P-20 Council Data & Accountability Subcommittee Meeting Notes

March 13, 2008

CASB Offices

Attending:  Members, legislators and invited experts: Elliott Asp, Lucinda Hundley, Janeen Demi-Smith, Beverly Ausfal, Teresa Pena, Lorrie Shepard, Rep. Debbie Benefield, Julie O’Brian, Ken DeLay, Floyd Beard, John Crawford, Frank Sanchez, Charlotte Brantley,  Jeremy Felker.  Staff:  Alex Medler, Mark Fermanich.

Introductions and General Discussion

Chair Elliott Asp welcomed members to the first meeting of the subcommittee in 2008.

Several questions were raised regarding the continuing role of the subcommittee, particularly given the new council established in the Governor’s CAP4K bill – SB 212

It was suggested that the subcommittee could make the best use of its time by strategically focusing on certain areas of data and accountability that either are not being addressed by others or that require further fleshing out.

Regarding state activities on assessments, concern was raised that the PPAC (Preschool through Post-secondary Education Alignment Council) seemed to be moving in the direction of combining accountability and instructional functions within the same state assessment system.  A suggestion was made to invite representatives of the PPAC to one of our meetings to discuss this with them.

CAP4K Proposal

Dr. Matt Gianneschi provided a brief overview of the Governor’s CAP4K plan (SB 212).  He described the bill as a process bill for linking pre-k to K-12 and K-12 to post-secondary and defining what it means to be school ready and college/career ready.  Work on the bill is an iterative process where the Governor, bill sponsors, and stakeholders all work to craft common definitions that allow us to move from course titles to skills and content.  Bill is on its third revision.

In defining what students should know and be able to do, there is greater consensus on this in the core subjects of math, reading and science.  This is less true for other subjects such as social sciences and the arts.  Because more time may be required to develop definitions for these disciplines the implementation of CAP4K may be staggered and the timeline extended.

The current version of the bill requires that readiness definitions be developed by January 2009 for at least the first set of subject areas.  By 3-4 years out most of the standards should be adopted.  At this point each of the 3 levels, early childhood, K-12 and higher education should each understand what the standards are across systems and how to make use of them.

An assessment system that all three levels can make use of must also be adopted.

The bill includes a provision for students to opt-out of the college/career readiness standards at the request of parents.  This is the most controversial element of the bill so far.  Some prefer eliminating the opt-out but providing more time for struggling students to meet the more rigorous standards.  Others prefer to keep the opt-out.  The Governor and authors are looking for constructive input on this debate.  It was suggested that it is better to keep the traditional diploma for those students who would prefer not to engage in the more rigorous standards than to see them drop out.

While the Governor and authors recognize that there will likely be additional resource needs under this proposal, it is too early to quantify this since we still do not know exactly what the system will look like when implemented.  This is not intended to be an unfunded mandate, but must wait to see what districts’ needs will be before determining a price tag. 

Kristi Kauerz, from the Lt. Governor’s Office, commented on the early childhood portion of the bill.  While the early childhood community was not happy with first draft of the bill, they find the second draft a significant improvement.  A key improvement was the elimination of the high stakes nature of the school readiness assessment.  She also reiterated that child-level data from the readiness assessment will not be released.  While they would like to see the readiness requirements extended to private providers, they view this as an important first step.

There is some concern that the bill only applies directly to early childhood programs provided through school districts.  Kristi noted that this is largely due to the fact that the bill will be implemented through the State Board of Education and Higher Education Board, neither of which have authority to regulate private early childhood program providers, which are regulated by the Department of Human Services. 

New State Growth Percentiles Model

Elliott Asp provided a brief overview of the growth percentiles accountability model recently adopted by the SBE.  This model will generate data that will allow for classifying and reporting on individual students and groups of students according to a classifications such as Low Growth, Typical Growth or High Growth.  System reports for schools and districts will also be available, classifying them in one of 4 quadrants:  high status/low growth, low status/high growth, high status/high growth, or low status/low growth.  Based on where they fall, schools may be labeled as underperforming, improving, sustaining, or excelling.

There is still a question about what the baseline for comparison should be since the median growth rate for a school will change each year –  should there be a fixed baseline from a base year or a trend line incorporating several years?  Planning is also taking place for how this new system will be incorporated into accreditation. 

