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	Agenda Item: Revisit the charge to the group 
                          • Propose recommendations regarding measuring non-tested grades/subjects, teacher/student voice, meaningful educational inputs, and other indicators of school quality. 

Welcome and Introductions- Owens Saylor/Karen Kidwell
Share information from the CCR Workgroup
Karen restated that recommendations from the opportunity and access work group would be shared with other work groups as needed when other groups are needed to weigh in on opportunity and access work-groups. Karen shared that there seems to be great commonality among the workgroups. She shared information about the work of the CCR workgroup and shared points of conversation from the work of that group that are complementary and overlapping with the conversations of this group. 
The CCR workgroup is redefining or settling on a definition of CCR. They have been talking that college is a pathway, and that it shouldn’t be college and career because the same skills are needed to be successful. So, they are digging into the question, “What does it mean to be successful?” Persistence in college is an issue. We want students to leave high school equipped to fulfill their aspiration for a career. We know that every kid is different, but we don’t want to exclude or deny them opportunities to explore their aspirations and options. 
Just like the conversations occurring in this workgroup, CCR workgroup has been addressing the non-cognitive skills (effective communication, problem-solving, teamwork, self-confidence, digital literacy, work ethic) as well.
Brief Summary of Discussion/Action:

Owens Saylor discussed required policies of School-based Decision Making Councils (SBDM) that every student have access to opportunities. Opened the conversation about indicators and inputs by offering these examples-
· % of students that have access and what are you doing to recruit students into programs
· Input-AP coursework

Outputs-pass rates, school culture that supports resulting in student success
From some draft work at the national level identifying four major areas of indicators, consider what some priority areas might be:

1. Course taking in high quality pathway that leads to entrance or credential

2. Learning and leadership experience connected to career

3. Assessment of CCR

4. Post high school transition/looking a couple of years out of high school 

A suggestion related to #4 was that following graduation that the last few weeks of high school be spend on college campuses to ease transition to college.
Some follow-up conversation from questions posed at the July meeting follows.
KEES money-As discussed in previous meetings, KEES money is an important factor in attending college. Today’s discussion of KEES money was about compensation for advanced coursework. Students who take advanced coursework often do not get as much money as students who do not take advanced coursework. 
Limit competition/increase collaboration-A practice that might address how to limit competition and increase collaboration among districts was offered. This practice would encourage honest reporting and would be a way to use a score for ‘good.’ Districts reporting that they are doing well in certain areas would be called upon to help other districts. This could be incentivized with bonus points for the ‘helping’ district.
Key Questions/Concerns/Follow-up Necessary: What specific indicators/measures do we need to prioritize for a new accountability system?
Agenda Item:  Program Reviews
                           • Update on Program Review Process for the 2016-17 School Year 

