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Today...

» National picture of post-school outcomes data
collection and analysis

* Methods for collecting Indicator 14 data at the
state level

* One state’s hard work to improve the quality of B-
14 data collection—to use the data!
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National Post-School
Outcomes Center (ended 2015)

* Helped SEAs establish practical and rigorous data
collection systems to measure and profile the post-
school experiences of youth with disabilities (i.e.,
Indicator 14)

* Built capacity of SEAs to use 1-14 data for national, state,
and local reporting and, most importantly, to guide and
improve transition services to this population

Continues in the work of NTACT
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Post-school Outcomes Indicator
(B-14): 4 Response Categories

Percent of youth who are no longer in secondary
school, had |IEPs in effect at the time they left school,
and were:

1. Enrolled in “higher education”
2. Engaged in “competitive employment”

3. Enrolled in “some other postsecondary
education or training”

4. Engaged in “some other employment”
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Definitions

* enrolled full- or part-time

« community college (2-year program)

» college/university (4- or more year program)
» Completed at least 1 term

Higher Education

» worked for pay at or above the minimum wage

« setting with others who are nondisabled
Competitive Employment « Average of 20 hours a week

* 90 days at any time in the year since leaving high school

* includes military employment

Other Postsecondary * enrolled full- or part-time
. . . » education or training program (e.g., adult education, vocational
Education or Tralnlng technical school that is less than a 2-year program)

» Completed at least 1 term

» worked for compensation below minimum wage
Other Employment * 90 days at any time since leaving high school
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Indicator 14 for Federal Reporting
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Total Respondents

1= 2 = 3= 4= # Other or Not
Engaged
# Higher Ed | # Competitive | #Postsecondary | # Other
Employed Education or Employed | (States are not
Training required to
report this #
but it is in the
denominator)
A=1/
Total
respondents
B=1+2/
Total respondents
C=1+2+3+4/
Total respondents




Method of Indicator 14 Data
Collection

» Data collected by either census or sample
» Data collected on youth with IEPs who exited school at
least one year ago and:

» Graduated with a regular diploma or with some other form of
modified diploma or certificate

« Aged out
* Dropped out, or
* Were expected to return, but did not

e Data Source: State selected data source
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Indicator 14 Data Collection (cont.)

« States must report annually the percentages for 14 A, B,
and C and the actual numbers for the 4 required
response categories.

 States include a description of how the state has ensured
that survey data are valid and reliable, including how the
data represent the demographics of the state.

* Most states collect with some form of survey methodology
(phone, in-person, written, online) or some combination.

 Data collection may be done by contractors, state staff, or
local staff.

10
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National Picture of Recent PSO Data
Collections

2014 APRs 2015 APRs
« Census or Sample: * Census or Sample:
» 36 census * 13 census
* 18 representative sample « 21 representative sample
6 did not report method « 26 did not report method
« Data Collection Method: « Data Collection Method:
» 53 used a survey * 34 used a survey
« 1 used survey and SLDS « 7 used administrative records
« 3 used administrative records * 19 did not report method
* Response Rate: * Response Rate:
« 50 reported a response rate « 22 reported a response rate
* Range was 9.8% — 100% * Range was 14.2% — 100%
(M=52.4%) (M =49.28%)
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National Picture... (cont.)

Trends of Median Percentages for Each Indicator
B14 Measure

FFY 2009 FFY 2010 WFFY2011 MFFY2012 MSFFY2013

100

80 72.5 72.5 73.5 73.476-36
=
3 59.0 9.45

?- "

2 60 56.3 57.2 57.0°
=

40
E 26.8 29.0 27.2 26.526.74

B __l..

a | . |

A. Higher Education B. Higher Education + C. Higher Education +
Competitive Employment Competitive Employment +
Other Postsecondary
Education/Training + Some
Other Employment
Indicator B14 Measures
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Poll - What does your state do?

1. Census or sample?

2. Survey or another data source?

3. Any using State Longitudinal Data Systems?
4. Satisfaction with your response rate?

5. Satisfaction with representativeness?

13
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Discussion

1. Has your state ever modified its PSO survey? If
so, what changes did you make and why?

2. Did your state make a decision to switch to the
SLDS or administrative records to collect PSO
data? If so, why was that decision made?

3. Did your state move from a sample to a census?
If so, why, and what did you anticipate would be
different ?

4. How will you determine if your changes were
effective”? 14
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Discussion
1. Has your state made changes in who collects the
data (i.e., contractor to school personnel)?

