban Urban Total Rural Suburban Urban Total

Total students in grades 9–12 833 2,019 11,368 14,220 173 1,276 2,010 3,235 6,694 2,316 30,968 22,931 56,215
RPOS participants 90 87 845 1,022 7 79 0 133 219 35 116 67 218
RPOS concentrators 53 31 241 325 2 4 0 24 30 10 71 31 112
Concentrators in other
     CTE programs 136 270 2,726 3,132 29 8 0 217 254 372 4,028 2,887 8,530
All other students 554 1,631 7,556 9,741 164 1,563 2,018 2,704 6,449 1,899 26,753 19,946 48,598

All concentrators as percent
     of total students, grades 9–12 22.7% 14.9% 26.1% 24.3% 17.9% 0.9% 0.0% 7.4% 4.2% 16.5% 13.2% 12.7% 15.4%

RPOS concentrators as percent
     of all concentrators 28.0% 10.3% 8.1% 9.4% 6.5% 33.3% † 10.0% 10.6% 2.6% 1.7% 1.1% 1.3%
RPOS concentrators as percent
     of total students, grades 9–12 6.4% 1.5% 2.1% 2.3% 1.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.7% 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1% 0.2%

See notes at end of table.
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Table A-3. Total enrollments in grades 9–12, and the number of 9th- to 12th-grade students who were RPOS participants, RPOS concentrators, and CTE 
concentrators across the RPOS districts in each state: 2012–13—Continued

Student group

Montana Utah Wisconsin1

Rural Suburban n Urban Total Rural Suburban2 Urban Total Rural Suburban Urban Total

Total students in grades 9–12 53 650 722 1,190 2,615 815 3,848 5,358  10,021 103 876 1,339 2,318
RPOS participants 5 54 65 10 134 317 415 833 1,565 25 113 42 180
RPOS concentrators 7 24 30 16 77 11 25 168 204 21 59 23 103

Concentrators in other
     CTE programs 7 333 161 479 980 209 1,811 2,755 4,775 24 94 272 390
All other students 34 239 466 685 1,424 278 1,597 1,602 3,477 33 610 1,002 1,645

All concentrators as percent
     of total students, grades 9–12 26.4% 54.9% 26.5% 41.6% 40.4% 27.0% 24.0% 22.4% 49.7% 43.7% 17.5% 22.0% 21.3%

RPOS concentrators as percent
     of all concentrators 50.0% 6.7% 15.7% 3.2% 7.3% 5.0% 1.4% 5.7% 4.1% 46.7% 38.6% 7.8% 20.9%
RPOS concentrators as percent
     of total students, grades 9–12 13.2% 3.7% 4.2% 1.3% 2.9% 1.3% 0.4% 4.8% 2.0% 20.4% 6.7% 1.7% 4.4%

† Not applicable.
1 Wisconsin data are for grade 12 students only. 
2 Utah’s suburban district is focusing project efforts on a subset of RPOS concentrators. Therefore, the number of RPOS concentrators is lower than the total number of health sciences concentrators 
in the district.

SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education, Kansas State Department of Education, Maryland State Department of Education, Montana Office of Public Instruction, Utah State Office of Education, and 
Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. 
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Table A-4a. Arizona: Student characteristics for 11th- and 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, 
and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristics
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100.0% 454 100.0% 3,343 100.0% 3,793

Gender
Male 8.6% 39 56.4% 1,884 50.8% 1,928
Female 91.4% 415 43.6% 1,459 49.2% 1,865

Race/ethnicity
White 63.2% 287 65.7% 2,195 61.7% 2,339
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander1  ^ 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Black or African American 2.6% 12 4.8% 161 5.9% 224
Asian  ^ 4.0% 135 3.1% 119
American Indian or Alaska Native 11.5% 52 5.3% 178 6.1% 230
Hispanic 21.1% 96 20.2% 674 23.2% 881

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch2 35.0% 159 27.1% 906 34.4% 1,306

English for speakers of other languages
     (ESOL) eligible 2.4% 11 0.7% 25 2.3% 86

Students with a disability 7.7% 35 8.4% 282 14.6% 555

Attendance (percent days attended)3 86–97%  85–97%  85–94%  

Average ESEA-reported state assessment scores3, 4

10th-grade math  673–714  684–729  697–702
10th-grade English  689–719  693–719  688–711

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 2009–10 data were reported using the Office of Management and Budget’s 1977 standard that did not include this category. The 2010–11 
data will use the 1997 Office of Management and Budget Revisions.
2 Data on free and reduced-price lunch submitted for suburban and urban districts only.
3 Ranges of averages across districts.
4 Because of the way the submitted data were aggregated, attendance and test score averages exclude RPOS participants.
SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education.
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Table A-4b. Arizona: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristics

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 145 100% 1150 100% 2,331 100% 198 100% 1,887 100% 1,310 100% 210 100% 3,866 100% 1,438

Gender
Male 10% 15 58% 662 50% 1,156 9% 18 57% 1,084 46% 607 9% 20 55% 1,603 51% 738
Female 90% 130 42% 488 50% 1,175 91% 180 43% 803 54% 703 91% 213 45% 1,299 49% 700

Race1

White 65% 94 71% 816 61% 1,411 67% 133 64% 1,216 63% 823 60% 136 59% 1,690 71% 1,130
Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander      ^ 0% 0 0% 0      ^      ^      ^      ^ 1% 19      ^
Black or African American      ^ 5% 58 6% 133      ^      ^      ^      ^ 5% 134      ^
Asian      ^ 3% 40 3% 78      ^ 3% 66 3% 35      ^ 3% 81 3% 44
American Indian or 
     Alaska Native      ^ 1% 13 10% 228 10% 19 4% 71 7% 91 19% 42 4% 132 4% 64
Hispanic 25% 36 19% 223 21% 481 20% 39 25% 464 22% 287 18% 41 28% 821 17% 277

Eligible for free or reduced-
priced lunch 30% 43 22% 257 55% 1,286 38% 76 30% 568 36% 471 7% 73 57% 626 36% 393