                           • Propose recommendations related to Program Reviews/Program Review Areas 

Jamee Barton, KDE Program Review lead, provided background on decisions at the last KBE meeting concerning the PR. 
· Review reason for PRs-measures for non-tested subjects and are the result of concerns about the ineffective practice of using paper/pencil tests to measure performance based areas
· Explain what has stayed same and rationale for why no change. For example, the four standards (Curriculum and Instruction, Formative and Summative Assessment, Professional Learning and Leadership) are in statute.
· Revisions as recommended by Commissioner’s PR Task Force- fewer demonstrators and characteristics; identified ‘must have’ characteristics to meet expectations and eliminate language ‘to what extent’; three performance levels (does not meet, meeting, exceeding) instead of four); school and district assurances; write a brief work plan for improvement on the two lowest scoring areas instead of listing evidence, writing rationales and completing career diagnostics in ASSIST
· Desired outcomes of changes-Encourage a mindset that emphasizes access and opportunity to quality programs for all students and take focus off paperwork by making the review process simpler 
· Supports-webinar aired early this month; statewide sessions emphasizing rubric changes, what constitutes quality evidence, examples of work plans and the writing of work plans are scheduled across the Commonwealth (as of today-approx. 900 registered representing all but 10 districts)
Brief Summary of Discussion/Action
· We don’t want this to be about the adults. The KBE has said they value other areas as much as reading and math. We must uphold the intent of the statute and regulation that affords opportunities to all students in all subjects.
· Gaming system-Suggestion was made that if assurances or any deficit in PR are noted, this should be monitored in CDIP for resources (e.g., money, staffing,…) earmarked to address the deficit. Resources must be allocated/prioritized by the district to meet the needs of programs. Money is much more motivating improvement tool than a score. This idea was supported by a CTE example of Perkins money earmarked to address specific issues that had not been met like gender equity made a difference. Workgroup agreed that action occurs when money is tied to program quality, access, opportunity, etc. 
· If law is not compelling, we need to think carefully about what we recommend. 
· Audit recommendations for Program Reviews-no score, but indicator (meeting, not meeting, exceeding) on dashboard; any deficiencies reflected in CSIP and CDIP; reporting only on 3 PRs (PLCS, VPA, Writing) noted in statute and only one per year on rotating basis with assurances for others; assurances only for K-3 and GCWL.
Agenda Item:  Review indicators proposed at August 4 meeting 

                           • Prioritize 

                           • Refine 

Several resources (see below for listing) were sent prior to today’s meeting that feature indicators that are proven to be leverage points or correlational to greater access/opportunity/achievement and studied nationally, internationally, and/or in other states. Teams were asked to think about consistent statewide indicators in an accountability system. 

· Spent 20 minutes reviewing the articles 

· In teams of 3-4 prioritized what might need to surface as inputs and outputs using as a filter…does it really matter and does research support that it matters
The workgroup spent time reviewing work generated during the August 4, 2016 meeting as it related to some of the articles read today considering these inputs/outputs and potential measures for determination of reportable items.

Academic Input Indicators

ES

MS

HS

% of all students enrolled in all highest level coursework- disaggregated by subgroups

X

X

Do prerequisites exist for enrollment in highest level course

X

X

District partnerships to provide innovative programming for students (sharing of resources and supports.)

X

X

X

Certified specialized, Dedicated, Teacher for Art, Music, PE/Health, World Language, Librarian, EL, Gifted,

X

X

X

Students guaranteed full access to classes/courses in Arts, Music, Health/PE, CTE,  (they are not routinely pulled from courses for particular interventions or prohibited from taking a course because of that)

Exposure to

Exploration of

Emphasis on

Financial Literacy coursework is available

X

X

X

Collaboration/partnerships developed to enable teachers to improve practice that results in student achievement.

X

X

X

Academic Output Indicators

ES

MS

HS

# of students completing AP testing vs. # of students passing AP test (disaggregated by subgroup)

X

X

Presence of a full-time guidance counselor within the school building.

X

X

X

% of all students taking advanced coursework learning qualifying disaggregated by subgroups

X

X

X

% or number of students participating in an internship with business /community (disaggregated by student group)

X

X

X

% of teacher turnover

X

X

X

Professional Learning Plan produces evidence of success.

X

X

X

Policies exist that provide ALL students access to Advanced/Rigorous courses (school and district policies).

X

X

X

Virtual courses/classes are Available and “advertised” as options for all students.

X

X

X

Non-Academic Input Indicators

ES

MS

HS

Presence of partnerships that support learning needs of at-risk students.

X

X

X

Service learning expectation- for ALL- opportunities exist; % of students participating

X

X

X

Level of facility funding

X

X

X

Transportation: Preschool; afterschool; community transportation agreement; daycare pickup; during school enrichment opportunities; collaboration with other districts to expand services

X

X

X

Access to health services/partnerships with health departments

X

X

X

Consider linking to School Safety report

X

X

X

A formal routine, ongoing mechanism for students’ voices to impact school policies/decisions- student voices are valued.

X

X

X

District partnerships to provide innovative programming for students (sharing of resources and supports.)

