



P-20 DATA COLLABORATIVE
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SENATE BILL 1
(Applicable to public institutions only)
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(2)(b)
The revisions to the content standards shall:
1.
Focus on critical knowledge, skills, and capacities needed for success in the global economy; 

2.
Result in fewer, but more in-depth standards to facilitate mastery learning;

3.
Communicate expectations more clearly and concisely to teachers, parents, students, and citizens; 

4.
Be based on evidence-based research;
5.
Consider international benchmarks; and

6.
Ensure that the standards are aligned from elementary to high school to postsecondary education so that students can be successful at each education level.

(c)
The revision process, jointly organized by the commissioner of education and the president of the Council on Postsecondary Education, shall engage practicing teachers from elementary and secondary education in discussions and negotiations with content faculty and staff from postsecondary education institutions. The process shall also include business and industry professionals who are actively engaged in career fields that depend on the various content areas, and others as deemed appropriate by the commissioner and the president.

	SB 1 Requirements for Educator Preparation Programs:

1. Communicate expectations more clearly and concisely to students.

2. Align standards from elementary to high school to postsecondary education.



	Questions for staff of educator preparation programs:

a. How will staff in the educator preparation programs communicate expectations?

b. How will the standards be incorporated in the pre-service training?



	MSU Response:

· Appalachian Education Initiative

· $70K grant – partners MSU, Pikeville College, all independent schools/colleges, KCTCS

· set up website with Senator interviews

· Communication with school districts about SB1

· Contact distressed school district to work with MSU on SB1 

· Align curriculum between P-12 and colleges/universities to include all of P-16

· Intent – to develop pilot process to model more comprehensively

· 40 distressed school districts in MSU and EKU service regions

· AEI asking MSU to host two meetings

· CPE contact – Sue Cain

· AEI contact – Kathi Shrider

· Statewide Leadership Networks will “unpack” the standards and with that unpacking, a plan for communicating expectations should be developed with input of our 2 MSU facilitators; 

· (duplicated; also found in ‘i” below) Math/English Language Arts content standards

· MSU provided 2 facilitators (Mike Dobranski and Jody Fernandez), joined by 2 KDE facilitators

· Stiggens Assessment Model – using data on a daily basis to differentiate performance of students

· Faculty who use the Stiggens model must attend training at $300 per person.  Cathy Gunn is funding 4 faculty for this training with expectation that those faculty will train other faculty in the model

· All content standards were made available and all faculty must know about the standards – currently math and English language arts, next year social studies and science will be included.  Eventually, all academic areas related to education curriculum will be included

· (duplicated; also found in ‘i” below) IEQ – Improving Educator Quality.  Cathy Gunn sent out notice to ask about interest in IEQ grant related to content standards development.  IEQ grant idea – integrating content standards and assessment model into MSU curriculum



	Ideas to further SB1:
· Develop a parent and a student guide for understanding the content standards and what is expected of students (this could be done at a state level); A request has been submitted to KACTE to see if that organization might want to take this on for the state.

· Host a regional forum on curriculum alignment for math, for English/Language Arts, inviting K-12 curriculum directors, key community college faculty, and key MSU faculty. This may best be done after the schools receive their training this summer and early fall.  
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(i)
The Education Professional Standards Board in cooperation with the Kentucky Board of Education and the Council on Postsecondary Education shall coordinate information and training sessions for faculty and staff in all of the teacher preparation programs in the use of the revised academic content standards. The Education Professional Standards Board shall ensure that each teacher preparation program includes use of the academic standards in the pre-service education programs and that all teacher interns after the effective date of this Act will have experience planning classroom instruction based on the revised standards.

	SB 1 Requirements:

1. Each teacher preparation program shall include use of the academic standards in the pre-service education programs.

2. All teacher interns will have experience planning classroom instruction based on the revised standards.



	Questions for staff of educator preparation programs:

a. What professional development (training) does the educator preparation program staff think is needed to incorporate the new standards into pre-service teacher programs/arts and sciences programs?

b. What does the educator preparation program staff need from the three state agencies: KDE, EPSB, and CPE?

c. What plans are the educator preparation program staff already developing in preparation for final adoption of the new standards?

d. Who will design and manage the system for keeping track of what has been disseminated to whom and the comments and recommendations?

e. After the Department of Education disseminates the academic content standards to the educator preparation programs by the deadline, and the preparation programs incorporates them into their work, what is a sufficient measure of how effectively this has been done?

f. Who will monitor implementation to ensure that all interns have experience planning classroom instruction based on the revised standards?



