P-20 Council Data & Accountability Subcommittee Meeting Notes

October 23, 2007

CASB Offices

Attending:  Members, legislators and invited experts: Elliot Asp, Lucinda Hundley, Janeen Demi-Smith, Beverly Ausfal, Lorrie Shepard, Julie O’Brien, Charlotte Brantley, Floyd Beard, Rep. Amy Stephens, John Crawford, Andrew Brodsky.  Staff:  Adrian Miller, Mark Fermanich and Lisa Piscopo.

Subcommittee Business:

The subcommittee briefly discussed how its leadership should be structured with the resignation of co-chair Tim Snyder.  It was agreed that Elliot Asp would continue on as the sole chair of the subcommittee.  However, since Elliot is not a member of the full P-20 Council, Lorrie Shepard and Beverly Ausfal will represent the subcommittee on the full council.

Reports on Data-Related Recommendations from Other Subcommittees:

Representatives from the P-3, Educator and Preparation and Transitions subcommittees made brief presentations on their recommendations that may impact P-20 data or accountability systems.

P-3 subcommittee:  Charlotte Brantley and Kristie Kaurez presented for the P-3 subcommittee.  The P-3 system presents particular challenges for data and accountability because of significant variation in program settings, form and personnel.

Setting:  Children ages birth-5 are served in a variety of settings ranging from no program (stay at home) to home-based, center-based or school-based programs.  Good programs in any setting provide programs that focus on both social-emotional development and academic preparation.

Form:  Programs may be organized as private for-profit, private non-profit, school-based, or through other state or federally funded service providers.  Denver also provides a municipally-based program

Personnel:  There are large variations in the educational and professional background of early childhood staff, ranging from those with less than a high school diploma to those with advanced graduate degrees.  At this time there are no common standards for preparation or qualifications.  Further, staff may come from a variety of fields, including health care, social work or education.

Data & Accountability:  With the growing awareness that most children benefit from formal pre-K experiences, more thought is being given to establishing program outcomes and identifying the data needed to measure them.  Data may be collected and used for program evaluation, measuring student outcomes and evaluating program staff.

P-3 Recommendations:  Although the subcommittee has not made specific recommendations in these areas, the subcommittee supports the collection of data and wants to be sure that P-3 is included in any P-20 data and accountability system recommendations.  They support the need for more data that will provide information about:

· What type, if any, pre-K programming in which incoming kindergarten students have participated.

· Information about the specific pre-K setting.

· Can inform appropriate focus and instruction for the child in kindergarten.

Further, P-3 data should inform:

· What is known about program quality.

· How different P-3 settings impact children’s educational preparedness.

While there exists considerable controversy around the issue of collection P-3 data for accountability purposes, the P-3 subcommittee does support:

· A unique identifier for all children entering early childhood programs, at a minimum all publicly funded programs, that will stay with the child throughout his/her educational career.  Must the identifier be a child’s social security number to accommodate mobility, or can another identifier be used?  This is a key issue that will require further study.

· A unique identifier for all early childhood teachers/educators

· Better data on program quality – expanding the Qualistar data to all programs statewide.

· Finally, although the subcommittee focused on 3 & 4 year olds, any statewide data system should be designed to accommodate data on children from birth.

It was suggested that the outcomes of a P-20 data & accountability system should be identified first, then the data system that meets the needs of these outcomes can be developed.  If the primary purpose of a P-3 system is program evaluation, then perhaps do not need a universal student identifier.

A concern was raised about mandating participation by P-3 service providers in a data and accountability system.  This may lead to noncompliance and resulting enforcement mechanisms which may not be beneficial to the system. 

It was noted that a report is due out soon by the National Task Force on Early Childhood Outcomes.  This may provide some guidance for our work.

The P-3 subcommittee has not taken a position on what to measure, how to measure it, or who should be included.  Finally, it was suggested that recommendation #3 of the Data and Accountability subcommittee’s statement of goals and recommendations should use the term “service providers” rather than “school districts” to accommodate other types of early childhood program providers

Some discussion followed regarding the appropriateness of formally assessing children as young as 3-4 years old, or whether universal identifiers should be assigned to infants and toddlers.  Program evaluation may be better carried out using sample data rather than universal data.

Two important questions to consider when thinking about a P-3 data system are:

1. What mechanism will be used to pull children and staff into the data stream?  With such a varied and broadly distributed and administered system, what policy mechanisms can be used to compel families and providers to participate in the data system?

2. Who owns or is responsible for the data and how do you compel providers to provide the data in an accurate and timely manner?