CDE Data Infrastructure Review

Michelene Casey, from the Governor’s Office of Information Technology, presented the findings of am OIT study of the Department of Education’s data infrastructure.  The study required 10 months to complete and included discussions with CDE staff, school district officials, education organizations, and others.  The study had a broad scope but was not able to go in-depth given the timeline.  The focus of the study was to examine the data collection and reporting systems used by the CDE.  They began by 1) identifying all of the data the department is required by law to collect; 2) identifying what the department is actually collecting; 3) whether it is collecting all of the data that is required; and 4) whether they have the necessary systems in place.

They found that there are currently 107 regular data collections from districts to the CDE.  The department’s data system is from 1990s and is now out of date.  Both districts and the CDE are often challenged by unrealistic timelines for data collection included in legislation.

Conclusions and recommendations arising from the study include:

1. Data collection process is currently fragmented – the CDE needs to improve data consistency and eliminate silos isolating systems

2. The CDE should establish a new Data Management Program Office to oversee the  data collection process and implement standards across the agency

3. Review staffing  needs and plan for future skill gaps

4. Revise its interpretation of FERPA.  The current interpretation by CDE suggests that the department does not own data reported to it by districts.  As a result, each time there is a revision districts must send entire files rather than just updates.  This is an outdated perspective that is inefficient and out of line with other states

The OIT estimates that a minimum of $3 million will be required for CDE to update its data systems to meet these recommendations.  This estimate does not include the cost of any improvements that may be required at the district level.  The CDE is supportive of these recommendations.

The executive summary, along with the full report, may be found at:

http://www.cde.state.co.us/Communications/download/PDF/CDE-Data-Infrastructure-Review.pdf
Data Bill – HF 1364

Rep. Benefield and Julie Pelegrin, of the Office of Legislative Legal Services, presented the latest version of data bill based on the subcommittee’s recommendations.  This year’s bill should be considered a first step, with more legislation likely coming in future sessions.  The main intent of this bill is to begin a conversation among state agencies about making their data systems better able to share data with one another.  It establishes a council made up of the IT experts from each of the major state agencies with the charge of establishing protocols for improving data sharing.  This council will also discuss conditions for releasing these data to other organizations and individuals.  

Rep. Benefield is still working on balanced language around personally identifying information, for example changing the term to personally identifiable information.  

Questions and comments about the bill from the committee members included:

· The bill should direct that protocols reflect national and international standards.

· Will language in the bill on data sharing permit restricting access to any data that includes elements describing students, such as race and gender?

· Is the bill sufficiently clear about allowing the sharing of data between districts?

· Can the authorization for data sharing be broadened to include nonagency groups and permit them access to the data before the protocols are in place in 2009?

The bill also expands the range of state and federally funded programs, such as Head Start and CCAP, where the assignment of child individual identifiers is required. 

Subcommittee Goals Discussion

The balance of the meeting was spent on developing our goals for 2008.  We concluded that our role should be:

Data:

· Serve as a watchdog to monitor progress of the development of shared data systems and to ensure that our vision (embodied in our recommendation from last fall) is honored as data system work proceeds.

· Gather information on the status of state efforts to improve data gathering, sharing and use in the state – especially with respect to the recommendations of the OIT audit and CDE’s longitudinal student data systems grant

Accountability:

· Work to develop our vision or framework of accountability and assessment across the 3 levels of early childhood, P-12 and post-secondary.        

· Consider, or reconsider, the role of our state assessment system within this context.

· Both of these discussions will take place within the policy context of the CAP4K proposal.

Regarding the second task under data, a subgroup was formed consisting of Jeremy Felker, Julie O’Brian and Frank Sanchez.  They will meet with CDE leadership to determine:

· How the department intends to respond to the OIT’s recommendations

· What the status of the department’s work is on the federal longitudinal data grant

This group will then report back on its findings.  The subcommittee will then develop its own positions and recommendations and play a role in making the CDE accountable for moving forward. 

Feedback of Meeting

Work to keep the agenda short enough to allow time for discussion.

Charlotte and Jeremy offered to host future meetings.
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