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Report of the Wisconsin Early Childhood Data Roundtable
Executive Summary:

Since 2009, Wisconsin's early childhood (EC) community has been working to develop a comprehensive EC data system. The system would connect data across early childhood programs, and then to the state's longitudinal data system for students in K-12 and beyond. The key purpose is to design a system that will provide the information needed to drive significant improvements in both policy and practice. 

To further this effort, a Data Roundtable was held in February 2012 to inform stakeholders about the state's efforts and solicit their feedback. Stakeholders provided input on key questions the data system should be able to answer, and on the supports and infrastructure necessary for the system to proceed. This report discusses the activities at the Roundtable, including specific recommendations for next steps to build on its success.

Purpose of the Data Roundtable:

Given Wisconsin’s vision for the Early Childhood Longitudinal Data System (EC LDS), the project team held a Data Roundtable to engage stakeholders around the work that is currently being done. 

The goals of the Roundtable were to:

· introduce stakeholders to the project;

· share milestones and current progress;

· introduce essential questions and develop underlying questions; 

· obtain stakeholder input on specific issues and recommendations; and

· establish next steps.

The project team accomplished these objectives by inviting a diverse set of stakeholders from all over the state to attend this one-day meeting. The agenda was created in such a way as to inform the stakeholders about the work and also elicit feedback. 

Recommendations as a result of the Data Roundtable:

· Complete Gap Analysis 

· Create a Stakeholder Engagement Plan

· Establish Data Governance

· Gather Data System Design Information 

The recommendations will be taken into thoughtful consideration by the EC LDS project team. 

In this report information about the history of Early Childhood Data Systems in Wisconsin, the development of key questions, data use, dashboards and a summary of the operational recommendations of the stakeholders from the Data Roundtable are detailed.  The attachments provide the detail of each discussion.
Background

A.
History of Early Childhood Data System in Wisconsin

Wisconsin has a long history of early childhood collaboration. In 2008 the Governor strengthened this collaboration through the creation of a high level Early Childhood Advisory Council (ECAC). The ECAC was based on the guidance and funding from the Head Start Reauthorization Act of 2007. The mission of the Council is to help ensure that all children and families in Wisconsin have access to quality EC programs and services. One of the Council’s current charges is to assist in developing a more comprehensive and coordinated EC system that supports high quality early learning and development experiences. 

In 2010, the Wisconsin ECAC commissioned an Early Childhood System Assessment Report, completed by Dr. Katherine Magnuson with the University of Wisconsin-Madison La Follette School of Public Affairs. The report was very comprehensive in analyzing all the complex EC programs throughout Wisconsin, and also confirmed that while the state collects many types of data related to early childhood, Wisconsin doesn’t have the capacity to connect it, track children’s progress, or use it to assess the system.
This finding led to development of a key ECAC objective: The creation of a comprehensive longitudinal data system to track child outcomes and improve decisionmaking.

Funding for the Early Childhood Longitudinal Data System

The Wisconsin Early Childhood Longitudinal Data System project (EC LDS) is currently funded by two sources: the State Longitudinal Data Systems (SLDS) grant from the U.S. Department of Education’s National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), and the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA).

B.
Introduction to the Early Childhood Longitudinal Data System Project

The Purpose Statement for the Early Childhood Longitudinal Data System (EC LDS):  

“Wisconsin will be able to measure child outcomes across systems and programs to evaluate young children’s progress and inform policy decisions.”

The long-term goal of Wisconsin's current work in EC data is to develop a system that incorporates various existing EC data sources and links with the state's K12 longitudinal data system. At this time, the EC LDS project is focused on completing a feasibility study that will allow those involved in the project to make recommendations for how that EC data system will be developed.

The EC LDS project team has identified the multitude of programs and services within the state that serve children from the ages of birth through five. An analysis is underway to determine the data currently collected, available, and transportable. This analysis will help determine the feasibility of linking data from the different programs and services together—and to the existing LDS—and identify existing data gaps. With this analysis complete, the project will then focus on establishing data sharing methodologies; creation of a viable work plan to begin the data sharing process; and ensuring solid strategies are in place for data governance, long-term system usage, and sustainability.

Expected Outcomes of the Future EC LDS

The expected outcomes of the Wisconsin EC LDS are:

· high quality information about young children and the services they receive;

· ability to measure children’s progress across programs and over time;

· ability to document which services are effective for which children and target resources accordingly;

· increased cross-agency collaboration and communication; and

· increased accountability.