Dropout Prevention and Recovery Subcommittee.  Jim Henderson reported on the work of the Dropout Prevention subcommittee.  He noted that the subcommittee has focused on the questions of:  Who drops out?  Why?  And what factors contribute to persistence?  Studies of persistence in higher education have shown that an important factor is having someone on the staff who knows the student as an individual and can provide a personal connection.  Indications are that this is also an important factor in K-12.

Key data issues for the Dropout Prevention subcommittee are:

1) The development of a statewide, unified data set that could track students across multiple systems, such as education, corrections, and welfare.

2) Enhance and ease the transfer of data between districts and schools.  This data system should include a dashboard of indicators on every child.

3) Develop an electronic individual education plan that makes the connection to a caring adult and that can be transported from school to school.

Several issues were raised concerning these proposals, including:

· The tradeoff between providing access and protecting privacy

· Differentiating between vertical sharing of data – for example data sent from the local to state level, vs horizontal sharing among districts or schools.  The security and privacy issues are very different between these two types of data sharing. 

· What is the state’s role in facilitating data transfer among districts and schools?

Educator Recruitment, Preparation and Retention Subcommittee:  Robert Reichardt presented for this subcommittee. They have discussed elements such as teacher salary and evaluation, recruitment, retention, and school leadership.  A primary focus has been on teacher compensation systems.  Some of the data system elements needed for improving compensation systems and supporting teacher evaluation include:

· A unique teacher ID linked to students

· The capacity to add elements to the system that meets the unique needs of districts

· The ability to link teacher data over time back to teacher preparation programs

· Protection of privacy while ensuring access

A question was raised about linking to data about the programs teachers are working in to give context about the environment in which teacher works and how these differ among districts and schools?  Although the Educator subcommittee has not specifically looked at this, it is implied in their recommendations.  They believe the system needs a broad array of data to support teacher compensation systems, including test scores, professional development, and teacher knowledge and skills.

However, districts and schools have said that they are having trouble managing these data, which raises the question of what role the state should play in providing or enhancing data services for districts, especially small, rural districts.

Robert was asked if the subcommittee has looked at preparation for early childhood teachers.  Although this has not been a focus of the subcommittee yet, they recognize that this is within their scope and willed be looked at in the future.

Preparation and Transitions Subcommittee:  Gully Stanford presented on the work of this subcommittee.  Although they have not developed formal recommendations beyond their secondary assessment proposal, they have examined the following issues:

· Should the state require the development of education and career plans for all students?  They are currently collecting information on post secondary data and on post secondary preparation programs such as Gear Up using the Department of Higher Education’s database.

· Concurrent enrollment programs – how to standardize data across these programs.  They are looking at a study of programs in New York and Florida by the Community College Research Center of New York http://ccrc.tc.columbia.edu/Publication.asp?UID=547
· A new endorsement for secondary students participating in concurrent enrollment programs.

It was noted that UC-Boulder is working on a transfer program with community college students in teacher education programs.  But, degree granting gets in way.  We need a system that acknowledges transfer to a 4 year program as a recognized culmination of the community college program.

A question was raised about what specific issues or outcomes the Transitions subcommittee is trying to address with its EPAS proposal?  The subcommittee was really trying to address the Governor’s specific questions for the subcommittee.  Issues they are attempting to address include:

· Doubling the number of post secondary degrees and certifications

· Reducing the learning gap

· Providing an assessment sequence that focuses students, beginning in 8th grade, on a path and purpose for post secondary education.  The current assessment system doesn’t do this well.

· Identifying the sequence of testing that will best promote graduation and post secondary enrollment.  One that serves as an accurate predictor of readiness for college and career. 

· Providing assessment information that is more relevant to students and parents.  For example, the EPAS includes a career interests survey and helps to make the connection between career interests and academics.

· Providing earlier guidance on the appropriate sequencing of classes for post secondary success. The ACT comes too late to help students’ prepare for college, while the EPAS makes such instruments available earlier.

It was noted that the CSAP serves as a good predictor of college success, better than the ACT in some disciplines, and a career interests survey could be administered along with the CSAP.  Some additional meeting time should be scheduled for discussing the ramifications of teaching the test under CSAP and EPAS. 

A concern was raised about ending content assessments at the end of 7th grade under the EPAS proposal.  Gully suggested that the Transitions subcommittee is looking at end of course assessments.

Further concern was raised about changing the assessment system while NCLB is in the midst of reauthorization.  Any changes should be postponed until we know that federal and state accountability will look like under NCLB and the Colorado state standards have been reviewed. 

Additional issues raised by changing the secondary assessment system may include 1) the misuses of assessments for accountability, 2) tail affects – the lack of good assessment data on students at the ends of curve, 3) how the assessment system should impact improving teaching and learning.

