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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ACCOUNTABILITY WORK GROUP  

TOPIC SUMMARY

	WORK GROUP: Opportunity and Access
KDE LEAD(S):  Karen Kidwell- facilitator
CHAIR(S): Owens Saylor, Christy Rogers
	MEETING DATE: July 14, 2016
NOTE TAKER: Leann Pickerill

	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT: 
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Joseph Cecil
Stephanie Harris
Sheila Wicker
Jennifer Chaplin
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Ron Chi
Barry Lee
Opal Dawson
Tammy Newcome
Lori Dehart
Amanda Ratliff
Gary Fields
Christy Rogers


	KDE STAFF PRESENTS:

Kathy Anderson
Bart Liguori
Leann Pickerill
Karen Kidwell
Gary Martin
Karen Wirth


	Additional Attendees: 

Tierra Freeman



	Agenda Item: Reviewing the current system as it relates to the individual work group
· What does the current system require?

· What is working and not working in the current system?

Brief Summary of Discussion/Action:
What in the system works for opportunity and access?

· College and Career Readiness was a large factor in district improvement.  (CTE became important because points were attached)

· CTE was forced to improve because points were attached.

· ACT- every student takes the ACT annually- provided opportunities for all students to have exposure to a rigorous assessment. (KEES, College Entrance, Etc.)

· Academic Standards that guide the curriculum in schools.  Revised standards allowed for grade level standard to build in rigor at the school.  (Guaranteed viable curriculum at all grade levels)

· Novice Reduction worked

· Growth System was positive

· Program reviews are valuable, even though cumbersome.  The program reviews are valuable in communicating the need for access to curriculum that is not tested. Elevated the programs.

What in the system doesn’t work for opportunity and access?

· College Readiness gave us a mark to move toward- students felt like failures if they didn’t meet the benchmarks.  How can soft skills be incorporated to better prepare/assess students?

· ACT is a good assessment for creating college ready benchmarks that are supported by higher education, but we need something more.

· Playing games- graduation rate- students that “should” be on Alt. Assessment, but have been forced into academic arena to increase graduation rate.

· Kids have been removed from AH/PE to put them in 3 math classes.

· Constant changing of scoring.  (Has become a game for schools.)

· We became focused on 100% college and career ready; schools that touted that score, may not be actually preparing students.

· If you have to “Game” the system, is it an accurate measure?
· PLAN to ACT- how do you show growth from PLAN to ACT? Sandbag the PLAN.

· Growth on EOC was frustrating for students that made growth

· How do we accurately measure growth for ACT from Pretest to Post-test? (Example: A student makes a 5 on the ACT pretest and 15 on actual ACT, does not meet ACT benchmark, but has shown tremendous growth.)

· Do teachers understand “growth”?  How will teachers perceive the new system?
· There was not teacher “buy-in” for the prior assessment system.

· Not all students were fully engaged in the “game” and teachers didn’t understand that “game”.

· New teachers were not adequately prepared to engage in “the game”.

· Narrow definitions (of what) hinder us.

Key Questions/Concerns/Follow-up Necessary: 
What indicators would we LOOK for?

· Written and demonstrated skills

· School-business collaborations

· Cross-district partnerships

· Counseling- raise career readiness

· Student engagement

· Student initiated community-based projects

· Student ownership in learning

How do we continue to value?

· Non-tested areas

· Non-tested groups

· Personalization

· Indicators for quality schools

· Alternate pathways for completion of academic standards (non-traditional programming to support at risk students)

Agenda Item: What does ESSA contain that is specific to the charge of the work group?

Brief Summary of Discussion/Action:  
What is the definition of opportunity and access?

· Includes All students

· Are we trying to define opportunity or access? What is it? How do we define it?

· Soft Skills are embedded into course work?  Social-emotional learning is a part of the curriculum? Could soft skills be a part of a project based component?

· Create a model to determine if equal opportunity exists within the school.

· What is offered in our districts? Do students in all districts have opportunity and access to a rigorous curriculum? 

· How can we increase flexibility for students to receive access to curriculum not present within the current curriculum?

· The idea of a child coming in where they are ready to learn. 

· GO international- all high school EL kids- opening immersion school

Key Questions/Concerns/Follow-up Necessary: 
How can a system be created to meet the criteria identified by the committee?

Ultimately, we are measuring how schools are doing.  

· Who is access for- all students, all schools

· To what?- well-rounded education, academics, quality advanced courses, personalized learning, community needs/ “values”

· Based on?- entry point, student aspiration, higher-ed expectations, employer expectations, challenging academic standards

· To result in: critical thinking, life/transferrable skills, employability skills, authentic, applied skills, increased student engagement

Agenda Item: Defining the work ahead—important issues and topics, process and timelines, setting future meeting dates

Brief Summary of Discussion/Action:  
Next Steps: The group has defined a quality school.  How do we measure the success of programs/opportunities/access that would be a valid and reliable measure of schools and districts?  How do we communicate the criteria/characteristics of a quality school and how those will be measured in an understandable way?

Key Questions/Concerns/Follow-up Necessary: 
Questions to pursue: 

1. Are there ways to amend/revise student voice surveys to be used with particular courses/programs? (or more authentic student input from ALL students?) 

2. What is the best way to move the program review areas forward?

3. How do we get away from a race for PT points, and focus on continuous improvement?

4. How can we leverage decision-making at the state/local level to support access/opportunities in all areas?

5. Are we missing “other things” such as digital literacy, financial literacy, etc.?

6. What are the ramifications to KEES money/GPA issues related to college entry and KEES funding?

7. From finance side- some formulas are driven by accountability factors. How can/will these formulas be addressed in the next system?>

8. What regs/statutes must be reviewed?

9. What is a valid and reliable way to report out these types of information?

Future meeting dates:
Next meetings:

· August 4th in Lexington (Site TBA)
· August 18th in Elizabethtown (Site TBA)
· September 8th in Lexington (Site TBA)
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