P-20 Council Data & Accountability Subcommittee Meeting Notes

September 24, 2007

CEA Offices

Attending:  Members, legislators and invited experts: Lucinda Hundley, Janeen Demi-Smith, Beverly Ausfal, Teresa Pena, Lorrie Shepard, Tim Snyder, Rep. Debbie Benefield, Sen. Mike Kopp, Julie O’Brien, Charlotte Brantley, Ken DeLay, Julie Carnahan, Floyd Beard, Jeremy Felker (for Lorie Gillis).  Staff:  Alex Medler, Adrian Miller, Matt Gianneschi, Mark Fermanich.

Subcommittee Business:

Tim Snyder and Elliot Asp were introduced as the new subcommittee co-chairs.  They will be taking over for Teresa Pena who announced she was stepping down as chair at the last meeting.

Tim Snyder and Alex Medler led a brief discussion on leadership/process norms for the subcommittee.  They include:

· Stating the goals of the meeting at the beginning of each meeting

· Making clear the expectations for members prior knowledge on the topics to be addressed in each meeting

Alex Medler briefly reviewed the role of staff on the subcommittee.  

· To handle logistics for meetings

· To provide research and analytical support

Matt Gianneschi reviewed his role at that of the Governor’s Office:

· To ensure that the six questions requested by the Governor are addressed without predetermining the outcomes of the subcommittee

· To facilitate communication among the subcommittees, the full P-20 Council, the Governor’s Office, and other state agencies

· To act as the fiscal agent for the P-20 Council

Matt also asked for subcommittee input on the types of information and presentations it would find useful at the next meeting of the full P-20 Council to assist them in developing recommendations.

Several members expressed concerns over the level of input they have on subcommittee meeting schedules and agendas.  The co-chairs will work to provide more input from members.  They would also like to have more time to collaborate with the other subcommittees.  They asked if the Council’s deadlines were flexible to permit more time for interaction among the subcommittees.  Matt responded that the timelines have been pushed out as far as possible to meet legislative timetables.  However, the subcommittee is free to address whatever questions or issues it is able to within the short-term time frame and to present an agenda for longer-term issues and recommendations to be dealt with in the future.

Update on State Longitudinal Data Systems Grant:

Matt noted that he had talked with CDE Commissioner Jones and Deputy Commissioner Ken Turner about coordinating their work on their federal longitudinal data system grant with that of the subcommittee.  The Commissioner expressed his interest in working with the subcommittee.  Later, Ken Turner reiterated their desire to accommodate, as much as possible, the timeline of the subcommittee in their data system grant work.

Lucinda will draft a letter to the Commissioner thanking him for his support and presenting the goals of the subcommittee.  The draft will be distributed to all subcommittee members for input prior to being finalized.

Discussion of State Accountability System:

Several members expressed their concern over the subcommittees struggle to identify a focus and make progress toward formulating recommendations.  A number of suggestions were made for moving forward.  After much discussion two essential questions were formulated for guiding the debate for an accountability system.  These were:

1. What do we want an accountability system to do?  In particular for:

a. Students

b. Teachers

c. The public

d. The educational system

2. What does a good accountability system look like?  Should it be a P-20 system?

The same two questions could be asked about the state’s data system:  

1) what do we want it to do? and 

2) what would a good data system look like?

Two models for an accountability system were identified:

1. Learning model – define learning outcomes, measure results and use the information to improve the system and close the learning gap

2. Incentive model – establish learning standards, assess progress and impose sanctions and/or rewards.  One important focus of the incentive model is to incentify the educational system to pay attention to the performance of all learners and address equity issues.

A number of problems with the current accountability system were identified, including:

· Multiple systems at the federal and state levels that are often contradictory and at cross purposes with one another

· Incoherence, that leads to:

· Different systems

· Different measures

· Different reports

· Different rewards or sanctions

· Unreasonable proficiency measures, including cut scores and % proficient

· Poor handling of student mobility

· Unintended consequences, including:

· No evaluation of the current system

· Impact on local decisions

· Misdirected incentives

· Accountability systems not fully supported by the data system

· System doesn’t translate to Pre-K or post secondary

· No opportunity for system learning or capacity building

· Confusion of academic accountability with other types of accountability

· Competing theories of action

· Function doesn’t always follow purpose

The subcommittee brainstormed the purposes of an accountability system, including:

· Creating the best prepared and educated citizenry and workforce

· One that will build capacity as well as signal current status

· Indicate student readiness for post-secondary

· Define student and system success

· Promote learning

· Command trust

· Educate students where they are in life

Challenges to developing an integrated P-20 system were also discussed.  These include:

· What purpose is served by integrating the systems?