English for speakers of 
    other languages 
    (ESOL) eligible      ^      ^ 1% 28 0% 0      ^ 1% 14 0% 0 0% 0      ^

Students with a disability 10% 14 9% 108 13% 301 8% 15 8% 160 18% 238 3% 15 52% 261 45% 230

Attendance (percent 
     days attended)1 92–95%      88–96%      82–85%      91–96%      92–95%      86–94%      90–94%      90–95%      81–94%      

Average ESEA-reported 
     state assessment 
     scores1,2

10th-grade math      630–699      650–721      578–700      487–519      505–526      506–524      503–527      493–525      491–524
10th-grade reading      705–719      665–724      602–719      692–729      685–733      701–729      709–731      699–735      702–728

— Not available.
^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Ranges of averages across districts.
2 Test scores available for 85 percent or more of students, with the exception of the rural district in 2010-11, where scores for each test were available for about 80 percent of students.
SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education.
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Table A-4c. Arizona: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 238 100% 1,766 100% 1,746 100% 145 100% 1,150 100% 2,331 100% 198 100% 1,887 100% 1,310 100% 233 100% 3,183 100% 1,438

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion
Graduated with a regular 
     high school diploma1 96% 229 97% 1,711 74% 1,297 93% 135 92% 1,063 78% 1,820 97% 192 94% 1,767 81% 1,063 96% 224 96% 3,053 81% 1,162

Technical skills attainment

Technical skills assessment 
     available 100% 238 72% 1,276  † 100% 145 100% 1,150  † 100% 198 99% 1,877  † 41% 96 78% 2,482  †
Attempted a technical 
     skills assessment 
     (among those for whom 
     an assessment was 
     available) 52% 124 39% 504  † 68% 99 59% 684  † 67% 132 48% 908  † 38% 89 18% 573  †
Passed an assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate 
     (among those who 
     attempted an 
     assessment) 83% 103 82% 413  † 97% 96 88% 599  † 83% 110 86% 781  † 32% 74 14% 447  †

Earned postsecondary
     credit in high school  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  — 7% 16 5% 169 5% 66

See notes at end of table. 
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Table A-4c. Arizona: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other 

CTE programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment

Enrolled in postsecondary
     education 71% 170 59% 1,047 78% 1,355 60% 87 58% 670 47% 1,098 51% 100 49% 918 36% 469 51% 138 49% 1,648 36% 595
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education program 
     related to their 
     secondary POS  —  —  †  —  —  †  —  —  †  —  —  †

Among those who enrolled 
     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 
     developmental course 
     work in postsecondary 
     education

Enrolled in developmental 
     course for math  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  7  16  51
Enrolled in developmental 
     course for reading  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  2  7  25

Postsecondary credential
     attainment1

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary 
     institution 3% 6 5% 95 1% 18  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Third-party–issued industry- 
     recognized certification 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —
Associate’s degree 3% 7 6% 101 1% 26  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Other credential 0% 0 0% 8 0% 2  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Total credentials earned 5% 13 12% 204 3% 46  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †

— Not available.
† Not applicable.
1 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree, 
within two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.“ (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represent the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.
SOURCE: Arizona Department of Education.  
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Table A-5a. Kansas: Student characteristics for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban 
districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristics
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 55 100% 286 100% 2,598

Gender
Male  ^ 45% 130 54% 1,411
Female  ^ 55% 156 46% 1,187

Race/ethnicity
White 80% 44 54% 154 60% 1,564
Native Hawaiian or otherPacific Islander 0% 0  ^  ^
Black or African American  ^ 18% 52 14% 358
Asian  ^  ^ 3% 82
American Indian or Alaska Native 0% 0  ^  ^
Hispanic  ^ 17% 49 18% 460
Two or more races  ^ 7% 19 3% 83

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 36% 20 52% 149 44% 1,138

English for speakers of other languages
     (ESOL) eligible  ^  ^ 5% 140

Students with a disability 20% 11 10% 29 15% 402

Attendance (percent days attended)1 92–95%  92–95%  92–94%  

Average ESEA-reported state
     assessment scores1, 2

8th-grade math 61–74%  62–74%  52–64%  
8th-grade reading 64–74%  71–82%  64–85%  
High school math 58–71%  48–70%  46–67%  
High school reading 57–81%  70–84%  70–93%  

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Ranges of averages across districts. Because of the way the submitted data were aggregated, data exclude RPOS participants.
2 The percentage of students for which test scores were available are 82.4 percent for 8th-grade math; 82.3 percent for 8th-grade reading; 
86.4 percent for high school math; and 89.0 percent for high school reading.

SOURCE: Kansas State Department of Education.  
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Table A-5b. Kansas: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristics

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 33 100% 228 100% 1,132 100% 125 100% 192 100% 1,199 100% 30 100% 133 100% 1325

Gender
Male  ^ 43% 98 52% 592 88% 110 45% 86 49% 586  ^ 35% 46 50% 668
Female  ^ 55% 125 48% 545 12% 15 55% 106 51% 613  ^ 65% 87 50% 657

Race1

White 79% 26 69% 157 71% 800 34% 43 49% 94 48% 571 47% 14 29% 39 42% 558
Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 0% 0  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^
Black or African American  ^ 26% 60 16% 186 9% 11 22% 43 19% 223 13% 4 31% 41 18% 233
Asian 0% 0  ^  ^  ^  ^  ^ 0% 0  ^ 4% 47
American Indian  ^  ^ 13% 148 20% 25 9% 18 11% 134  ^ 15% 20 14% 182
Hispanic  ^ 19% 44 17% 194 30% 37 15% 29 19% 227  ^ 26% 34 23% 300

Eligible for free or reduced-
     priced lunch 58% 19 53% 121 40% 448 55% 69 50% 96 50% 604 57% 17 56% 75 52% 694

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible  ^  ^ 14% 157 10% 12  ^ 6% 77  ^  ^ 11% 147

Students with a disability  ^  ^ 13% 148 10% 12 10% 19 17% 207  ^ 10% 13 15% 194
Attendance (percent 
     days attended)2

