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	Colorado Department of Education EDAC Committee

June 11th and 12th 2018
12:00 PM – 5:30 PM 6/11/2018
9:00 AM – 1:30 PM 6/12/2018

Campo School District
480 Maple Street

Campo, CO 81029

	

	Meeting called by:
	Educational Data Advisory Committee

	Type of meeting:
	Scheduled Data Review Meeting

	Facilitator:
	Jan Rose Petro

	Note taker:
	Dennis St. Hilaire

	Timekeeper:
	Dennis St. Hilaire

	

	Attendees:
	Norm Alerta
Ruth Grindeland
Tammy Johnson
Nikki Johnson
Dennis St. Hilaire
Marcia Bohannon
Jan Petro
Mike Porter (Phone in 12 – 1:30 6/11/2018)


	

	
	Agenda topics

	General Business
· EDAC Credit Renewal

· Data Pipeline Advisory Committee – There were some ENRICH issues and glitches and problems with the Data Pipeline End of Year Collection.
Update Approval
· PI-131 School Health Services Data – It was asked if this data was included in IDEA? In the future it was requested to get the data from the two systems to reduce the data burden.  – Approved SIS part of the Directory – Dennis St. Hilaire will collaborate in the future.
Discussion

· EDAC Report – EDAC reviewed the 2017-18 meetings and made recommendations on items the committee wanted to be included in the report to the State Board of Education.  EDAC spent quite a bit of time on analyzing the data from the Data Burden Survey to support conclusions that will be added to the EDAC report.   Some of the collections discussed were perceived as time consuming (based on length) or the time and effort outweigh the usefulness of the data. Norm Alerta used his knowledge with Tableau to go into detail about the responses from the districts and produced graphs to give value to the data.  Parts of the analyzation were time, cost, usefulness of the data and resources to complete.  EDAC made recommendations to an annual special section of the report.


	30 Minutes
	SPS-135 Unified Improvement Plan Templates with Demo
	Lisa Medler/Lisa Steffen

	Overview:  Unified Improvement Planning was introduced to streamline the improvement planning components of state and federal accountability requirements. The common Unified Improvement Planning (UIP) template and planning processes used represent a shift from planning as an “event” to planning as a critical component of “continuous improvement.” This process reduces the total number of separate plans schools and districts are required to complete with the intent of creating a single plan that has true meaning for its stakeholders. Because schools and districts are required to publicly post their improvement plans through the state department of education website (www.schoolview.org), Unified Improvement Planning also provides a mechanism for external stakeholders to learn about schools’ and districts’ improvement efforts.

	Discussion:  Lisa provided a demonstration of the latest Unified Improvement Plan.  There were some areas that will be time savers for schools/districts.

	Conclusion: Approved

	30 Minutes
	SPS-139 Parent Notification and Public Hearing Notification
	Lisa Medler/Lisa Steffen

	Overview:  Per the Accountability law of 2009, all school assigned the plan type of Priority Improvement or Turnaround are required to notify the parents of the school of the accountability rating.  CDE intends to collect the letters to ensure families are getting the necessary information when a school is on the accountability clock.  Furthermore, this may trigger support to schools (from districts and/or CDE) when implementing the law.  This will also help CDE gauge where support is needed in the field and pave the path forward for helping districts to begin the new requirement of informational community meetings by year 3 on the accountability clock.

	Discussion: There was an extensive discussion about the letters.  HB 1355 requires the letters to go out to parents.  Lisa asked that the stamp be voluntary.  EDAC pushed back about giving out a stamp on the letters and especially since the stamp would be voluntary, it was believed that not all districts would comply in sending them out.  EDAC requested that the letter be added to the UIP (SPS-135) and have the letter uploaded as part of the UIP process.  EDAC recommended no stamp.

	Conclusion:  Not Approved

	30 Minutes
	DMC-106 Student Interchange: Student School Association File
	Morgan Holmgren

	Overview: The Student Interchange is required for Federal reporting.  The data in the Student Interchange is used for funding and determining drop out, graduation, mobility and stability rates.  The Student Interchange is required for pre-coded labels for test booklets and enrollment.

	Discussion: We are asking EDAC to approve a couple of updates to the 2018-2019 Student School Association file. These changes are coming after the April 1 deadline, but we think that there is a need for the 2018-19 school year to make sure that we can use some exit codes consistently for years to come when calculating graduation rates for students completing a postsecondary program. There are two areas where changes are proposed: the exit codes and the public school finance status codes. 

Exit Code Changes

The changes to the exit codes are to clarify how to report students who are exiting after having been reported as a graduate in the past or who are completing a postsecondary program. For 2018-19 EDAC approved creating two new exit codes, 23 and 96, but after the update was shared with districts we received a number of questions about how the codes should be used. During those discussions we realized that the code definitions could be clarified and that creating a new code would make calculating future graduation rates simpler. 