2. If so, how did you/ do you train interviewers?
What strategies have you used?

3. Have you marketed the PSO survey to former
students in order to prepare them for the
upcoming survey?

4. If so, what strategies have you used?
5. How will you know if changes were effective?

15
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Predictors of Post-School Success

A predictor is defined as an
In-school experience,
typically a program (e.g., a
work-based learning % CULLEGE

_experience) correlated with “Mmow

Improved post-school

outcomes. {-muunv

. EMPLOYMENT =
* Predictors of Post-School D
Success _ (—TECHIIHLEEI{LIE{
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http://www.transitionta.org/sites/default/files/Pred_Outcomes_0.pdf
http://www.transitionta.org/sites/default/files/Pred_Outcomes_0.pdf

Critical Interrelationships for
Achieving Post-School Outcomes

Quality IEPs

(Indicator 13) ﬁ

Staying in
school

(Indicator 2)

Positive post-

school outcomes u Graduating

(Indicator 14) (Indicator 1)

17
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Using the System of SPP Indicators as a Blueprint POST-SCRO0L
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Arizona’s Quality Data Story
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Arizona’s Demographics

* Approximately 1.1 million students
« =132,000 students with disabilities
« =40,000 students with disabilities aged 14+

 Robust charter school movement, diverse schools
« 216 school districts
* 403 charter schools

TOTAL: 619 PEAs*®

* new charters open and close each year; does not include secure care

schools
20
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The Beginning...

* Arizona FFY 2005-2010 State Performance Plan
for Special Education

* No system to:

* Collect
* Analyze

* Report post school outcomes data

21

In collaboration with CIFR, CIID, & NTACT



Initial Challenges for PSO

 Statewide transition-related priority focused on
Indicator 13 requirement for 100% compliance

* No compelling reason for PEAs to participate in
1-14

* No imposed penalties or enforcement for non-
participation

» Data reports limited and complicated

In collaboration with CIFR, ClID, & NTACT
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Barriers PEAs Encountered...

* Not a local priority
 Unfunded mandate
* Limited time and staff resources within local PEAs

* Access to online application

 Viewed as another state-required “hoop” to jump
through

» Confusing terms related to exiting students — i.e.,
SEF, PSO, SOP

23
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March 2010 — Aha!

* Arizona participates in NPSQO’s Data Use Toolkit
Training in Eugene, OR
 ADE/ESS and a local Arizona PEA were represented
« PSO and SPP/APR data brought, along with enthusiasm

on how to use Arizona’s PSO data
* However...there were problems:

* Response rate
* Representativeness

* And solutions:
* NPSO Tools! 5
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Spring 2010 — Now What?

« Administrative support needed to prioritize PSO
Survey/ Indicator 14

* After support gained, timeline set forth and 6-step
process for operationalizing change outlined:
* March — Learning things
 April-May — Technical overhaul
* June — Time to train

« July 1 — PSO Survey online application must be
operational!

25
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Step 1: Gather Information

« OSEP documentation

* NPSO guidance:

 Data Collection Protocol
* Response Calculator
» Data Display Templates

 Existing ADE/ESS TA and training materials for
revision

26
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Step 2: Review “Assumptions”

* Four primary assumptions:
1. PEAs self-report exiting student data.
2. PSO Surveys are done by paper & pencil.
3. IT provides data in pivot tables.
4. PEAs are reliant on ADE for data.

27

I. “ In collaboration with CIFR, CIID, & NTACT



Step 3: Vision for PSO Survey
Application
« Populate application with exiting student information

« Create a Survey “flow” that is efficient and encourages
accuracy

- Eliminate extraneous questions/fields, including “Other”
- Calculate data "automatically” (within the application)

* Provide data in reports that are easy to read, understand,
and analyze

« Add missing data reports

« Add data reports in “long” and “short” forms

 Make raw data and data reports available to both the ADE
and PEA users 2
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Step 4: Work With IT to Overhaul the
Online Application

» Use existing relationship and knowledge with
ESS/IT specialist

* Dream big, compromise lots
» Carefully scope work considering timelines

* Build enough time to QA bugs, train internally, and
develop training materials

29
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Step 5: Communicate Internally

* Questions directed at ADE Research & Evaluation,
School Finance & Data Management areas

* Where do we find the most appropriate data?

* Does the table include all the demographic data
needed?

* Are the definitions of variables in the table consistent?

* When can we extract the most accurate exiting student
data?

- How do we handle multiple disability categories?
« How do state exit reasons align with PSO exit reasons?

30
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Step 6: TA and Training

* Review and revise training and TA materials to be
consistent with new Indicator 14 definitions and
measurement

 Prepare trainings demonstrating revised PSO
Survey online application—but preserving
confidentiality

31
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Maintenance & Enhancement: 2011-
2014

* Infrastructure support: “dedicated” positions
* Regular tweaks, reports, and functionality added to web-
based PSO application
 Management options, Indicator 14 reports, data exporting
options
* Inclusion of PSO Survey participation in PEA
Determinations

« PSO Survey participation auto-populated into PEA
Determination application

* Inclusion of PSO Survey data as part of “risk analysis” for
differentiated monitoring system

« STEPSS piloting/use 32
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Could We Be Doing Better?

