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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ACCOUNTABILITY WORK GROUP  

TOPIC SUMMARY

	WORK GROUP: School Improvement
KDE LEAD(S):  Kelly Foster
CHAIR(S): Steve Butcher
	MEETING DATE: 8/24/2016
NOTE-TAKER:  CASSIE BLAUSEY

	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT:

Steven Butcher
Tharon Hurley
Nate Meyer 
David Meinschein
Sherri Harris
David Barnett (Hazard)
Marco Munoz
Rebecca Nicholas
Johnathan Jett
Noel Crum



	KDE STAFF PRESENT: 

Kelly Foster
Donna Duncan
Cassie Blausey


	

	Meeting Minutes- July 14:

· What was working and what is not working in accountability. 
· ESSA – update on proposed rule
· Draft timeline (included in folder)
· KDE work on ESSA ongoing 
Review of Charge:
· Review of ESSA regarding comprehensive support and targeted support. 

· States could do above the minimum requirements of the law. (Ex: Title I eligible schools)
Agenda Item: Suggestions for SUPPORT for Focus Schools/Targeted Support
Agenda Item: Suggestions for entrance and exit criteria of Priority/Comprehensive Support 
· Include on next agenda: Discussion concerning flexibility to look at schools and take certain circumstances into account. 
· Climate and Culture/ School Quality Factor – this could be factored into exit criteria but cannot be weighted more heavily than the academic factors. 
· This should also include what the school has done in the spirit of continuous improvement.
· Data: high stakes we have to be more careful with what data used for what decision. Look into averages for two years and multiple data points. Biannual information
· Ranking presumes that all schools are the same. Look at similarly situated schools or make adjustments for poverty
· Banding similarly situated schools is dangerous as well because it creates competition. Current model does not provide for spirit of collaboration. 
· Provide context for each school rather than purely quantitative information. Examples: Two experienced teachers retired and were replaced with brand new teachers.
· Measurement error: Using range or safe zone when you are within a certain range. 
Q: When designating schools in lowest 5% - lowest 5% then the next 5% above them. 5% that is not already identified.

A: Took the 5% of those not already identified. That was a Kentucky decision. 

Q: Do we have any control over the role of graduation rates?

A: Graduation rates – federal. 

Q: Can there be a difference between the way we report to the feds and how we report as a state?

A: Must report to feds. There is flexibility as to how the state deals with any sort of response to the data. Explore how the state work with the way we deal with consequences and reporting at the state level. Feds might not be flexible with regards to a single number which would have to be reported on the State Report card.

Q: Disparities: Could there be a way to see results if you controlled for these factors (SES, diversity, special education)? 

Q: About timeline for identification. 

A: Flexibilities for the high performing schools. 

Q: Personalized assessments? All are tested the same way. 

A: Assessment and Innovation groups – performance based. ESSA innovative assessments – grant to explore that. CCSSO (New Hampshire). KY expressed interest in that. This is a big part of the conversation. 

Agenda Item: Additional flexibilities for high performing schools
· Flexibility with regards to improvement targets for high performing schools. Evaluating goals to ensure that there are no “unattainable goals.”

· AMOs should disappear once proficiency is reached. 
· Needs to be a human decision making role in the process. Limited reliance on automatic calculations when dealing with high stakes decisions. Review panel to review “unfair” results.

· Lesson from Business Community: Isolate specific areas of support.
· Must have consistency in approach if there is going to be flexibility and leniency.  

Q: Is there anything that prevents us from drawing line to say if you cross this then you no longer have to meet these goals? That if you are that high performing, then you have a lot of flexibility. 
Agenda Item: How to imbed continuous improvement into all schools and districts

· The processes that schools have refined in their buildings to be successful to move their school, how do you reflect that (in flexibilities or accountability)
· Program Review Submission (something similar)
· Dashboard: Should incorporate results of surveys and other information that demonstrates what opportunities are available in that school/district. This demonstrates what you can control. This could also play into defining the school quality factor for accountability. 
Other: Accountability Generally

Q: Dashboard- Who has access? Should there be a different dashboard for different audiences? 
The rating should include what you are providing and the resources you have. But you should also have some sort of rating for those programs to show quality of the program. This is for the community to communicate what is important to them. Also need accountability at the local level. 
For Next Meeting: (1) Entrance and Exit criteria from other states. Use that to think about what our exit and entrance criteria should look like. Send out our doc by the end of the week. (2) Items for school quality piece – what informs that that they would want to include for school quality. Best practices (3) Flexibilities.
Next Steps:
Next meeting: Sept 8 @ 10 am
Homework:

(1) Bring your ideas for Entrance and Exit criteria. Use document with other states’ Entrance and Exit criteria to think about what our exit and entrance criteria should look like. Send out our doc by the end of the week;

(2) Ideas for school quality piece. Bring ideas for what this will look like; and 

(3) Flexibilities for high performing schools.
Webpage: http://education.ky.gov/CommOfEd/adv/Pages/Commissioner%27s-Accountability-Work-Groups.aspx 
Send info to Kelly if you feel we need another recommendation. 
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