 88–94%  93–96%  86–92%  89–98%  88–97%  84–94%  94–97%  89–97%  87–93%

Average ESEA-reported state 
2,3     assessment scores

10th-grade math  46–72  51–71  51–69  59–90  53–75  50–73  56–68  55–67  55–69
10th-grade reading  71–81  72–86  71–79  71–87  71–86  71–88  72–83  72–84  73–84

— Not available.
^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Students may have more than one race/ethnicity category.
2 Ranges of averages across districts.
3 Test scores available for 85 percent or more of students, with the exception of the urban district. In the urban district, English test scores were available for 82 percent of students and math scores for 84 
percent in 2010-11 and 81 percent of students for both reading and math in 2011–12.
NOTE: The total number of RPOS concentrators presented in this table and in the enrollment data table do not match. The Kansas data are from two sources: the Kansas Board of Regents (KBOR), which produces 
the demographic and outcome tables, and the Kansas State Department of Education (KSDE), which has submitted the enrollment data. The KSDE data are presented here for year-to-year consistency, but the 
demographic and outcome data tables show the KBOR data. The differences likely result from the two data systems using different definitions of concentrators, but the research team’s effort to resolve the 
discrepancy have not yet been successful.
SOURCE: Kansas State Department of Education. 
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Table A-5c. Kansas: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011-12, and 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 55 100% 285 100% 1,235 100% 33 100% 228 100% 1,132 100% 125 100% 192 100% 1,199 100% 30 100% 133 100% 1325

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion

Graduated with a regular 
     high school diploma 96% 53 95% 271 78% 961 91% 30 96% 219 80% 900 92% 115 95% 182 81% 976 97% 29 96% 128 86% 1146

Technical skills attainment
Technical skills assessment 
     available  —  —  †  —  —  †  —  —  †  †  †  †
Attempted a technical 
     skills assessment 
     (among those for whom 
     an assessment was 
     available)  —  —  †  —  —  †  —  —  †  †  †  †
Passed an assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate 
     (among those who 
     attempted an 
     assessment)  —  —  †  —  —  †  —  —  †  †  †  †

Earned postsecondary credit 
     in high school1 18% 10 46% 130 10% 127 12% 4 18% 42 18% 208 50% 62 43% 83 34% 407 23% 7 50% 66 25% 327

See notes at end of table.  
 



PRO
M

O
TIN

G RIGO
RO

U
S CAREER AN

D TECHN
ICAL EDUCATIO

N
 PRO

GRAM
S O

F STU
DY 

YEAR 4 Q
U

AN
TITATIVE ANALYSIS REPO

RT 
A–16 

Table A-5c. Kansas: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011-12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education1 55% 30 52% 148 40% 495 42% 14 18% 42 18% 208 44% 55 31% 59 27% 328 40% 12 55% 73 46% 610
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education program 
     related to their 
     secondary POS2  —  —  †  0  —  † 31% 17 56% 33  † 0% 0 1% 1  †

Among those who enrolled 
     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 
     developmental course 
     work in postsecondary 
     education

Enrolled in a developmen-
     tal course for math2  —  —  — 7% 1 33% 14 38% 78 11% 6 25% 15 21% 69 3% 1 12% 16 9% 124
Enrolled in a developmen-
     tal course for reading2  —  —  — 7% 1 24% 10 14% 30 4% 2 3% 2 4% 14 0% 0 10% 13 3% 38

Postsecondary credential 
     attainment3

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary 
     institution 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0  †  †  †  †  †  † 0% 0 2% 2 1% 9

Third-party–issued industry- 
     recognized certification 5% 3 6% 18 6% 69  —  —  —  —  —  — 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0
Associate's degree 2% 1 4% 12 2% 30  †  †  †  †  †  † 3% 1 5% 7 1% 17
Other credential 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0  †  †  †  †  †  † 3% 1 0% 0 0% 0
Total credentials earned 7% 4 11% 30 8% 99  †  †  †  †  †  † 7% 2 7% 9 2% 26

— Not available.
† Not applicable.
1 Data for the number of students who earned postsecondary credits in high school or enrolled in postsecondary education are available for 45 to 65 percent of students, depending on the district. See text for more information.
2 Percentages are among those who enrolled in postsecondary education. Available only for students who enrolled in a public postsecondary institution in Kansas.
3 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree, within 
two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.” (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represent the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.

NOTE: The total number of RPOS concentrators presented in this table and in the enrollment data table do not match. The Kansas data are from two sources: the Kansas Board of Regents (KBOR), which produces the demographic and outcome tables, and the Kansas State 
Department of Education (KSDE), which has submitted the enrollment data. The KSDE data are presented here for year-to-year consistency, but the demographic and outcome data tables show the KBOR data. The differences likely result from the two data systems using 
different definitions of concentrators, but the research team's effort to resolve the discrepancy have not yet been successful.

SOURCE: Kansas State Department of Education. 
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Table A-6a. Maryland: Student characteristics for 11th- and 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristics
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 130 100% 7,162 100% 19,293

Gender
Male 90% 117 47% 3,341 50% 9,636
Female 10% 13 53% 3,821 50% 9,657

Race/ethnicity
White 52% 67 41% 2,933 37% 7,076
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  ^ 0% 0  ^
Black or African American 45% 58 56% 3,988 59% 11,367
Hispanic  ^ 2% 178 3% 561
Asian  ^ 3% 181 4% 710
American Indian or Alaska Native ^ ^  34   ^
Two or more races 0% 0 0% 26 0% 79

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 40% 52 47% 3,373 48% 9,194

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible  ^ 1% 36 1% 267

Students with a disability 12% 15 11% 788 14% 2,759

Attendance (percent days attended)1 83–94%  87–93%  87–93%  

ESEA-reported state assessment outcomes2

9th-grade algebra
Failed 9% 12 18% 1,279 23% 4,181

Passed (scored at the
     proficient level or higher) 91% 118 82% 5,862 77% 14,186

10th-grade English
Failed 17% 22 22% 1,593 25% 4,641
Passed (scored at the
     proficient level or higher) 83% 108 78% 5,543 75% 13,610

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Ranges of averages across districts. Because of the way the submitted data were aggregated, attendance data for all other students exclude 
RPOS participants.
2 Test scores were available for more than 90 percent of students for both assessments.

