Notes from Discussion Group on Creation of the Data Cof P

OSEP Summer Institute

Baltimore, MD
September 18, 2003

Facilitators

· Marsha Brauen –WESTAT

· Lynn Kahn – NECTAC

· Jim Leinen - WRRC 

· Anne Lucas – NECTAC

· Jane Nell Luster – NCSEAM

· OSEP Representative – Larry Wexler

INTRODUCTION
· Composition of group – about ½ Part B, ½ Part C – some data, some administrative, some monitoring, etc.

· A few reasons for being here

· Making data usable

· Learn from others

· From what you heard yesterday what rang true?

· Valid and reliable data (graduation, for example)

· Data accuracy (weak [unique] identifiers in tracking from Part B to Part C)

· Staff turnover

· Making data public – struggle is misinterpretation of data, misuse by consumers – explaining it so that it is useful

· “Piggyback” on that – hearing the message of marketing – interpretation continues to be one of punishment based on data

· Making sure everybody understands the data

· The distinction between data for accountability and for continuous improvement

· Finding the students – how do we share the data 

· How do we keep it simple – practice issues – sharing of information

· Data collection – aligned with ?

· Using multiple variables for decision making

· Think for two to three minutes – what issues, challenges or barriers are you encountering in your data collection, analysis and use?

· Small group discussions – then identify 3 most important issues that you have in common in your group:

· Group 1: (Part C) 

· multiple databases

· accountability – program improvement – how do they relate, punishment versus improvement

· scientifically based practices to enhance family outcomes 

· connecting data from C to B

· Group 2:

· Multiple data systems (alignment)

· Common language – consistency of definitions

· Use of data, teaching people to make decisions and understand limitations of data

· Group 3:

· Linkages of state agencies – C to B

· Charter schools – getting accurate data, holding them accountable

· Use of data by different groups – some of the discreet data systems – knowing some of the limitations and definitions of data (suspensions, example)

· Incompatibility of various systems – moving data from school – district level to state

· Group 4:

· Talking with each other – what can we learn from each other?

· Streamlining our data elements, data collection, but making real time collection

· Local control need

· Group 5: 

· Identifying limitations in data

· Effectively using the data we have

· Purposefully analyzing data at state and local level

· Group 6:

· Approaches to unique child ID #

· What are real and perceived barriers 

· Data systems that allow for multiple uses

· Group 7:

· Need to educate people who collect and input the data

· Standard definitions and collection procedures

· Much of the data we generate is for local level people to plan – data need to be comprehensible to local level

· Facilitators are going to cluster the issues into theme areas while group takes a brief break – 10 minutes - 

· Themes of Issues:

· Data collection

· Use of data

· Data sharing

· In Salt Lake City we’ll have similar conversations and group themes; we’ll have signup sheets for each of these themes – if you want to add to the “sticky” wall.

· Refining Issues

· Systems Design

· Data Collection

· Use of data

· Data sharing and compatibility

· Talk about logistics of the community – minimally intrusive, maximally useful

· Connections are already established – what kinds of connections are you involved in that are already working? Could these be linked?

· Part B list serve

· Part C list serve

· NECTAC list serve

· Community of Practice website

· Education Information Advisory Committee meetings

· Comments

· trying to be careful of the list serves some can be overwhelming – don’t want to be inundated with emails

· could list serve messages be digested – this categorizes the messages into similar topics

· general – special education communication

· not clear – are we going to put everything on the CoP website or use links? (seemed consensus to use links)

· Electronic learning community – list of all members with email addresses

· In your roundtables – discuss: what would the CoP need to be like for you to be interested in participating? 

(Cards were collected – not discussed)

· How can we keep the community going? Next steps? How do you want to receive information? Comments/questions/suggestions:

· Is it going to be relevant?

· Can it be built into Data Managers’ meeting? (maybe in the future?)

· We’re too early in the stage to break out in practice groups

· Would like to see compilation of information, especially after Salt Lake City.

· Using the website to address various areas of interest rather than breaking the total group into subgroups.

· Management of website – digesting or organizing information – chief editor (WRRC) for the community 

· Signup for CoP for Data if interested

Suggestions:
· This session was a useful session; condense a lot of the first day – allow rotation/visits to several of CoP options. 

· Need to have time to establish the community; website is tool, community is the relationship. 

· Reiterate that I don’t need more time with Data Managers, the Part B Data Managers’ group is a CoP; what I felt frustrated with was being here, but struggled with need to also be with LRE. Didn’t have opportunity to talk about the data frustrations with LRE.

· Reiterate we could have spent more time to get into communities, rather than info on the communities. Would have liked opportunity to be part of more than one community.

· In Maryland – had successful electronic community – demonstrate of a successful one would have been useful.

· Focus groups prior to a session like this so brainstorming can occur before.

· Make sure Part C – NECTAC – is involved

· Assessment done in the morning of interest was good to match the facilities with the size of group

· Comment on need to be at more than one community – why a separate data community? 

· Conversely, some in the data CoP needed to be in other communities.

· Maybe have a data practice group in each of the other groups.

