Recommendation for Bridging of Race/Ethnicity Data at the Department of Public Instruction

Introduction
In October 2007, the US Department of Education released final guidance on the reporting of Race and Ethnicity data. As a result Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction will begin collecting and reporting data for the 2010-2011 school year in accordance with these new guidelines. This means a shift from reporting aggregate data from 5 to 7 race/ethnicity categories. The final guidance suggested that states may choose to bridge data for longitudinal study purposes.
Throughout the agency there are numerous needs for comparing data across years, including but not limited to disproportionality analysis for the identification of students with disabilities, annual yearly progress determinations, external data requests and numerous trend analysis reports. Bridging is the means by which data can be compared from the different sets of categories. 
An agency-wide work group was convened to make a recommendation for the methodology of bridging to be used by the agency and to address issues surrounding the bridging of data. This report contains the recommendations of this workgroup. 
Bridging Methodology
In October of 2008, the National Center for Educational Statistics ( NCES) published “Managing an Identity Crisis: Forum Guide to Implementing New Federal Race and Ethnicity Categories”. The Appendix on bridging outlines a series of methodologies which were reviewed by the workgroup. 
In determining a bridging methodology the workgroup had the following goals in mind:

1) To have a consistent methodology that could be applied across the agency for all purposes
2) To minimize the impact of over or under representing subpopulations due to the bridging process.
3) To most closely approximate how students/staff who are reporting in the new categories would have reported using the old categories
4) To use a methodology that could easily be implemented by a variety of staff with varying degrees of technical knowledge across the agency.
5) To use a methodology that can be explained and understood to the average data user.
The decision was made to use a deterministic “decision-tree methodology” in which every individual in a reporting category would be bridged in the same way. This would allow the mapping to be stored in a database table for ease of use and to enforce uniformity. Every bridging strategy has benefits and drawbacks, some groups will be over represented and others will be under represented. These benefits and drawbacks were discussed.

Background Research
The work group inquired how other organizations including the University of Wisconsin, other state educational agencies, and federal agencies would be bridging the data. We reviewed Census data estimates for Wisconsin's children's race and ethnicity for 2005 – 2007 to get an estimate of the percentage of students that would be expected to fall into the two or more category. We also looked at counts of student enrollment data by race for the past 17 years and the counts of staff data for the past 13 years to review changes in distribution of students and staff over time. 
Over the past 17 years the counts of non-white populations has been growing but the relative “ranking” from the smallest to largest subpopulations has remained constant over that period of time. The largest jump in overall percentage of students in a specific racial category over time was the Hispanic group from 2.78% of the total student population in 1992-1993 to 7.99% in 2008-2009. Other non-white groups increased no more than 1.6% of the total student population over the same period of time.
Six of the seven categories map easily back to the 5 former categories. The “two or more” category is the most problematic. Three primary methodologies were reviewed for the assignment of individuals in the two or more category:

1. Assignment to the smallest racial category of those selected in part two of the two part question.
2. Assignment to the largest racial category of those selected in the part two of the two part question.

3. Assignment to largest, non-white category of those selected in the part two of the two part question.

The impact of bridging to the smallest category had the potential of creating the greatest impact statistically. It could cause small subpopulations to reach a threshold for AYP determinations or disproportionality when in past years the subpopulation was below the threshold. The impact of adding students to a smaller category would have a greater impact on outcome data with a greater chance of creating statistical anomalies in trend analysis.
Bridging to the largest category would create the least impact statistically however it was feared that individuals who may have identified in a minority population in the past would now be counted in the white category and therefore minority groups could be underrepresented. Therefore the consensus of the group was to bridge the two or more category to the largest, non-white category based on the individual’s response to the two part question. This preserves reporting in a minority racial category while minimizing the statistical impact of adding individuals to a category. The methodology recommended for DPI is the same methodology used by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. The Demographer at the WI Department of Administration reviewed the proposed bridging methodology and indicated the method is reasonable, understandable, and explainable. He also indicated that the Census Bureau has had some challenges implementing a probabilistic bridging method.
Individual Level data
Data collected at the individual level can be bridged based on the individual response. A cross walk currently exists that maps the individual responses to the two part question to the appropriate reporting category under the new guidelines. An additional column will be added with the proper bridging category. Common utilities will be created that will be accessible to all personnel retrieving data from the oracle database which will convert a given “race key” to the proper bridging category. Below is a summary of how the data will be bridged.
	Reporting Category
	Bridging Category

