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Does the NCLBA require that states move to a student-level data collection? 

No. The act requires major changes in data reported to the public, but does not say how states need to collect these data.  DPI has decided to move to a student-level enrollment data collection because it is the more efficient that any known alternative.  Modifying the already complicated aggregate system would be very labor-intensive and costly.  Providing timely, accurate, consistent aggregate data  may become major if not impossible challenge  for many small to mid-sized districts given existing financial, staffing, technical resources.   

Here are the specific NCLB report card requirements that are causing us to move in this direction: 

1) Disaggregation of graduation rates.  Graduation data are locally aggregated by gender, race, and primary disability (2 X 5 X 13 = up to 130 separate subpopulations in each school) to meet state and federal reporting requirements.  Female white  11th grader with a specific learning disability would be an example of one such subpopulation.  High school cohort dropouts (used in calculating graduation rates) are already collected by gender, race, primary disability, and grade (2 X 5 X 13 X 4 = up to 520 subpopulations within each school).  NCLB requires further disaggregation by economic status and English proficiency status (130 X 2 X 3 = 780 subpopulations for graduates, 520 X 2 X 3 = 3120 subpopulations for cohort dropouts).   Requiring schools to continue to aggregate their own data affects schools with diverse populations and high dropout rates the most.  

2) Disaggregation of one other academic indicator (e.g. attendance).  Attendance is already collected by gender/race combination and by grade. NCLB requires further disaggregation by disability, economic status and English proficiency status (2 X 5 X 14 X 2 X 2 X 2 = up to 1120 subpopulations for attendance).  Since all students enrolled have attendance even schools with relatively homogeneous populations will be burdened.  

3) Distinguishing between dropouts and transfers. This task is nearly impossible for districts to do without some means to locate students who do not re-enroll.  A statewide student-level enrollment data collection could help identify students who transfer to other Wisconsin school districts (won’t help with private school or out-of-state moves). 

4) Acquisition of English proficiency.  Data currently collected about English proficiency is summarized to the number of students with limited English proficiency at each proficiency level.  These data do not provide information about acquisition of English proficiency because students with limited English proficiency acquire the requisite English language proficiency and move on.  However, they, in turn, are replaced by new students with limited English proficiency entering the schools.  Individual student data will be required to document that students are acquiring English proficiency as mandated.

5) FAY in State of Wisconsin.  Federal regs say that State must include all students who were enrolled in schools in the State for a FAY in reporting on AYP for State.  Right now we have no way of doing this.  

All states in the Midwest are moving in this direction or already have student-level data collections.  We’ve been told that all but possibly one or two states are likely to have student-level data systems within the next few years.  See attached for status as of 2001 (before NCLB).  

What are some of the benefits of the move to the student-level enrollment data collection?  

From the local point of view, there are a number of benefits;

1) Fewer local calculations.  Data will be aggregated and reaggregated and rates calculated by DPI.  

2) Fewer errors and more consistency.  DPI will have automated edits for format, logicalness, missing data.  Less for local staff to learn because rollups and calculations will be done centrally.  Calculations will be done the same way for all districts and schools.    

3) Improved tracking of mobile students.  

4) Value-added files returned to districts.  Rollups, formulas, and  privacy rules applied by DPI so data are ready to use, publish, and disseminate as desired.  Also, districts may choose to point to WINSS to provide Internet access to local report card data.    

5) Consolidation of collections.  Student level enrollment data with State IDs will give us more opportunities than the past to combine data from various files/years to meet multiple requirements.  Initial consolidation efforts will be partial and will focus on SPR and Annual LEP Census.  

6) Greater flexibility to address future growth/changes in federally and state mandated data.  

7) Speedier exchange of permanent records across districts.  (not sure about this)

8) More useful data for schools.  Longitudinal data about progress of a groups of student over time could be used for safe harbor (????) and locally to evaluate the effectiveness of strategies in meeting the needs of students.  Common data means common training and common tools.  Everyone isn’t reinventing the wheel.  

How do we plan to proceed?
Carefully.  We plan to identify local and state issues and concerns and address them as part of the planning process.  

We are currently working on a RFP for the state-assigned student identifier system.  We hired a national expert in education data systems at the state and federal level to help us gather input from internal and external groups.  On February 18 and 19, our expert met with the State Superintendent’s Education Data Advisory Committee, the ESEA Testing Advisory Committee, Collaborative Council, Internal Report Card Steering Committee, and representatives of DPI Teams such as Special Education and others.   Here are some issues/concerns raised so far:

Student IDs &Administrative/Workload Issues

1) Initial ID assignments need to be done efficiently (not one student at a time) preferably not by districts due to burden.

2) Assigning new IDs to mobile students at time of registration may be easier than finding existing IDs so mobile student may end up with multiple IDs.  Process for finding IDs must be easy, and there should be some incentive for doing so.  Suggested procedures/local training may be needed.  

3) Student ID locator system may depend on enrollment information that parent may not want released to school staff because trying to hide student.   Such students may end up with duplicate IDs.  

4) Enrollment data collection comes at busiest time of year for districts.  

5) If limited to Wisconsin PK-12 public schools, then the State ID won’t help districts find information about students in private schools, out-of-state, early childhood programs, or higher ed

6) Some states that have gone to ID systems have found high percentage of students were counted in multiple districts.  How will we prevent multiple districts from using the same ID?

7) Need to blend with existing local systems

We tentatively plan to gather more data about local systems/constraints via online survey.  We also plan to meet with vendors.  

Student ID &Privacy

1) Some ID assignment systems are less confidential and more subject to human error than others.  Algorithms can lead to more than one student having the same ID.  

2) Who will be authorized to access which data? How will we control access?  Third parties? Other agencies?

3) Will there be restrictions on the use of the State ID?  Some districts will want to use State ID as the only ID others won’t.  Accessibility to and sharing of state-assigned  ID may be privacy concern.  

We tentatively plan to invite another national expert from the same company to Madison to work with us on privacy, access, and ID use issues.  We also plan to meet with parent leadership corps and possibly advocacy groups.  

General Comments/Concerns

1) Districts need to be able to check summary data before they become public and compare to state data so they are not surprised.  

2) Care should be taken to ensure that student data are not inappropriately shared outside DPI.  Do we need to revise state law?  

3) Probably need to move away from snapshot data toward real time but not right away.  

4) Need clear, logical definitions of data elements for AYP & report card purposes so data are consistent (fair) across districts.  

5) Major vendors say adding an state ID field is not a problem.  