· Joining of compulsory (K-12) and elective (PreK and post-secondary) educational systems

· Focus on student outcomes – adding value in terms of student learning outcomes – not currently a part of systems other than K-12

· What institutions and environments should be included?

Following a considerable amount of discussion the subcommittee decided that the accountability issue was too large to deal with in the short term.  Instead, the subcommittee will focus on the state data system, at least in the short term.

Discussion on State Data System:

As noted above, two essential questions for guiding the discussion about data systems are:

1. What do we want a state data system to do?  In particular for:

a. Students

b. Teachers

c. The public

d. The educational system

2. What does a good data system look like?  Should it be a P-20 system?

The subcommittee briefly brainstormed purposes of a state data system:

· Support policy research and analysis

· Support program evaluation

· Accountability

· Individual student guidance

· Resource allocation and other administrative roles

· Enhancing system learning, including instructional improvement

· Public reporting

· Progress monitoring

· Predictive analysis

· Enhancing student motivation

· Informing learners about themselves

· Informing school choice – providing families with information about schools and programs

· Federal and state compliance, including school safety

· Facilitate student transitions

Homework and Next Steps:

Homework

All members have a homework assignment.  Each member is invited to draft: 

· one statement that explains the goal of an accountability system; and 

· one statement that explains their goal for a data system in the state.  

Staff will synthesize these and provide a list of goals that consolidates the different elements of people’s goals.  The complete list of responses, as well as the synthesized results will be shared with the Subcommittee for their consideration at the next subcommittee meeting on Oct. 10th.

Purposes of Data

Staff was directed to review and collapse the list of purposes for data systems into a more concise list and to provide concrete examples of each from other states.  The revised list will be sent to subcommittee members for comments.  Members should submit their comments to Alex.

Coordinating with Preparation and Transitions Subcommittee on their preliminary recommendations regarding Secondary Assessment

The subcommittee briefly discussed a proposal from the Transitions Subcommittee to eliminate the 10th grade CSAP and replace it with ACT products such as EPAS and Workkeys.  It was decided that a group of people from the Data and Accountability Subcommittee should meet with the Transitions subcommittee.   We are also considering co-locating the two subcommittees meetings on October 10 when both subcommittees are meeting.  A subgroup was appointed consisting of Ken DeLay, Lorrie Shephard and Julie O’Brien to work with the Transitions subcommittee on this issue.  Ken was named chair of the subgroup.

Meeting with National Expert on Federal Education Data

We have a chance to meet with Mark Schneider, Commissioner for Education Statistics at the National Center for Education Statistics in the U.S. Department of Education.  Dr. Schneider will be available to meet with the subcommittee on October 19 to talk about national data policies that drive state data reporting, data security, national trends in state data systems, and other data topics.  Robert and Alex will work out details of the meeting.  A schedule conflict for some members exists because the CASB Fall Meeting is also scheduled for the 19th.  The meeting is likely to be held in the morning of Oct. 19th, between 8:30 and 10:30.  Specific time and location is yet to be determined, but if you’re interested in attending, please hold the time. 

Next Meeting: possible agenda items

The next meeting is set for October 10th, from 10:00 am to 2:00 pm, at the offices of CASB, at 1200 Grant Street, in Denver. Parking is available at CASB. 

The agenda will be forthcoming. Elements included thus far include: 

· Presentation on Data and Accountability Issues of ECE: Charlotte Brantley, (informed by the template);

· Presentation on Data and Accountability Issues/Data Collection from Higher Education, with Julie Carnahan of the Commission on Higher Education (informed by the template);

· Discussion and reaching closure regarding the Subcommittee’s conceptual goals for accountability and data systems (informed by the Goals provided by members through their homework assignment);

· Discussion of the purposes of Data, from revised list from brainstorming at our last session

· Reporting out from issues that are addressed by other subcommittees:

· working group that meets with Transitions Subcommittee on secondary assessment proposals;

· Educator subcommittee;

· P-3

· Figuring out next steps for our work together
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