SOURCE: Maryland State Department of Education.
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Table A-6b. Maryland: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, suburban, 
and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristics

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE 
programs

All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE 
programs

All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE 
programs

All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 61 100% 4,375 100% 9,448 100% 65 100% 4,703 100% 9,099 100% 59 100% 4274 100% 9526

Gender
Male 100% 61 48% 2,099 48% 4,537  ^ 49% 2,321 49% 4,438  ^ 49% 2101 49% 4635
Female 0% 0 52% 2,276 52% 4,911  ^ 51% 2,382 51% 4,661  ^ 51% 2173 51% 4891

Race/ethnicity
White 36% 22 37% 1,618 31% 2,923 49% 32 34% 1,622 31% 2,854 39% 23 32% 1358 33% 3143
Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander  ^ 0% 0  ^ 0% 0  ^  ^ 0% 0 0% 0  ^
Black or African American 61% 37 57% 2,484 61% 5,809 48% 31 59% 2,782 60% 5,501 54% 32 62% 2636 57% 5412
Hispanic 0% 0 3% 118 3% 271  ^ 3% 127 3% 283  ^ 3% 121 3% 333
Asian  ^ 3% 113 4% 366  ^ 2% 116 4% 380  ^ 3% 114 1% 79
American Indian or 
     Alaska Native  ^ 0% 19  ^ 0% 0 0% 23 0% 24 0% 0 0% 18 1% 87
Two or more races 0% 0 1% 23 1% 48 0% 0 1% 31 1% 52 0% 0 1% 27 1% 90

Eligible for free or reduced-price lu 36% 22 39% 1,728 39% 3,711 35% 23 53% 2,483 48% 4,395 37% 22 55% 2342 49% 4667

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 0% 0 1% 27 1% 97 0% 0 0% 21 1% 119 0% 0 1% 27 2% 150

Students with a disability  ^ 12% 512 14% 1,343 15% 10 11% 503 13% 1,204  ^ 13% 559 15% 1401

Attendance (percent 
     days attended)1 83–94%  87–93%  87–93%  67–94%  86–93%  86–94%  71-94%  87-94%  86-93%  

ESEA-reported state 
     assessment outcomes2

9th-grade algebra
Failed 13% 8 17% 749 21% 1,893 15% 10 21% 1,007 25% 2,302 17% 10 23% 999 19% 1843
Passed (scored at the 
     proficient level or higher) 87% 53 83% 3,598 79% 7,070 85% 55 79% 3,696 75% 6,797 83% 49 76% 3269 76% 7237

10th-grade English
Failed 13% 8 20% 857 23% 2,050 22% 14 23% 1,096 26% 2,363 19% 11 25% 1082 20% 1920
Passed (scored at the 
     proficient level or higher) 87% 53 80% 3,487 77% 6,883 78% 51 77% 3,607 74% 6,736 81% 48 74% 3183 75% 7147

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Ranges of averages across districts.
2 Test scores were available for more than 90 percent of students for both assessments.

SOURCE: Maryland State Department of Education. 
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Table A-6c. Maryland: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 72 100% 4,115 100% 9,474 100% 61 100% 4,375 100% 9,448 100% 65 100% 4703 100% 9,099 100% 59 100% 4274 100% 9526

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion
Graduated with a regular
     high school diploma 99% 71 95% 3,926 90% 8,493 87% 53 93% 4,089 87% 8,181 91% 59 94% 4,405 88% 7,992 81% 48 92% 3918 88% 8356

Technical skills attainment

Technical skills assessment 
     available 96% 69 62% 2,559  † 95% 58 42% 1,855  † 100% 65 87% 4,098  † 100% 59 72% 3064  †
Among those for whom an
     assessment was 
     available, attempted 
     a technical skills 
     assessment 55% 38 26% 666  † 33% 19 25% 471  † 66% 43 25% 1,031  † 69% 41 27% 1146  †
Among those who 
     attempted an assessment, 
     passed an assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate 63% 24 65% 435  † 74% 14 85% 400  † 79% 34 74% 767  † 51% 30 20% 871  †

Earned postsecondary credit
     in high school1 22% 16 26% 1,077 19% 1,836 10% 6 26% 1,153 25% 2,359 9% 6 23% 1,087 26% 2,354 19% 11 24% 1009 27% 2587

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education 43% 31 52% 2,136 51% 4,860  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —
Enrolled in a postsecondary 
     education program related 
     to their secondary POS2

3% 1 3% 64  †  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —

See notes at end of table. 
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Table A-6c. Maryland: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Among those who enrolled 
     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 
     developmental course 
     work in postsecondary 
     education

Enrolled in a developmental 
     course for English  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —
Enrolled in a developmental 
     course for math  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —

Postsecondary credential 
     attainment3

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary institution 0% 0 0% 6 0% 4 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4  †  †  †  †  †  †

Third-party–issued industry- 
     recognized certification 3% 2 0% 15 0% 15 0% 0 0% 12 0% 5  †  †  †  †  †  †
Associate's degree 0% 0 0% 19 0% 40 0% 0 0% 21 0% 34  †  †  †  †  †  †
Other credential 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0  †  †  †  †  †  †
Total credentials earned 3% 2 1% 40 1% 59 0% 0 1% 33 0% 43  †  †  †  †  †  †

— Not available.   
† Not applicable.   
1 Data on postsecondary credits earned in high school were available for less than 85 percent of students in 2009–10, 2010–11, and 2011-12.    
2 Percentages are among those who enrolled in postsecondary education. Available only for those who enrolled in a public postsecondary institution in Maryland.
3 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate's degree, within 
two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.” (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represent the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.

