P-20 Data Collaborative Grant 
University/College Work Group
February 24, 2010 Meeting Minutes

Members Present 
Sam Evans – Western Kentucky University 

Robert Heffern – University of the Cumberlands

Al Hickey – Boyce College

Michael King – Pikeville College

Verna Lowe – Asbury College

Shirley Nelson – Pikeville College

Eve Proffitt – Georgetown College

Rosetta Sandidge – University of Kentucky
Gary Schroeder – University of Kentucky
Tom Payne (via telephone)

Kathryn Polmanteer (via telephone)

Carol Ryan (via telephone)

Alesa Walker (via telephone)

Paul Wirtz (via telephone)

Staff Present
Cindy Owen

Terry Hibpshman
Allison Bell

Marilyn Troupe

Judy Phillips

Tim Bremer
Introductions

Everyone went around the table and introduced themselves and told where they were from.
Today’s Objectives
· Review the purpose of the Shared Repository

· Define the purpose of the P-20 Data Collaborative Grant University/College Work Group

· Overview the Grant Objectives Matrix

· Discuss and provide feedback related to matrix questions

Purpose of the Shared Repository
· To allow stakeholders to have access to data/research that will enable them to analyze their work and make researched-based decisions about their programs.
· Agencies participating in this project have developed their own systems to use data, but the repository will allow data to be shared across agency boundaries so more effective cross-comparisons and analysis can occur
.  
Purpose of the P-20 Data Collaborative Grant University/College Work Group

· To discuss P-20 Data Collaborative Grant objectives, SB1 requirements and EPSB goals that relate to educator preparation programs.

· To provide feedback to EPSB on suggestions for the grant work and EPSB tasks that might enhance the work of university/college educator preparation programs.

Objectives for the Project
· To provide research in order to better understand the educational pipeline that encompasses pre-school through high school by accessing the shared data discussed in this proposal. Through this research, decision-makers will be able to monitor student progress and address learning gaps at each level of the education.  This research will also guide local and state educational leaders in effectively allocating resources to target the specific needs of individual schools and districts.

· To measure P-12 educator quality by examining the link between educator preparation programs and P-12 student achievement to provide an unparalleled amount of information to the state’s educator preparation programs for use in their own planning and review processes.

· To determine whether course-taking patterns make a difference in producing effective P-12 educators. The ensuing research will be used to inform educator preparation programs as well as decision-makers concerning the quality of P-12 educator preparation.

· To evaluate educator retention patterns within the state. This research will provide decision and policy makers with key information in order to determine whether retention rates vary based on a variety of variables including preparation programs, regions, certification areas, grade ranges, P-12 facilities and student populations.

· To evaluate P-12 environmental factors, assessments, and course-taking patterns as predictors of postsecondary success, including college readiness and transition to the 21st century workforce. These evaluations will ensure that earlier interventions are put into place and that appropriate assistance is provided to students in order to guarantee success.

· To assess the effect of current interventions in K-12 low-performing schools. The cross-agency committee charged with turning around the state’s lowest performing schools and districts will utilize this information in determining the most effective course of action to raise student achievement in these schools.
· To expand the information that is provided back to schools about the outcomes of their former students. This could expand upon ideas such as the Kentucky High School Feedback Report to provide more information about the success of their students in college and perhaps incorporate some state level workforce statistics and some other data provided from other state agency data sources.
· To increase accessibility to P-20 education data in order to facilitate current and future educational research, analysis, and policy development for policy makers as well as providing de-identified data to leverage the state’s education research community to provide meaningful information and leverage external researchers assistance with specific issues.

Comments: 
· Sometimes we’re finding that the student data we receive on students admitted to the teacher preparation programs are not as helpful as we’d like. 
· We need to define what we need to assess teachers; specifically, what are the data points.
· If it were available, students could actually use data to evaluate their own performance. 
· There is a P-12 data bank; however, to our knowledge university/college staff do not have access to it.
· We want to know what data exist in all three agencies (KDE, CPE, & EPSB) and what is already being planned to be part of the shared repository.
· One data set that would be helpful is the grades students made in the courses they took prior to entry into the educator preparation program.

· We’d like to know what kinds of KTIP data are available.  
· When discussing school culture data, we’d like to know what parents, students, teachers, and the administration feel about the school.  

· It would be helpful to know what is in the school improvement plans.
· How far back are we collecting data for the longitudinal work?  Are we going to have the data back to 1981?
· Another data set we would like to see is attendance data.
· One question that needs to be answered is how long are universities/colleges responsible for the success of the teachers?  When do districts take the responsibility for the continued success of teachers through continued growth and professional development?  

· It’s also very difficult to track the course work from multiple institutions for teachers who do not complete all their work in one place.

· We must keep in mind the question of what is the impact of the public vs. private colleges, or rather the small vs. the large colleges?   We have to be careful that the work we are doing will not create a situation that requires changes that cannot be made.

· We need to be able to analyze.  We want to know the impact of our graduate courses. Education programs need to be able to tract the students in their classes.  If we find that a particular university or college does an exceptional job with, say mathematics, we need to know that. 
· Maybe we need to have a conversation before the gathering of data.  It would be beneficial to have conversations with elementary and high school staff to see what they are finding they aren’t prepared to teach or manage in the classroom after they have taught for a while.

· Could we be working at cross purposes?  If teachers are frustrated, teachers may not be getting what they need.  We have to look at course-taking behavior because if the course-taking is random, there may be changes that need to be made.
· How hard is it going to be to look at the data?  What sort of system is the shared repository going to be?  Can anyone have access to the data?  I’m not sure what we will have to do to access the data we will need. 
A discussion followed that led to the decision that at the next meeting we will explore research questions that need to be asked.  Then, the data elements can be listed from the questions.  It should follow that this information can be listed under each grant objective.

Terry Hibpshman displayed examples of several maps showing the districts in KY where the graduates from particular universities were teaching in 2007-2008.  Terry will produce these maps for all universities/colleges of teacher preparation programs and Cindy will email them to the corresponding member of the P-20 Data Collaborative University/College Work Group.

There followed a discussion of whether we should meet in a Webinar or face-to-face.  The majority of the group decided the next meeting should be face-to-face.  So, Cindy Owen is going to set some dates for March and poll everyone through DOODLE to see when the optimum time is.

The meeting adjourned at 12:00.
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