» Results-Driven Accountability (RDA)

* Increased focus on outcomes—>but PSO data only once
every 6 years?

 How do we really evaluate statewide transition
initiatives? How to PEAs evaluate local programs?

» Executive administration buy-in

 Large % of participation from two largest districts
iIn AZ—how representative of AZ was our sample,
really?

* Interest in scaling up STEPSS, but lack of annual
data made this impossible &

I1nYe
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Sampling to Census: Spring 2014—
Present

* One year prior to census implementation (Spring 2014 for
Summer 2015 Survey)

* Development of annual PSO survey “brand”

* Everyone Counts, Everyone In

New logo developed

New training materials developed

Massive communication drive to ensure all high school-serving
PEAs understood the change

Overhaul of PSO Survey ADE webpage

£ AZPSO |

Arizona Post School Outcomes
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Sampling to Census: PEA Buy-In

* Messaging to PEAs carefully constructed
« No additional funding provided, although considered

« Communication focus highlighted ability to make RDA and
system improvement at the local level

* Immediate data availability via application in easy-to-read reports
* Provision of communication materials for PEAs to use to

market PSO Survey: bookmark, flyer, Spanish translations,
sample contact form, sample letter, etc.

» Dedicated PSO Outlook Inbox developed for prompt
support

» Reformation of PSO Focus Group

35
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Technology Considerations

* Infrastructure upgrade changed access to application

« Significant security access made for all agency applications,
required new logins for all users—many additional hoops to
jump through

* Piloting of “Secondary Approval” process to access PSO
Survey by PEAs

* Move PSO Survey application onto newer software
platform

« Changed look and feel of application, right in the middle of
sampling to census shift

« Required updating of training materials and new TA for PEAs

36
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Success! Summer 2015 (FFY 2014)

« Post school outcomes for SY 2013— 2014 exiters
(5,410 responses = 69% response rate)

Not Engaged

1443, 27% . .
? Higher Education

1249, 23%

Other Employment
334, 6%

Competitive
Employment 1929, 36%

Other
Education/Training 455,
8%

37
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Reports Based on NPSO Tools

Response Rate / Representativeness

Raw Data Representativensss

IRl BN
Post School Outcomes Survey

Response Rate | Representativeness
Fiscal Year 2014

Elranicity Breakdoem™ 1

FReport Archive Data? N

Required PEAS Only?: Y

Thisis the state data. Note: Arizona is considered
representative of all subgroups exceptyouthwho dropped

out of school.
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Reports Based on NPSO Tools (cont.)

Results by Subcategories

Post School Qutcomes Survey

Results by Subcategories . m - I - e e
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B-14 Data Collection Tools from
NTACT (developed by NPSO Center)

* Indicator 14 Sampling Calculator (currently being
revised)

* Response Calculator

 Data Dictionary

» Strategies for Contacting Hard-to-Find Youth
* Training Interviewers Guide

Data Analysis & Use, SPP/APR, Resources for
Indicator B-14

40
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Tools for Reporting and Use from
NTACT (developed by NPSO Center)

» Data Display Templates including Not-engaged

* Trend Data Display Template

Data Analysis & Use, SPP/APR, Resources for B-14

* Predictor Implementation School/District Self-
Assessment

« State Toolkit for Examining Post-School Success
(STEPSS)

Data Analysis & Use, Data Analysis & Tools

42
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http://www.transitionta.org/sites/default/files/Predictor_Self-Assessment2.0.pdf
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Questions and Comments

www.transitionTA.org

ntactmail@uncc.edu
704-687-8606

Specific to I-14 data tools — Charlotte Alverson,
calverso@uoreqgon.edu or Valerie Mazzotti,
vmazzott@uoreqgon.edu

Specific to Arizona’s efforts — Allisa Trolinger,
alissa.trolinger@azed.gov

Credits for this presentation to staff NTACT at University of
Oregon
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http://www.transitionta.org/
mailto:ntactmail@uncc.edu
mailto:calverso@uoregon.edu
mailto:vmazzott@uoregon.edu
mailto:alissa.trolinger@azed.gov

For More Information

~,~ Visitthe IDC website
"= http://ideadata.org/

Follow us on Twitter
https://twitter.com/ideadatacenter

¢
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http://ideadata.org/
https://twitter.com/ideadatacenter

Resources at
www.transitionTA.org
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http://www.transitionta.org/

This presentation was developed under a grant from the U.S.
Department of Education, #H4373Y130002. However, the
contents do not necessarily represent the policy of the
Department of Education, and you should not assume
endorsement by the Federal Government.

Project Officers: Richelle Davis and Meredith Miceli

*J/ NETWORK

\\i‘:\ TA&D
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