SOURCE: Maryland State Department of Education. 
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Table A-7a. Montana: Student characteristics for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and 
urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristic
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students1

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 33 100% 779 100% 1,003

Gender
Male  ^ 50% 393 46% 457
Female  ^ 50% 386 54% 546

Race/ethnicity
White 97% 32 88% 688 88% 879
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 0% 0  ^  ^
Black or African American 0% 0  ^  ^
Asian  ^ 2% 13 1% 13
American Indian or Alaska Native  ^ 5% 40 5% 52
Data not submitted 0% 0 3% 27 4% 38

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch  ^ 18% 131 16% 161

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 0% 0 2% 12  ^

Students with a disability 18% 6 9% 67 11% 115

Attendance (percent days attended) —  —  —  

Average ESEA-reported state
     assessment scores1

10th-grade math  245–251  254–260  256–265
10th-grade English  265–269  271–282  275–280

— Not available.

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Average score ranges across districts; 10th-grade assessment scores are available for 94 percent of students.   
NOTE: Data limited to 12th-grade students only because Montana collects data on CTE concentrators in that grade only.

SOURCE: Montana Office of Public Instruction.       
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Table A-7b. Montana: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristic

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students1

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students1

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students1

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 35 100% 1,188 100% 1,549 100% 86 100% 1,018 100% 1,542 100% 77 100% 980 100% 1424

Gender
Male  ^ 55% 650 45% 703 93% 80 51% 518 44% 684 94% 72 48% 468 47% 666
Female  ^ 45% 538 55% 846 7% 6 49% 500 56% 858 6% 5 52% 512 53% 758

Race
White 94% 33 87% 1,035 86% 1,334 91% 78 86% 872 85% 1,307 94% 72 88% 859 86% 1229
Native Hawaiian or other 
Pacific Islander 0% 0  ^  ^ 0% 0 0% 5 0% 5 0% 0 0% 2 0% 4
Black or African American 0% 0 2% 21 2% 26 2% 2 1% 14 1% 21 0% 0 1% 10 1% 17
Hispanic 0% 0 3% 41 4% 62 3% 3 3% 34 5% 73 1% 1 3% 27 4% 59
Asian 0% 0 1% 13 1% 15 1% 1 1% 11 2% 24 0% 0 1% 13 2% 24
American Indian 
     or Alaska Native  ^ 6% 73 7% 104 2% 2 8% 77 6% 98 5% 4 6% 59 6% 80
Two or more races  ^  ^  ^ 0% 0 0% 5 1% 14 0% 0 1% 10 1% 11
Data not submitted 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0

Eligible for free or 
     reduced-priced lunch  ^ 19% 231 19% 294 16% 14 24% 240 22% 345 21% 16 24% 231 23% 325

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible  ^ 1% 17 1% 15 0% 0 1% 11 2% 25 0% 0 1% 11 1% 16

Students with a disability  ^ 1% 11 10% 157 19% 16 11% 115 11% 173 14% 11 8% 80 9% 129

Attendance (percent 
     days attended) —  —  —  90–94%  87–94%  83–92%  87–95%  88–92%  84–93%  

Average ESEA-reported state
     assessment scores2

10th-grade math  254–264  254–271  257–268  238–258  246–257  257–271  250–263  255–262  256–269
10th-grade English  204–272  269–277  274–285  231–257  260–274  273–284  252–268  274–289  277–285

— Not available.   
^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Does not include RPOS participants.           
2 Average score ranges across districts; 10th-grade assessment scores were not available for concentrators in the rural district in 2009–10. For the remaining districts, data were available for 79 percent of students.
NOTE: Data for 2010–11, 2011–12, 2012–13 include an additional suburban district that joined the project in 2010–11; data for this district were not submitted in 2009–10.       
SOURCE: Montana Office of Public Instruction.       
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Table A-7c. Montana: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10,  2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students
Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 33 100% 732 100% 964 100% 35 100% 1,188 100% 1,549 100% 86 100% 1,018 100% 1,542 100% 77 100% 953 100% 1317

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion
Graduated with a regular 
     high school diploma 100% 33 91% 663 84% 812 91% 32 95% 1,126 82% 1,271 95% 82 94% 959 84% 1,301 97% 75 99% 939 94% 1234
Left the district 0% 0 6% 41 7% 69 3% 1 2% 24 9% 132 2% 2 3% 31 7% 110 3% 2 1% 14 6% 83

Technical skills attainment
Technical skills assessment 
     available 45% 15 66% 483  †  — 5% 56  †  — 1% 10  † 22% 17 1% 7  †
Among those for whom an
     assessment was 
     available, attempted 
     a technical skills 
     assessment 9% 3 7% 33  †  — 100% 56  †  — 100% 10  † 22% 17 1% 7  †
Among those who attem-
     pted an assessment, 
     passed an assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate 9% 3 73% 24  †  — 68% 38  †  — 100% 10  † 13% 10 1% 5  †

Earned postsecondary 
     credit in high school  —  —  — 0% 0 8% 98 10% 159 13% 11 9% 92 17% 259 12% 9 16% 151 18% 242

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education 12% 4 38% 275  — 23% 8 40% 475 38% 592 35% 30 37% 380 42% 647 44% 34 42% 403 49% 643

Enrolled in a postsecondary 
     eduation program related 
     to their secondary POS1

75% 3 67% 185  — 100% 8 73% 348  † 60% 18 53% 200  † 31% 24 33% 316  †

See notes at end of table. 
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Table A-7c. Montana: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10,  2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students1
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students1
RPOS 

concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs Other students1

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 

Enrolled in developmental 
     course for math1 0% 0 45% 123 12.3% 119 38% 3 35% 164 20% 121 13% 4 31% 118 22% 141 19% 15 14% 138 11% 143
Enrolled in developmental 
     course for English1 0% 0 26% 72  71 13% 1 10% 46 7% 41 10% 3 13% 48 6% 42 14% 11 5% 48 4% 49

Postsecondary credential 
     attainment2

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary institution 0% 0 2% 11 0% 4 3% 2 1% 10 0% 1  †  †  † †  †  †  
Third-party–issued industry-
     recognized certification  —  —  — 1% 1 1% 10 1% 8  —  —  — —  —  —  
Associate's degree 0% 0 1% 10 1% 14 0% 0 1% 11 1% 11  †  †  † †  †  †  
Other credential 0% 0 1% 10 0% 3 0% 0 1% 11 0% 0  †  †  † †  †  †  
Total credentials earned 0% 0 4% 31 2% 21 4% 3 4% 42 2% 20  †  †  † †  †  †  

— Not available.   
† Not applicable.    
1 Percentages are among those who enrolled in postsecondary education and who enrolled in a public postsecondary institution in Montana.
2 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secodnary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree, 
within two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.” (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represented the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.