X

X

X

All students have opportunity to learn/apply workplace skills, financial literacy, careers skills, “life skills”

X

X

X

Parent accessibility to classrooms during the day.

X

X

X

Designed family engagement/learning plan

X

X

X

Non-Academic Output Indicators

ES

MS

HS

Percentage of parents engaged in family engagement/learning/student conferences.

X

X

X

Student voice used in school improvement planning

X

X

X

Parents report feeling welcomed and valued in meeting student needs (essential and in partnership with school).

X

X

X

Comments related to articles read and team conversations.
Illinois 5 essential survey information-page 7 from NASBE article
1. Personalized learning

2. Service learning

3. Health services

4. Academic access with vision

5. Instructional engagement

Oregon Essential Skills- 5 big ideas were renamed and offered as the following for consideration as a framework for a dashboard. Members volunteered as team leads for each idea. 
1. Equitable [academic] access (scheduling, use of time, preschool, courses, PR)-Owens
2. Business and Community Partnerships-Scott
3. Family Engagement/Learning Environment/Culture (teacher turnover, student advocacy, student voice, TELL survey)-Stephanie
4. Systems of Support (mental health, FRSYC, health services, RTI)-Barry
5. Life Readiness (workplace learning-soft skills, financial literacy, ILP)-Christy
Review of literature/research findings on opportunity/access indicators for non-tested grades/subjects

Articles sent to the group prior to the meeting:
Arts Assessments:  http://hechingerreport.org/can-testing-save-arts-education/
The Alliance for a Healthier Generation’s Healthy Schools Program: https://schools.healthiergeneration.org/dashboard/about_assessment/   (you may need to register for access but there are indicators that we may want to consider there as examples)

http://oecdeducationtoday.blogspot.fr/2016/05/towards-better-tools-to-measure-social.html  and http://www.oecd.org/edu/ceri/seminarandlaunchofthereportskillsforsocialprogressthepowerofsocialandemotionalskills.htm   (social emotional skills)

Writing:  http://scholarworks.wmich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1017&context=wte 

Indicators used for or findings resulting from comparing countries (includes academic and non-academic indicators):  http://www.oecd.org/edu/education-at-a-glance-19991487.htm 

http://www.oecd.org/edu/United%20States-EAG2014-Country-Note.pdf 

http://www.slideshare.net/OECDEDU/skills-outlook-2015-youth-skills-and-employability 

http://www.slideshare.net/OECDEDU/time-for-the-us-to-reskill-what-the-survey-of-adult-skills-says 

http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/education/education-at-a-glance-2015/summary/english_76d4bc29-en#.V63SDfkrKUk#page1 

http://www.greatschools.org/gk/articles/u-s-students-compare/
http://oecdeducationtoday.blogspot.com/2016/06/making-all-students-count.html  (emphasis on access to mathematics)

Next Steps:

Karen Kidwell will set up google doc folders for each team. Teams will work on their category and be able to access the work of other teams. Operational definitions will be determined by teams for each category and indicators defined. 
Next meeting: 
· September 8, CKEC Training Center, Suite 110, Lexington, KY, 10 a.m.- 5 p.m. ET
Brief Summary of Discussion/Action: 

Karen Kidwell reminded the workgroup that the opportunity and access work fits in the larger context of the accountability system. She explained the timeline that must be met and outlined the process of how recommendations will go through the shareholders involved in considering the recommendations. 
Tentative Agenda was set for September 8th meeting:

· Teams meet for face-to-face review of work done in google doc during the time since August 18th meeting
· Using a structured protocol, each team will present their work to entire group
· Using a structured protocol, a process of actionable feedback will be provided to each group
· Groups will reconvene to make revisions with intent to have recommendations ready by end of the day on September 8th or another meeting will be scheduled for this purpose.
Key Questions/Concerns/Follow-up Necessary:
Work with team members in the google doc folders on assignment and be ready to complete the recommendations by the close of the September 8th meeting.
Future meeting dates: To be determined based on progress of September 8th meeting.
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