	Hispanic
	Hispanic

	American Indian or Alaska Native
	American Indian or Alaska Native

	Asian
	Asian/Pacific Islander

	Black
	Black

	Pacific Islander
	Asian/Pacific Islander

	White
	White

	Two or More Races
	Report in the Largest, Non-white Category based on individual level “race key”


Aggregate Level Data
Without individual level responses it is impossible to know the combination of categories selected in aggregate level collections. Two logical options exist based on the adopted bridging methodology, either all students in the “two or more category” would be bridged to a single race category which is likely to skew the data, or DPI could choose not to bridge aggregate level data. The recommendation of the workgroup is that aggregate level reporting be used in the format in which it was collected with a disclaimer explaining that there was a change in the way race data was collected beginning in 2010-2011.
Data on WINSS and Public Reporting Sites 
Data on WINSS will be reported in the reporting categories applicable to the school year of data. All data prior to the 2010-2011 school year will be reported in the five existing categories. Data for the 2010-2011 school year and beyond will use the seven reporting categories in the new guidance. 
The one exception to this will be student test data that is provided to DPI by the testing vendor CTB-McGraw Hill. Under the new guidance states continue to report in the same major racial ethnic categories unless they make an amendment to the ESEA Accountability workbook. Since the testing vendor provides redacted summaries of the data that are posted on WINSS, data will be reported in the existing 5 categories until our ESEA Accountability Plan is modified. 
External Data Requests
The recommendation of the Bridging workgroup is to provide data for external data requests in the same format it is reported on WINSS, i.e., in the same format it was collected and reported for that school year. School years under the old guidance, prior to 2010-2011, will report by the five categories, school years from 2010-2011 and beyond will use the seven reporting categories. The only exception would be student performance data and AYP determinations until the time when our ESEA Accountability workbook is amended. It is important that data provided to external entities is consistent with data on WINSS not only to reduce confusion about DPI data, but also to ensure confidentiality.
A disclaimer should be supplied to explain that the method of collecting and reporting race data changed in 2010-2011. 
Sample disclaimer:
Race and ethnicity data are provided in the format in which it was collected and reported for the indicated years. The federal government has revised the way state and local education agencies are expected to maintain, collect, and report data on race and ethnicity. DPI implemented these changes in the 2010-2011 school year. Because race/ethnicity data was collected differently in prior years, data users should be cautioned that such data may not be comparable across years due to this change
Internal Data Requests
As a general rule of thumb, the bridging work group recommends that internal data requests follow the same rules as WINSS reporting and External Data requests unless the DPI staff member explicitly asked for data to be provided in a different way. We anticipate there could be specific policy or research questions that may warrant pulling data based on individual responses ( i.e., all individuals who selected Asian even if they were included in two or more category). A disclaimer should be included that the data should be used for internal purposes only if it is in a different format from public reporting.

Federal Reporting
Federal Reporting of racial ethnic data is governed by federal requirements. The EDEN submission system has become the means by which the majority of federal reporting takes place. According to the “EDFacts Guidance on Submitting Racial and Ethnic Data”, prior to 2010-2011 school year states have the flexibility to send data by the existing five categories or in the new seven categories. Beginning in 2010-2011 the seven reporting categories will be mandatory for all data except Assessment and Accountability data that is governed by the State ESEA Accountability Plan. That data will be reported using Major Racial Ethnic Categories. Unless otherwise instructed, all non-EDEN federal reporting should also use the seven reporting categories beginning with the 2010-2011 school year data. 
