P-20 Council Data & Accountability Subcommittee Meeting Minutes (Revised)

Clayton Early Learning Campus

June 6, 2008

Attending:  Members, legislators and invited experts: Elliott Asp, Beverly Ausfal, Lorrie Shepard, Rep. Debbie Benefield, Julie O’Brian, Floyd Beard, John Crawford, Frank Sanchez, Charlotte Brantley, Julie Eddy, Ken Delay. Staff:  Mark Fermanich.

Subcommittee Business

Chair Elliott Asp welcomed members and outlined two goals for the meeting:

1. To get updates on data and accountability issues since the end of the legislative session

2. To begin work on the subcommittee’s vision for accountability and assessment within the framework of the CAP4K (SB 212) legislation

Rep. Benefield suggested that we need to think about the timing of our recommendations so that we are sure to get bills to legislators in time for them to save titles for new legislation.

Update on State Accountability Work

Rich Wenning of the Colorado Department of Education presented on the work occurring in the Department and implications of HB 212 CAP4K, model content standards review process, accreditation, and the new median percentiles growth model.

CAP4K
The major themes of the CAP4K legislation are to:

· Prepare all students for postsecondary and workforce readiness (PWR).  The legislation requires for the first time defining standards for what it means for children/students to achieve school readiness and to link those standards to K-12 standards which will be aligned with standards for postsecondary and workforce readiness to create a seamless P-20 system.

· Incorporate 21st century skills into the existing content standards and new PWR standards and identify assessments which will measure students’ level of PWR.

· Growth will be a major component of the assessment system.

Model Content Standards 

WestEd has been contracted to conduct a review and analysis of the state’s content standards and to help guide next steps for revising.  WestEd is facilitating the review process and doing research and analysis of other states’ and nations’ standards.  In addition to reviewing the current content standards WestEd is also helping to define what readiness should look like at each of the P-20 levels.  There are various committees looking at this and the CDE desires a highly participatory process.

The CDE is preparing to hold a series of regional meetings for gathering input, particularly on the gateway transition points such as entering kindergarten, high school,  and post-secondary readiness.

The subcommittee raised several questions and concerns about the process, including:

· Exactly who will determine what a standard looks like and how it is structured?    Different experts have different taxonomies, vocabulary, and conceptual frameworks.  The consultants chosen to do this work, such as WestEd or assessment companies, will potentially play a large role in determining this.  This raises a question about the order of the review and revision process in terms of consultant work and statewide input.  Many of the foundational decisions may be made by consultants before there is an opportunity for input by state stakeholders.  The hiring of WestEd may have already led us down a certain path.  

· An important issue is whether and how to embed 21st century skills in subject area content?  Consultants, particularly testing companies, may be biased toward emphasizing one over another resulting in loss of content, coherence and alignment.  

· Stakeholders need to have a better understanding of these issues so they and policymakers understand them well enough to make informed policy decisions.  

There is further concern that the process with West Ed’s work  may be far enough along that our input may be of little consequence or value.  We may want to provide some direction and outline specific points that we feel should be considered, but limit our efforts to matters we may be able to have more influence.

Other concerns included:

· The tension between local control and coherent state standards.  We may have little coherence if the state implements only broad standards and allows districts too much latitude in defining the specifics.  In the end, who will own the coherence of standards, the assessments and professional development around the standards?  The balancing of local control with consistency of quality and content of standards and assessments statewide will continue to be an important issue for the subcommittee to address.

· We need to determine if readiness for career and college are the same thing.  There is not agreement around this.

· Which standards should aim for conceptual understanding?  In most cases there is not have enough depth in content areas.

· How should the standards for early childhood, K-12 and post-secondary be linked? 

·  How can we best apply the lessons learned from when the  standards were developed and implemented last time  to improving the process and outcomes this time?”  How can the process be made more open and  inclusive of local district participation?

Accreditation

The intent of revising accreditation is to simplify and align it with the direction the state is taking in terms of standards, assessment and accountability.  Accreditation should be able to serve both the purposes of external and internal accountability.  Changes in accreditation include incorporation of the of growth model, post-secondary readiness standards, reporting of pre-populated data by CDE, and the new accreditation performance categories of meeting, not meeting or probationary, and others.  The revision also streamlined contracts with districts and extended the term to 6 years.  The annual improvement plan submitted by districts will take on greater importance, especially for districts in need of improvement.  

