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The group started off by looking at the P-20 Shared Repository Visual, which had all the data elements on it (the EPSB data, the KDE data, and the CPE data).  Next we looked at the type of data that would go into the EPSB data bank:  Assessment Type, Admissions/Exit, Internship Committee, Internship (Co-op), Person, Pre-Service, LEAD, Person Credentials, Degree, Person Assessments, Credentials, KY College/Programs data. Next we looked at the type of data that would go into the KDE data bank:  Assessment, Staff, Directory/Organization, Student, Region/District/Coop, Financial, and other data.  Next we looked the CPE data bank:  Student Demographics and Status, GED Recipient, Academic Program Inventory, Degrees and Credentials Earned, Transfer Student Information, Students’ Course Enrollment, Entrance and Placement data.
The next item of business was to review the P-20 Shared Repository User List and discuss the roles that people might be assigned:  Analyst, Advanced business user, Business analyst user.  Cindy asked that everyone respond to the email sent asking that user identification be sent. So far there have been ten responses.  The group asked that the email be resent.  Cindy agreed that she would resend it today.
The graphic organizer was the next agenda item discussed.  The group edited the first three titles to include “P-12”.  This edit was made to clarify that the teachers, leaders, and students being referred to were those at the P-12 school level.  The group also eliminated the column “Feeder School”.  The rationale was that data collected in the “School” column would also apply to “Feeder Schools” so therefore the “Feeder School” column was not necessary.

A lot of discussion was held concerning the data elements.  Once comment was that the data on state assessments are available, but “end of course”, benchmarks, classroom student assessments, a list of student assignments, and AP exams, are also needed.  Clarification of the types of activities (quantity and quality on types of questions) is needed.  Some of these are listed under the “Student formative assessments” data element, but some will need further discussion.
The first question from the graphic organizer discussed was, “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?”  No edits were made to the question, but some changes were made to the data elements.  
The second question addressed was, “How does the instructional delivery model of the teacher preparation program impact the teacher’s ability to enhance P-12 student learning?”  The words “of the teacher preparation program” were added to clarify the question because there were two interpretations of this one question.  The group also discussed whether or not this question should be broken into 2 or 3 questions, but it was decided that it should remain one question.  No different data elements were edited related to this question.
The discussion then moved to the third question: “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?”  This question was not edited and one data element regarding student assessment was changed to the overall data element of “Student formative assessments”.
Question four was the final question discussed.  It was, “How did the option/method by which teachers earned initial licensure impact student learning gains in the classrooms?”  The group did not make any edits to the question, but eliminated all the data elements in the School/District/ Class Data, but “District characteristics”, “School characteristics”, and “Class characteristics”.  
The group agreed that the changes being made were final polishing edits and that a small group would convene to finish the work.  The small group will meet in late May or early June to make these final changes.  Anyone who does not want to meet but wants to offer input can email suggestions to Cindy.

Terry Hibpshman then showed the group some maps he has been working on that offered a visual of where teachers are teaching who completed their teacher preparation programs in particular institutions.

At the pleasure of the group, the next meeting of the large group will be in July.  Cindy will send a DOODLE poll to schedule the date and time.  The agenda will include a discussion of Senate Bill 1 requirements.
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