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Introductions

Cindy Owen welcomed all of the participants and everyone introduced themselves.

Today’s Objectives
· Follow up from February meeting
· Overview Shared Repository Concept Depiction
· Overview Graphic Organizer

· Discuss/Feedback

Meeting Proceedings
Cindy began the work of the meeting by reviewing the handouts (i.e., the Agenda, PowerPoint, and Graphic Organizer).  She then discussed answers to questions that were asked at the last meeting that she had researched with KDE staff. 
1. What type of P-12 data are going into the P-20 Shared Repository?  
Bob Hackworth is reviewing a visual to assist with this question and it will be shared with the group at a later date. 
2. What type of data are in the K-12 data system?  
The visual will assist with this question as well since the KDE data in the Shared Repository will be drawn from the K-12 system.  
3. Do any IHE staff have any type of access to the K-12 system?  

At this time, no IHE staff have access to K-12 data system (Kentucky Student Longitudinal Data System - KSLDS).  
If not, why not?  
The original plan, which is still in effect, includes IHE staff having access to KSLDS.  However, technical issues have prevented this from happening.  KSLDS is built within the KETS network which is as secure as possible.  Since universities are not in the KETS network, it is very challenging to get university staff access to KSLDS because universities have different networks and equipment than KETS and different from each other.

4. How far are we going back with the data in the Shared Repository?

It will depend on the data.  Most data will be available back to 2007.  Some may be available prior to then.  For instance, we have 15 years worth of financial data, but the student identifiers are not such that the Office of Assessment and Accountability would like the assessment data to go back further than 2007.

The next item was a review of the Shared Repository Concept Depiction.  This visual shows that data from the Kentucky Department of Education, the Education Professional Standards Board, and the Council on Postsecondary Education will be entered into a “Black Box” where it will be de-identified and then flow into a reporting database where it can then be used to generate reports for access by identified users or be accessed by identified researchers for pre-determined use.

Then the group moved to discussion of the Graphic Organizer.  Questions that require data to be answered and need to be asked were reviewed and data needed to address the questions were listed.
Starter Questions
Starter questions were provided on the Graphic Organizer to be reviewed and commented on by the group.  The group was also invited to add to the list of questions.  Following are the list of starter questions provided.

1.   How well prepared are teacher preparation graduates to meet the instructional needs of P-12 students from diverse backgrounds and/or with diverse educational needs? 
2. How does the instructional model impact the teacher’s ability to enhance P-12 student learning? 

3.  Are graduates from Teacher Leader Advanced Preparation programs able to produce greater P-12 learning gains in their students (at the whole group and subgroup level) than prior to their Advanced Preparation?
4.  How did the option/method by which teachers earned initial licensure impact student learning gains in their classrooms?

5.  Are high stakes measures such as the TWS and/or the KTIP TPA predictors of a teacher’s future success in helping P-12 students (at the whole group and subgroup level) make measurable learning progress?  If so, what aspects are better predictors than others?

6.  How does early field experience impact the candidate’s success in student teaching?
7.  How does the institution’s resourcing impact the quality of the teacher preparation candidate?

8.  Is there a relationship between the institution’s performance on accreditation standards and the ability of the candidate to influence P-12 student learning?

9.  Is there a relationship between the institution’s performance on KY Teacher Standards and the ability of the candidate to influence P-12 student learning?

10.  Where do graduates from teacher preparation programs end up working (not just school name, but school grade, student/school demographics)?

11.  Are graduates from teacher preparation programs able to help P-12 students (at the whole group and subgroup level) make measurable learning progress?

12.  Are graduates from various teacher preparation programs equally able to help P-12 students (at the whole group and subgroup level) make measurable learning progress?

13.  Are certain measurable personal characteristics (gender, age, ACT/SAT, dispositions, etc.) predictors of a teacher’s future success in helping P-12 students (at the whole group and subgroup level) make measurable learning progress?  If so, what characteristics are better predictors than others?
14.  What are the effects of various P-12 student and school characteristics on the ability of teacher preparation graduates to help these students make measurable learning progress?

15.  What factors contribute to graduates from teacher preparation programs persisting in   field of education? 
Questions/Comments
In question 2 when an instructional model is referenced, it needs to accommodate all types (i.e., on campus, face-to-face, online, blended types).

Additional data item required could be captured along with admissions-exit data.

In question 1 under the data element of IHE data related to diversity, what would we collect, diversity of faculty and staff?  If we are talking about diversity, then we will need to collect data on all the faculty, all of the students, and the school districts   At the University of the Cumberlands, differing age students and relative experience of the students have to be considered.  
Data are going to have to be studied and often the data are not organized.    

There may be data needed that are not available.  This data will need to be added and checked to see if it can be retrieved.

The data needed to address these questions come from a variety of sources; some data will come from the institution itself. Other categories might need to be added to the graphic organizer. 

Just looking at question 2, will we be able to separate all the variables?  Will we need a better understanding of the data?

What potential data are available?  If we can get an understanding of the kinds of data needed, then we hope to put that data in the Shared Repository
The most important questions are the higher level questions, but we should accept these questions so we won’t have to recreate them.  We need clinical experience and we need regulations to establish admission requirements into our programs.  We also need PRAXIS scores.  We have got PRAXIS II data.  
Consideration will need to be given to what changes may be required to support needs.  For example, an online certificate may be needed.
Once completed this graphic organizer may provide support for potential funding.

The questions in this graphic organizer should support the P-20 business requirements.

Most of the starter questions were provided by Tony Norman from Western Kentucky University.

The types of questions now being developed are different than some in the past.  They are not just counts and numbers, but measurement questions.

Should we define a minimum set of questions as a starting point?

Some questions will need Praxis II data.
The best thing we can do is to drill down to the questions and find the data.  Additional data items are required; these could be captured along with admissions/exit data.  Will we be able to separate all the variables?  Will we need to better understand the data?  We need an instructional delivery model:  programs on campus, face to face, online, and combinations blended.
We may need to look at data not available, which will need to be added; also if data can be retrieved.  What changes may be required to support needs?  The graphic organizer is an input to potential funding.  Questions should support P-20 requirements.  Should we define a minimum set of questions as a starting point?
Is question number 8 appropriate? 

Is accreditation making a difference?  Are we seeing more growth in candidates from institutions that are accredited versus candidates in institutions that are not?

IHEs need to be transparent to be successful.

Activity/Follow-up
The group separated into pairs and took two to three questions to each pair to elaborate on and list data elements needed.  
It was agreed that Cindy will consolidate the notes.  She will email the participants a revised graphic organizer that includes all the input received.  Participants will make comments and send back to Cindy within 2 weeks.  

A small group will convene to make edits and produce a final draft to be presented at the next meeting which will be held toward the end of April. 

Cindy will send a DOODLE invitation to everyone to schedule an April meeting date.
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