Subcommittee members agreed that accountability should be broadened to include not only test scores but other indicators, such as what schools are doing to support student success.  It also supported including measures of financial management and safety under accreditation.  The subcommittee was asked whether its agenda for the year should include:  a) looking at other system performance indicators such as matriculation, remediation, concurrent enrollment? WestEd may already be doing this, in which case should we monitor their work? and b) the research agenda needed to implement CAP4 K and new accountability?  This process may also already be underway.  Should the subcommittee attempt to influence this process?

There is a PowerPoint on the accreditation process on the CDE website - http://www.cde.state.co.us/index_accredit.htm. 

Growth Model

The student-level longitudinal growth model adopted by the state utilizes median growth percentiles and relates progress to standards for each individual student.  The performance of students, as well as schools and districts, will be reported in one of four areas of performance – sustaining, excelling, underperforming, and improving.  Rich noted that in doing this work at CDE they have found that it is very important to develop a precise and shared language of what terms mean – for example measure, metric, or target.  A PowerPoint presentation on the growth model is available at the same CDE website as the accreditation presentation:  http://www.cde.state.co.us/index_accredit.htm.

Accountability in Higher Education

Frank Sanchez presented on national trends in post-secondary accountability.  He participated in a national task force addressing this.  There is a national discussion taking place, particularly among national higher education associations.  The focus has been on developing a common language and indentifying appropriate performance indicators.

Currently, national accreditation bodies have developed specific requirements and indictors for higher education performance.  In the past year and a half, the Federal government has also become involved.  Secretary of Education Spelling has called for accountability and assessments targeting learner outcomes in addition to the institutional outcomes that are most commonly measured now.  In an effort to stave off federal involvement, national associations are working to develop voluntary accountability systems that will include indicators and measures across a number of areas.  These may include:

· Student and Family information

· Student learning

· Student Experiences and Perceptions

· Other possible student-level indicators such as leadership skills, teamwork and problem solving skills

Colorado has enacted post-secondary accountability legislation going back several years, including 2004 legislation calling for performance contracts between campuses and the state and the 2006 Higher Education Quality Assurance Act.  Colorado is just beginning to examine the expanded accountability being discussed at the national level.  A key issue is how to identify and collect accountability indicators/data at the student and institution levels.

A suggestion was made to invite Julie Carnahan of the Department of Higher Education to talk about the data exchange that is currently developing between K-12 and higher education in Colorado.

Other Issues

CDE longitudinal student data grant – These funds are being used largely to expand district access to the CDE’s CEDAR data system.  Currently, districts only have two licenses - the goal is to provide access at the school level.  Some of the funding is also being used to develop an electronic transcript.   Will this lead to a standardized transcript across the state?  Standardized data transmission formats are already required of districts by the CDE.  A recommendation was made to invite a speaker from the National Electronic Transcript Center, Barbara Clements, to discuss this, the link between high school and college, and FERPA.  Should the subcommittee also follow up on the study of state and district data infrastructure required by HB 07-1270 and the use of the CDE grant dollars to support this?

Future Agenda Topics

The subcommittee identified a number of issues that it would like to address during the coming year.  These include:

· Differing assessment systems and their appropriate uses for system accountability vs formative assessment for guiding ongoing instruction.  For a future meeting we will invite both Education Committees of the Legislature to have a discussion of our concerns about assessments and the differences in assessments and their purposes.  Rep. Benefield will help to convene this in early November so that any policy recommendations derived from the meeting will be ready in time to move forward as legislative proposals later in the month.
· Accountability and indicators – once we define what our P-20 system expectations are, what indicators are available to measure progress and performance on meeting these expectations for the early childhood, K-12 and higher education systems?
· Tracking and influencing the state’s process for reviewing and revising the state content and readiness standards 
· Early childhood accountability
· Accountability across the P-20 systems
· Data transfer and the issue of the electronic transcripts and the CDE’s use of longitudinal student data system grant dollars.  This should take place within the larger context of the capabilities of the CDE’s data systems and how well they are aligned.
· Reporting requirements – what data and reports are required from districts?  Where is there duplication?   How can we ease the burden on districts?  Some aspects of this task were addressed in legislation carried by Rep. Benefield.  The Governor’s questions for the subcommittee.  Draft questions are currently being prepared.
· Updates on the development of a common data dictionary and the Quality Teacher Commission’s recommendation for a teacher ID. 

Next Meetings

The next three meetings will address the issues of early childhood accountability and indicators, post-secondary accountability and indicators and K-12 assessments and other indicators.   The scheduling of these topics will be determined.

Next meetings have been scheduled for:

Thursday, July 31

Thursday, August 28

Both meetings will be held from 9-3 at the Clayton Early Learning Campus, 3801 Martin Luther King Blvd., Denver 
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