The subcommittee was asked how it wanted to respond to the EPAS proposal, for example through a formal response?  Consensus was that some sort of response should be sent to the Transitions subcommittee, the full P-20 Council, or both.  Gully indicated that the Transitions subcommittee is interested in continuing a dialog with this subcommittee and invited members to another joint meeting on November 7th.  However, with the amount of work remaining, this may not be the most productive use of time. It was decided that the subcommittee would send a list of its questions and concerns to the Transitions committee and ask for a response.

Work on State Data System Goals and Recommendations:

The subcommittee took up final revisions on the goals and recommendations for a P-20 data system, working from a draft presented by Elliot Asp.  The following changes were suggested during a discussion by subcommittee members:

· The statement should be organized into 3 sections 1) Purpose, 2) Characteristics and 3) Governance.

· The term pre-school should be changed to early childhood wherever it appears

· The characteristics of the system should support enhancing programs, program effectiveness, public reporting, and research.

· The characteristics should include statements regarding security and the burden of collection on local agencies.

·  Other characteristics include supporting multiple forms of data, quality and cleaning of data, the use of current and emerging technologies, and identifiers for students and teachers.

· The governance of the system should address who owns the data and ensure that it provides for a common data structure that facilitates the interchange of data horizontally and vertically (it was suggested that a new semi-independent state agency be created to collect, house and manage the data).

· The role of the entity that owns the data includes ensuring security and rights of access, establishing common standards based on national and international norms, minimizing the burden of data collection, and ensure the distribution of enhanced data back to those who contribute the data.  

There was also concern that whatever group is ultimately responsible for developing the details of the data system must include representatives of all of the stakeholders.

A small group consisting of Elliot Asp, Julie O’Brian, Janeen Demi-Smith, Mark Fermanich, and Alex Medler will meet via conference call Friday morning to finalize the revised draft and report back to the subcommittee for input prior to the next meeting.

Other Issues:

The subcommittee listed other issues that should be addressed for both data and accountability.  These include:

· A parental opt-out for those parents who don’t want data on their child used in research

· Clearly delineating the scope of who it is we are collecting data from

· Defining what we mean by “educational data” – what is the scope of the data and agencies data from which data will be collected

· Balance between providing customized data to meet the needs of students and other stakeholders and privacy

· A timeline for developing and implementing a statewide P-20 data system

· The state’s role in facilitating data use

· The centralization vs decentralization of data collection, housing and distribution

· System architecture

· The costs of a new system – how much and how pay for it?

· Incorporation of post-secondary data

Next Steps:

To summarize the outcomes of the meeting:

· Members agreed on the 3 elements of a P-20 data system:

· Purpose

· Characteristics

· Governance,

· A subgroup will develop a revised draft to capture today’s discussion

· Will finalize a final statement on data for the next meeting

The subcommittee reviewed what worked well or didn’t work well for this meeting: 

· Homework assignments help to focus the discussion

· Facilitation and time management went well

· Good staff support

· Need to specify a time schedule for agenda items

NEXT MEETING

The next meeting will be held on Wednesday, November 7th at the CASB offices, 1200 Grant Street, Denver.  NOTE that we will be starting 1 hour earlier and going 1 hour later – meeting from 9-3.  

Homework for next meeting:

· Provide feedback on the revised statement of goals and recommendations for a P-20 data system

· Review the 6 questions the Governor submitted to the subcommittee and submit our thoughts about answering them prior to the next meeting so that they can be compiled and used to guide the discussion at the next meeting

· Review the statement on goals and recommendations for a P-20 accountability system and be prepared to discuss next time

Tentative agenda for next meeting:

· Finalize statement on P-20 data system

· Finalize statement on P-20 accountability system – will work off of current draft

· Revisit Governor’s 6 questions

· Develop questions for the Preparation and Transitions subcommittee regarding their EPAS proposal

· If time, other issues from list above

Other issues for next meeting:

· Have a computer and projector available to project the data and accountability document to facilitate the group’s work

· Check with the Governor’s staff on the format of the subcommittee’s final product (Matt Gianneschi). 

Governor’s 6 Questions for the Data and Accountability Subcommittee:

1. Should the state develop a comprehensive P-20 data system?

a. If so, what data would be needed in addition to those from the Departments of Education and Higher Education? 

i. Early care programs, Department of Labor and Employment, Department of Health and Human Services, Department of Revenue, Department of Corrections, others?

2. How could the State use assessments and assessment instruments more effectively?

3. What assessment instruments or methods are most valuable to a P-20 education system?  Do these already exist or should others be considered?

4. Should the state create measures of cross-system accountability?

5. Should any current accountability policies be modified to reinforce P-20 priorities?  

6. What data are necessary to better understand students’ and institutions’ performance but are not currently being collected by state-level agencies?  
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