NOTE: Data for 2009–10 reflects a second set of data that includes information for RPOS concentrators submitted in January 2012. Data for 2010–11 and 2011-12 includes an additional suburban district that joined the project in 2010–11; data for this district were not 
submitted in 2009–10.       
SOURCE: Montana Office of Public Instruction.        
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Table A-8a. Utah: Student characteristics for 11th- and 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and 
urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristics
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 252 100% 4,296 100% 3,987

Gender
Male 24% 61 54% 2,313 51% 2,044
Female 76% 191 46% 1,983 49% 1,943

Race
White 81% 205 69% 2,979 63% 2,527
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  ^ 2% 89 3% 125
Black or African American  ^ 2% 107 3% 121
Asian 4% 10 3% 131 3% 120
American Indian or Alaska Native  ^ 3% 150 7% 299
Hispanic 10% 24 19% 824 19% 758
Unknown/ data not available  ^ 0% 16 1% 37

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 23% 59 35% 1,483 42% 1,670

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 7% 17 16% 698 18% 722

Students with a disability  ^ 2% 73 2% 87

Attendance (percent days attended)1 96–99%  97–99%  95–98%  

Number scoring at proficiency or higher2

11th-grade pre-algebra  4  193  194
11th-grade algebra I  22  621  510
11th-grade algebra II  4  332  300
11th-grade English score  96  1,718  1,750

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).

SOURCE: Utah State Office of Education.

1 Ranges of averages across districts. Because of the way submitted data were aggregated, attendance data excludes RPOS participants.
2 The percentages of students for which test scores were available were low, with math scores available for 26 percent of students and English 
scores available for 53 percent. The data specialist working with Utah’s RPOS team attributes the low percentages to poor database match 
rates and gaps in the data collected and is investigating strategies to improve future data quality. Since the percentage of students with test 
score data are so low, the percentages scoring at or above proficiency are not shown.
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Table A-8b. Utah: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, suburban, 
and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristics

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 210 100% 2,386 100% 1,842 100% 215 100% 1,357 100% 2,401 100% 204 100% 2547 100% 1619

Gender
Male 46% 96 55% 1,316 54% 1,001 46% 99 52% 703 52% 1,239 35% 72 52% 1336 50% 810
Female 54% 114 45% 1,070 46% 841 54% 116 48% 654 48% 1,162 65% 132 78% 1211 50% 809

Race
White 48% 101 72% 1,715 59% 1,092 37% 80 73% 984 63% 1,524 55% 112 73% 1869 60% 968
Native Hawaiian or 
     other Pacific Islander 6% 12 2% 46 2% 45  ^ 1% 16 3% 62  ^ 1% 31 3% 46
Black or African American  ^ 3% 70 3% 54 6% 12 2% 32 3% 74  ^ 2% 61 4% 62
Hispanic 31% 65 17% 396 24% 447 43% 93 16% 222 20% 484 10% 20 2% 63 2% 35
Asian 9% 18 2% 55 3% 51 8% 18 2% 31 4% 87 3% 6 3% 80 7% 114
American Indian or Alaska Native  ^ 4% 84 7% 136  ^ 4% 59 6% 145 25% 52 17% 443 25% 407
Two or more races  ^ 1% 20 1% 17  ^ 1% 13 1% 25  —  —  —

Eligible for free or 
     reduced-priced lunch 49% 103 34% 803 47% 863 62% 134 32% 436 43% 1,024 42% 86 37% 932 49% 794

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 55% 116 87% 2,078 70% 1,295 3% 6 3% 37 3% 70 6% 12 4% 110 19% 300

Students with a disability  ^ 11% 253 18% 336 13% 27 10% 137 12% 281 3% 7 10% 259 13% 213

Attendance ratio 99–99%  97–100%  96–99%  95–100%  59–100%  61–100%   —  —  —

Number scoring at 
     proficiency or higher

11th-grade pre-algebra —  —  —   —  —  —  —  —  —
11th-grade algebra I —  —  —   —  —  —  —  —  —
11th-grade algebra II —  —  —   —  —  —  —  —  —
11th-grade English score —  —  —   —  —  —  —  —  —

— Not available.   
^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
SOURCE: Utah State Office of Education. 
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Table A-8c. Utah: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other

CTE programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 123 100% 2,652 100% 1,445 100% 210 100% 2,386 100% 1,842 100% 215 100% 1,357 100% 2,401 100% 204 100% 2547 100% 1619

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion
Graduated with a regular
     high school diploma 93% 115 84% 2,234 63% 911 88% 184 87% 2,077 50% 930 88% 190 88% 1,193 55% 1,314 96% 195 90% 2,304 54% 880

Technical skills attainment
Technical skills assessment 
     available  —  —  † 100% 210 100% 2,386  † 100% 215 100% 1,357  † 100% 204 100% 2,547  †
Among those for whom 
     an assessment was 
     available, attempted 
     a technical skills 
     assessment  —  —  † 90% 190 100% 2,384  † 100% 215 100% 1,357  † 100% 204 100% 2,544  †
Among those who 
     attempted an assess-
     ment, passed an 
     assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate  —  —  † 83% 157 90% 2,141  † 80% 173 93% 1,268  † 90% 184 93% 2,356  †

Earned postsecondary 
     credit in high school 
     (dual enrollment) 72% 88 39% 1,041 22% 317 49% 102 39% 928 18% 333 27% 57 33% 445 19% 457 40% 81 40% 1024 12% 202