	MSU Response:

· Partnership with KEDC and KVEC – learning networks that are physical agencies in KDE, colleges/universities not required to partner but MSU is involved

· (duplicated; also found in 2b above) Math/English Language Arts content standards

· MSU provided 2 facilitators (Mike Dobranski and Jody Fernandez), joined by 2 KDE facilitators

· Stiggens Assessment Model – using data on a daily basis to differentiate performance of students

· Faculty who use the Stiggens model must attend training at $300 per person.  Cathy Gunn is funding 4 faculty for this training with expectation that those faculty will train other faculty in the model

· All content standards were made available and all faculty must know about the standards – currently math and English language arts, next year social studies and science will be included.  Eventually, all academic areas related to education curriculum will be included

· (duplicated; also found in 2b above) IEQ – Improving Educator Quality.  Cathy Gunn sent out notice to ask about interest in IEQ grant related to content standards development.  IEQ grant idea – integrating content standards and assessment model into MSU curriculum

· MOU with KDE and the universities is being vetted with provosts and CoE deans to lay out expectations formally



	Ideas to further SB1:
· Consider the work loads for Mike Dobranski and Jody Fernandez – it is recommended that they be provided with full time release to accomplish these requirements back in the colleges.

· Schedule Stiggens Assessment Model PD for Professional Education Unit faculty across campus for fall, spring, and summer sessions (continuous PD opportunities)

· The Education Unit’s Conceptual Framework will be updated to communicate program expectations for the new standards

· The Education Unit’s Assessment Plan should include assessment measures for ensuring that the content standards and the assessment model are addressed in preservice courses and in programs.
· Weave the new standards into the Teacher Performance Assessment assignment due at the end of clinical practice. Include a rubric item that identifies the requirement for new standards.
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(3)
Develop a system of public accountability related to the strategic agenda by evaluating the performance and effectiveness of the state's postsecondary system. The council shall prepare a report in conjunction with the accountability reporting described in KRS 164.095, which shall be submitted to the committee, the Governor, and the General Assembly by December 1 annually. This report shall include a description of contributions by postsecondary institutions to the quality of elementary and secondary education in the Commonwealth;

	SB 1 Requirements:

1. Develop a public accountability system by evaluating the performance and effectiveness of the postsecondary system.

2. The report shall include a description of contributions by institution to the quality of elementary and secondary education.



	Questions for staff of educator preparation programs:

a. What data elements should be included in this accountability system?

b. Should any of the data points of the former QPI be carried into this system?



	MSU Response:

· Commonwealth Instructional Improvement Technology System, P-20 assessment system, MSU rep. Kathryn Polmanteer



	Ideas to further SB1:
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Whereas, the quality of writing instruction is directly related to how well teachers are prepared in their teacher preparation programs and how confident they are in the writing process; and whereas, some teachers have expressed tentativeness and discomfort in teaching writing to their students, the Education Professional Standards Board and the Kentucky Department of Education shall take actions during the 2009 and 2010 calendar years to improve instruction at the pre-service levels and to improve the ability to teach writing to existing teachers. At a minimum the following shall be completed:

(1)       Using results from the state assessments relating to writing, including previous results of audits of writing portfolios, the Kentucky Department of Education and appropriate partners shall identify any major weaknesses that may be attributed to the quality of writing instruction and consider where and how these skills should best be taught to teachers;

(2)
The Education Professional Standards Board shall conduct an analysis of the current requirements at the pre-service level for writing instruction and determine how writing instruction for prospective teachers can be enhanced or improved;

(3)
The Education Professional Standards Board shall consider the feasibility of requiring a course in teacher preparation programs in the teaching of writing for pre-service teachers or teachers pursuing Rank II certification;

(4)
The Kentucky Department of Education shall review the availability of professional development opportunities to help teachers learn how to improve writing instruction, and to use available resources, including the continuance of writing academies and writing workshops, to ensure that training for developing and evaluating high-quality writing portfolios and writing persuasive letters and articles, as well as poetry, short stories, memoirs, and personal narratives is available to existing teachers; and

(5)
The Kentucky Department of Education shall provide training to administrators to help them provide leadership and support for an effective writing program within their schools.

	SB 1 Requirements:

1. Action must be taken to improve instruction at the pre-service levels and to improve the ability to teach writing to existing teachers.
2. The following shall be completed:

· KDE & appropriate partners shall identify any major weaknesses that may attribute to the quality of writing instruction and consider where and how these skills should best be taught to teachers. This determination will be made based on the results from the state assessments related to writing, including results of writing portfolio audits.

· EPSB shall determine how writing instruction can be enhanced of improved.  This determination will be based on an analysis of the current requirements at the pre-service level for writing instruction.

· EPSB shall consider the feasibility of requiring a course in teacher preparation programs in the teaching of writing for pre-service teachers OR teachers pursuing Rank II certification 


	Questions for staff of educator preparation programs:

a. What data might be helpful to educator preparation programs to assist in teaching how to teach writing?

b. How do we identify effective strategies to teach pre-service candidates to teach writing?

c. What types of measures are needed to evaluate success of writing teachers?

d. What major weaknesses do you identify that may attribute to the quality of writing instruction?

e. How do you think the current requirements at the pre-service level for writing instruction can be improved?

f. Do you think a course in the teaching of writing should be required for pre-service teachers or teacher pursuing Rank II certification or both?