The first proposed change is to create another new exit code. Exit code 24 will be for students previously reported as a graduate who are completing a postsecondary program. Therefore if a student was reported as a retained graduate (90 exit type and retention code of 2) in a prior year they could be reported as completing the postsecondary program. For now the code could only be used for students who are completing ASCENT or P-TECH. These students would not be included in the graduation rate numerator or denominator for the year they were reported as exiting.

If creating the 24 exit type is approved then that would require that we also update the definition of the 96 exit type to clarify it is only for students completing a postsecondary program that have not been previously reported as a graduate. So this code would be for ASCENT and P-TECH students who are completing those programs, but did not meet their graduation requirements in a prior end of year and therefore have not be previously reported as a 90. The postsecondary program staff also clarified that they do not want this code to be used for students who are completing an early college or other concurrent enrollment program. 

Along with adding the 24 exit code and updating the definition of the 96 exit code we are also proposing that the 23 exit code definition is updated. This will clarify that a student can be reported as a 23 exit type if they were previously reported as a graduate correctly (so the 22 exit type does not apply), but did not complete a postsecondary program. A district contacted us requesting that we clarify if a district could use this code for a student who was not retained for a postsecondary program. It was decided that if a student was correctly reported as a graduate in a previous year, but had to return to school for a reason other than postsecondary program participation they could still use the 23 exit type. So it will not be a requirement that a student was reported with a retention code of 2 to use the 23 exit type. 

Public School Finance Status Definition Updates

The Field Analyst Support Team (FAST) contacted the Data Services Unit after the April 1 deadline to request that we update the definitions for the public school finance status definitions for online programs/schools. The update to the definitions would have likely been put off until 2019-20 if we were not already coming back to EDAC to approve changes for 2018-19 since the changes are relatively minor. Since we are coming back asking for an update we think it makes sense to approve these definition changes to the funding codes for online schools/programs. 

We are asking that the 91, 92, 94, and 95 funding code definitions are updated so that they are more consistent with each other and correctly identify the types of programs/schools allowed for multi-district and single-district online schools/programs. Only single-district online is allowed to have a program rather than a school, so the definition has been updated to say school/program in the single-district codes and only school for the multi-district codes. In addition to that we are also proposing that the definition be updated to say “online” rather than “on-line.” 

Why 2018-19?

These changes should be made for the 2018-19 school year for a few reasons. The main one is that we want to make sure that the new exit codes are used correctly and consistently going forward. If we do not have the 24 exit code for 2018-19 we will need to have a single year where the 96 code is used for both students who have graduated in the past and students who are graduating for the first time, which will make calculating the graduation more complicated. This will also mean that if we add the 24 code for 2019-20 that the 96 code will have inconsistent usage in the long run data files. We also wanted to update the definition of the 23 code to clarify when it can be used going forward rather than keeping the existing definition that has already created some confusion. 

The public school finance definition changes are not urgent and do not need to be made for the 2018-19 school year, but since the SSA file was already going back to EDAC we decided it would be helpful to bring the proposed updated definitions now rather than wait another year. These definitions are clearer about when they can be used and are updated for the first time in years.
EDAC asked in the future if there could be a reduction of codes.

	Conclusions:  Approved

	30 Minutes
	CGA-200 Colorado Regional Grant Writing Interest Survey
	Anna Young

	Overview: The interest survey should be completed by anyone interested in attending a regional grant writing training so CDE can determine where the greatest interest/need is around the state to provide targeted, regional grant writing training sessions to all interested LEA representatives.

	Discussion: No concerns

	Conclusions: Approved

	30 Minutes
	CGA-212 Tiered Intervention Grant (TIG) Renewal Application
	Kim Burnham

	Overview: This opportunity is a renewal application for LEAs with schools currently participating in the Tiered Intervention Grant Program. Continued funding of this grant will be contingent upon clear evidence of improved student performance within a limited period of time. This will be the final renewal application as the grant is wrapping up.

	Discussion: No concerns, Jan had some small edits

	Conclusions:  Approved

	30 Minutes
	CGA-232 Colorado Charter Schools Grant Program 
	Kim Burnham

	Overview:  This opportunity is a renewal application for schools currently participating in the Colorado Charter Schools Grant Program (CCSP). CCSP sub grants are renewed as a result of this renewal process, average approximately $200,000 per year and are based on the school’s initial CCSP grant awarded amount.

	Discussion:  No concerns, Jan had small edits

	Conclusion: Approved

	30 Minutes
	DMC-110 Special Education IEP Interhcnate
	

	Overview:  The Special Education IEP Interchange is a set of two files which contain Special Education data for the school year: Special Education Child and Special Education Participation.

The Special Education Child File contains data related to the student’s demographic information. The Special Education Participation file contains data related to the student’s participation in special education.

This information is used to make up the following snapshots: Special Education December Count, Special Education End-of-Year and Special Education Discipline.

	Discussion:  Tammy Johnson agreed to the removal of the code was the right move

	Conclusion: Approved
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