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education 100% 123 87% 2,319 45% 656 55% 116 38% 917 24% 433 48% 103 42% 568 34% 817 41% 84 39% 991 14% 237
Among those who enrolled, 
     number who enrolled in 
     a postsecondary educat-
     ion program related to 
     their secondary POS1  —  —  —  —  —  — 22% 23 18% 104  † 0% 1 0% 5  †

See notes at end of table. 
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Table A-8c. Utah: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other

CTE programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Among those who enrolled 
     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 
     developmental course 
     work in postsecondary 
     education

Enrolled in developmental
     course for math 11% 14 9% 203 6% 38 12% 14 19% 172 15% 66 18% 19 18% 105 17% 137 0% 0 0% 1 0% 0
Enrolled in developmental
     course for reading 3% 4 4% 85 3% 18 17% 20 13% 115 20% 87 16% 16 6% 36 7% 61 0% 1 0% 0 0% 0

Postsecondary credential 
     attainment2

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary 
     institution 2% 3 0% 5 4% 56  †  †  †  †  †  †  18  29  31
Third-party–issued industry- 
     recognized certification 1% 1 0% 0 3% 39  —  —  —  —  —  —  0  0  0
Associate's degree 11% 13 0% 10 5% 73  †  †  †  †  †  †  10  96  46
Other credential 1% 1 0% 0 0% 2  †  †  †  †  †  †  0  15  17
Total credentials earned 15% 18 1% 15 12% 170  †  †  †  †  †  †  28  140  94

— Not available.   
† Not applicable.   
1 Calculated by matching secondary and postsecondary POS and major 2-digit CIP codes; available only for students who enrolled in public postsecondary institutions in Utah.     
2 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree, 
within two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.” (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represent the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.

SOURCE: Utah State Office of Education. 
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Table A-9a. Wisconsin: Student characteristics for 9th- through 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10

Student characteristics
RPOS concentrators

Concentrators in 
other CTE programs All other students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 642 100% 1,095 100% 2,040

Gender
Male 93% 600 53% 582 38% 773
Female 7% 42 47% 513 62% 1,267

Race
White 94% 605 82% 902 80% 1,631
Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander  ^ 0% 0  ^
Black or African American  ^  ^ 1% 22
Asian 5% 30 16% 177 18% 358
American Indian or Alaska Native 10% 4  ^ 1% 16
Hispanic 0% 0 0% 0  ^

Eligible for free or reduced-price lunch 14% 93 14% 153 13% 271

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 2% 14 15% 160 12% 251

Students with a disability 12% 75 9% 104 8% 156

Attendance (percent days attended)  —  —  —

ESEA-reported 10th-grade state assessments
Average math score  —  —  —
Average English score  —  —  —

— Not available.    
^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).

SOURCE: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.       
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Table A-9b. Wisconsin: Student characteristics for 12th-grade RPOS concentrators, concentrators in other CTE programs, and all other students enrolled in the rural, 
suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Student characteristics

2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 43 100% 356 100% 838 100% 69 100% 301 100% 874 100% 61 100% 290 100% 814

Gender
Male  ^ 55% 195 52% 432 90% 62 55% 165 51% 448 92% 56 43% 125 52% 424
Female  ^ 45% 161 48% 406 10% 7 45% 136 49% 426 8% 5 57% 165 48% 390

Race
White 91% 39 78% 276 76% 641 94% 65 80% 242 75% 659 95% 58 80% 233 79% 644
Native Hawaiian or 
     other Pacific Islander 0% 0 0% 0  ^ 0% 0 0% 0  ^ 0% 0 0% 0  ^
Black or African American  ^  ^ 2% 20  ^  ^ 3% 28 0% 0  ^ 3% 22
Hispanic 0% 0  ^ 2% 18 0% 0  ^ 3% 29  ^  ^ 3% 21
Asian  ^ 21% 76 18% 149  ^ 19% 56 22% 189  ^ 18% 53 18% 147
American Indian 
     or Alaska Native 0% 0  ^  ^ 0% 0  ^  ^  ^  ^ 2% 13

Eligible for free or reduced-
     price lunch1  ^ 33% 116 33% 277 25% 17 31% 93 38% 330 23% 14 34% 98 34% 278

English for speakers of other
     languages (ESOL) eligible 0% 0 15% 53 9% 76 3% 2 9% 26 13% 117 0% 0 5% 15 10% 83

Students with a disability  ^ 9% 33 15% 127 13% 9 12% 36 14% 123 10% 6 10% 29 10% 84

Attendance (percent 
     days attended)2 95–99%  96–97%  96–99%  94–99%  94–96%  95–96%  94–97%  94–96%  95–96%  

ESEA-reported 10th-grade 
     state assessments2,3

Average math score  3.0–3.5  2.6–3.0  2.7–2.9  2.6–3.7  2.8–2.9  2.7–3.1  2.9–2.9  1.9–2.4  2.2–2.6
Average English score  3.0–3.7  2.6–3.3  2.7–3.3  2.9–3.9  3.0–3.5  3.0–3.3  2.0–2.3  2.0–2.1  2.2–2.4

^ Data suppressed because of small cell size (representing 10 or fewer students).
1 Data for free and reduced-price lunch available for the suburban and urban districts only.          
2 Ranges of averages across districts.
3 Test scores were available for 96 percent of students overall and 63 percent of RPOS concentrators in 2010-11 and 93 percent of students overall and 100 percent of RPOS concentrators in 2011-12.       