	MSU Response:

· College of Education has provided grammar guides to all faculty, with a focus on using speaking and writing rubrics in all education courses (e.g., a rubric for spoken language to be used for any oral presentation).

· Email has gone out to CoE faculty who teach literacy (which includes writing) courses and the questions above were asked of them, as well as to provide ideas for how we might address this section of SB1.

	Ideas to further SB1:
· Response: Middle and secondary (and MAT) do not teach the "teaching writing" courses- they are taught through the English department. I address teaching writing in EDMG 343 - language arts and in EDMG 332 and EDEL 677 (content area reading), but not in depth because of they have the ENG course and I m already pressed for time. I believe the COE should teach the teaching writing courses, but as it stands, we need to include the English department in this.
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Whereas, the General Assembly finds the continuing high rates of high school students who require remediation at the postsecondary education level totally unacceptable and an unwarranted additional expense to the state, students, and parents who expect that completion of high school coursework should lead to successful entry and success in postsecondary education, the Council on Postsecondary Education, the Kentucky Board of Education and the Kentucky Department of Education are hereby directed to develop a unified strategy to reduce college remediation rates by at least fifty percent (50%) by 2014 from what they are in 2010 and increase the college completion rates of students enrolled in one (1) or more remedial classes by three percent (3%) annually from 2009 to 2014.
(1)
A written plan to reduce the remediation rates and increase graduation rates shall be prepared no later than May 15, 2010. The written plan shall include:

(a)
Yearly goals;

(b)
Action strategies that will be used;

(c)
Timelines;

(d)
Assigned responsibilities for carrying out the strategies;

(e)
      Reporting mechanisms.

(2)
During the preparation of the plan, the agencies shall investigate whether the current requirements for assessing college readiness are providing needed information, whether additional diagnostic assessments are needed, particularly in mathematics at the high school level, and whether accelerated learning programs have actually been implemented as required by Section 6. of this Act to address students' needs for instructional interventions in English, reading, and mathematics. 

(3)
The council, the department, and board shall present the initial plan to the Interim Joint Committee on Education and the Interim Joint Committee on Appropriations and Revenue during the 2010 Interim. Thereafter they shall report annually the results of their efforts. When appropriate, the annual reports to the Interim committees shall include recommendations for legislative actions.

	SB 1 Requirements:

1. Reduce college remediation rates by at least 50% by 2014 from what they are in 2010.
2. Increase college completion rates of students enrolled in one or more remedial classes by 3% annually from 2009 to 2014.


	Questions for staff of educator preparation programs:

a. Could the data repository be helpful to institutions in complying with SB1 and the requirement to include reporting mechanisms in the plan to reduce college remediation rates and increase college completion rates?

b. If so, what data would be helpful to include in the repository?

c. Is there specific research that would be helpful to institutions in the work of reducing college remediation rates and increasing completion rates?



	MSU Response:

· Current IEQ grants through the MSU 21st Century Education Enterprise – working with HS teachers on EPAS test (Explore, Plan, ACT System), helping HS teachers to examine these tests in order to better plan HS students remediation plan 

· CAP (College Algebra Project) grant – development courses offered at high schools to get HS students ready for non-remedial college classes 

· Dual enrollment college class programs – possible incentive to take the developmental classes in HS

· For students whose ACT subscores are relatively low, other institutions are sending college faculty into HS doing a transition course during junior year in HS.  Possibly use senior year to continue remediation

· Placement testing at MSU of developmental students to place students in proper levels of classes

· DE students who have not completed their developmental classes will not be able to enroll after 30 credit hours until developmental classes are completed

· For DE students on probation, DE classes must be completed before they can enroll for other classes

· General Education Student Learning Outcomes (SLOs), based on HB160 – related to SB1

· CPE GenEd Planning Workgroup developing GenEd SLOs for the five GenEd core areas – Communication, Behavioral and Social Science, Natural Science, Math, Arts and Humanities

· All 4-year public institutions in KY agreeing upon common set of SLOs for each of the 5 core areas in Fall 2010

· For developmental education students and advisors, a roadmap will be developed in the University College – Office of Academic Services.  Roadmap to clearly define steps for DE students and advisors related to retention and graduation

· Developmental reading faculty moved into Allie Young across from newly renovated DE classrooms (Fall 2010) 

· Learning lab mainly for DE, probationary, provisional students set up in 2nd floor of Allie Young.  Managed by Academic Services advisor

· Hiring a Developmental Coordinator in summer 2010, reporting directly to General Education Director.  Will insure DE students are prepared to enter into GenEd program and be successful

· 

	Ideas to further SB1:
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