SOURCE: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.       
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Table A-9c. Wisconsin: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Number of students 100% 197 100% 316 100% 635 100% 43 100% 356 100% 838 100% 69 100% 301 100% 874 100% 61 100% 290 100% 814

Secondary outcomes

Secondary school completion
Graduated with a regular
     high school diploma 96% 190 95% 301 97% 616 95% 41 98% 348 99% 829 94% 65 99% 297 98% 856 100% 61 100% 290 100% 812

Technical skills attainment
Technical skills assessment 
     available  —  —  †  — 100% 356  † 100% 69 100% 301  † 100% 61 100% 290  †
Among those for whom 
     an assessment was 
     available, attempted 
     a technical skills 
     assessment 7% 14 4% 14  †  — 34% 122  † 3% 2 34% 102  † 25% 15 29% 84  †

Among those who 
     attempted an 
     assessment, passed 
     an assessment/
     certification and/or 
     received a certificate 71% 10 71% 10  †  — 90% 110  † 50% 1 85% 87  † 25% 15 27% 78  †

Earned postsecondary credit 
     in high school1,2

Number who earned 
     postsecondary credits  — 20% 62 12% 74 58% 25 58% 205 16% 135 29% 20 47% 142 12% 106 51% 31 42% 123 5% 38

Postsecondary outcomes

Enrollment
Enrolled in postsecondary 
     education3  —  —  † 67% 29 65% 233 60% 506 54% 37 66% 199  † 64% 39 76% 220 68% 553
     a postsecondary 
education 
     program, percentage who 
     enrolled in a program 
     related to their 
     secondary POS  —  —  † 45% 13 42% 97  † 68% 25 57% 113  † 25% 15 38% 110  †

See notes at end of table.
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Table A-9c. Wisconsin: Outcome data for 12th-grade students enrolled in the rural, suburban, and urban districts participating in the RPOS project: 2009–10, 2010–11, 2011–12, and 2012–13—Continued

Outcome

2009–10 2010–11 2011–12 2012–13

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

RPOS 
concentrators

Concentrators 
in other CTE 

programs
All other 
students

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number

Among those who enrolled 
     in postsecondary 
     education, need for 
     developmental course 
     work in postsecondary 
     education

Enrolled in a developmental 
     course for math  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —
Enrolled in a developmental 
     course for reading  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —  —

Postsecondary credential 
     attainment4

Certificate awarded by a 
     postsecondary institution 1% 1  — — †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Third-party–issued industry- 
     recognized certification 0% 0  —  —  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Associate's degree 1% 2  —  —  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Other credential 2% 3  —  —  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †
Total credentials earned 3% 6  —  —  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †  †

— Not available.   
† Not applicable.   
1 In 2010–11, data on postsecondary credits earned in high school was available for 93 percent of students. 
2 Among those for whom data were available in each category. Data were available for 75 percent of the RPOS and CTE concentrators in the suburban and rural districts and 94 percent of RPOS and CTE concentrators in the urban district.       
3 Postsecondary enrollment data from 2009–10 and 2010−11 are from the National Student Clearinghouse (NSC). The Wisconsin Department of Public instruction ended its subscription to the NSC in 2012–13, so the postsecondary enrollment data for 2011–12 are from the 
Career and Technical Education Enrollment Reporting System Concentrator Completer Graduate Follow-up survey.
4 The measure for this outcome is, “Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma attainment. The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree, 
within two years following enrollment in postsecondary education.” (Federal Register, Vol. 75., No. 151, Friday, August 6, 2010.) The percentages shown represent the percentage of 2009–10 concentrators who earned a credential within the time specified.

SOURCE: Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.       
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Appendix B 

Data Collection Letter 
Thank you for your continued help with the RPOS quantitative assessment and for your hospitality during 
our recent site visits. This letter and the attached table shells are the first steps in our data collection process 
for project year 4 to collect data on academic year 2012–13. We look forward to working with you in the 
coming weeks to collect the data we will need to continue our evaluation of the project’s success.  

The year 4 table shells are attached. One shell should be completed for each site participating in the RPOS 
project. As in prior years, the shells are customized to match the data available in your state, but please let us 
know about any discrepancies you find. If you have questions that you would like to address, we would be 
happy to communicate by e-mail or phone to discuss the request. 

We also anticipate that you may not be able to provide all of the information requested in the shells within 
the data collection timeline. Please note elements that are not available by the submission deadline and enter 
the date when the data will be ready in the relevant cell. You may also enter “unknown” if the date is not 
available. This information will assist us in understanding any project support you may need and in planning 
the evaluation work going forward. 

We ask you to submit the completed shells by Wednesday, April 30, 2014. We are available to answer 
questions and to provide assistance as you prepare your submission. Please contact Sandra Staklis by e-mail 
(sstaklis@rti.com) or telephone (503-428-5676).  

As was the case last year, this year’s shells also include the Postsecondary credential, certificate, or diploma 
attainment performance outcomes which the RFP defined as:  

The percentage of secondary students participating in the POS supported by the grant award who attain an 
industry-recognized credential, certificate, or associate’s degree within two years following enrollment in 
postsecondary education.  

To assess this outcome, we will need postsecondary completion information for students who graduated in 
2010–11 (the second year of data collection). The data reported for this indicator should include all of the 
credentials earned through fall 2013.   

mailto:sstaklis@rti.com
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Please note the following guidelines as you complete the tables: 

• Demographic and outcome data are requested for grade 12 students only. To collect information 
on the numbers of students in grades 9–12 overall, and those participating in CTE and the 
RPOS program(s) in particular, we added a tab called “Enrollments.” 

• The outcome “Enrollment in postsecondary education” is for students who were enrolled at any 
time during the fall 2013 semester.  

• Enter data only for shaded cells in each table. 

• Enter ‘0’ for any cell in which you do not have any students; enter ‘n/a’ if data are unavailable. 

• Adjust worksheet rows if those included do not reflect the available data categories. 

• We have included your state’s definitions for secondary CTE participants and concentrators in 
the enrollment table. Please update as needed on this table or in a separate document. 

Data Submissions 

Data should be submitted using the same process followed last year. For most states, this means providing us 
with password protected access to your state’s secure FTP site. Alternatively, data can be encrypted using a 
recent version of Excel. To use this option, first encrypt the file by clicking on the round button in the upper 
left hand corner (the “Microsoft office button”), choose the option “prepare,” and then the option “encrypt 
document.” Use at least an 8-digit password with at least one number, symbol, and capital letter. If you need 
help with this process, let us know. Please call Sandra at 503-428-5676 to tell us the password.  

 
Thanks in advance for your work on this project! 
 
All the best,  
The RPOS Quantitative Assessment Team 
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