EC LDS Partners in Wisconsin

The EC LDS project not only will enhance the state's use of longitudinal education data, but also broaden the base of EC data by extending data linkages between the WI Department of Public Instruction (DPI), the WI Department of Children and Families (DCF), and the WI Department of Health Services (DHS). 

First Steps

An EC LDS project team was created to begin the work.  The team composition was thoughtfully considered and the result includes program representatives and data representatives from each of the three state agencies above, a representative from the WI Department of Workforce Development, as someday the longitudinal picture will encompass “cradle through career,” and a representative from an early childhood private foundation partner.  A project coordinator and a data analyst were hired by the early fall of 2011.

A major first step was to develop a Project Charter and obtain the signatures of the leaders of the three state agencies.

Department briefings were held with the management and selected staff of all three departments to introduce the project scope and expected outcomes. As part of the briefings, program managers identified the appropriate personnel to attend an EC Data Roundtable, complete a survey of existing data elements across the three agencies, and assist with future definition of data governance.

A self-assessment was performed by the EC LDS project team, with the guidance of the State Support Team (SST) from the Statewide Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) Program with the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES).

C.
Summary of the Wisconsin EC Data Roundtable

Given Wisconsin’s vision for the EC LDS, the project team held a Data Roundtable to engage stakeholders around the work that is currently being done. 

The goals of the Roundtable were to:

· introduce stakeholders to the project;

· share milestones and current progress;

· introduce essential questions and develop under-lying questions; 

· obtain stakeholder input on specific issues and recommendations; and

· establish next steps.

The project team accomplished these objectives by inviting a diverse set of stakeholders from all over the state to attend this one-day meeting. The agenda was created in such a way as to inform the stakeholders about the work and also elicit feedback. 

In the morning plenary session, the Wisconsin project team introduced the work of the state and the purpose of the meeting. Stakeholders were able to provide ideas about what they hoped to learn that day as well, and revisions to both the morning and afternoon sessions were incorporated based on their suggestions. 

During the morning breakout sessions, stakeholders broke into three groups to discuss the essential questions guiding the EC LDS, and to create additional underlying questions. Each group presented ideas and recommendations, which have been included in section II of this report. 

Over lunch, stakeholders saw a presentation on the possibilities of using data and data dashboards, and had the opportunity to provide feedback on how data dashboards could be designed in Wisconsin. Those recommendations are included in section III of this report.

Afternoon breakout sessions focused on the operational needs of the system, and how to build the needed infrastructure and capacity. The recommendations from these discussions are included in section IV of this report. 

At the conclusion of the Data Roundtable, the stakeholders provided feedback on the day and the next steps for the state. The stakeholder recommendations, as well as a national perspective, on next steps from the entire day have been summarized in section V of the report. 
II.
Key Underlying Questions Identified at the Roundtable

At the Data Roundtable, stakeholders were provided with a set of five key questions guiding the development of the EC-LDS. These key questions had previously been prioritized by a sequence of activities:

· The EC LDS project team sought guidance in the formation of the key questions Wisconsin wishes to answer with an EC LDS.  This guidance was considered in the creation of the five key questions: 

· National guidance was provided by the Early Childhood Data Collaborative, as well as the Data Quality Campaign.   

· The EC LDS Project Team presented these questions to the ECAC in early August for approval.

· Questions were then vetted by an initial group of EC system stakeholders during the Early Childhood Collaborating Partners video conference on August 11, 2011. 

· These questions and other updates were presented to the ECAC at each of the 2011-12 meetings.

The five key questions identified prior to the Data Roundtable:

1. Are children, birth to 5, on track to succeed when they enter school and beyond?

2. Which children and families are and are not being served by which programs/services?

3. Which children have access to high-quality early childhood programs and services?

4. What characteristics of programs are associated with positive child outcomes for which children?

5. What are the educational and economic returns on early childhood investments?

At the Data Roundtable, stakeholders were asked to think about important underlying questions, or additional questions as needed. This is a key piece of the work for the Wisconsin team as it creates the EC LDS by helping to prioritize the needs of the state. These questions will guide what data should be included in the data system and help explain the purpose of each data field. It is also important to understand that these questions often change over time, so this will become a part of the state discussion and checkpoints throughout the project. 

Building on the work of the Wisconsin project team, the stakeholders created a list of potential underlying questions for the consideration of the Wisconsin project team as the work moves forward. Stakeholders identified several recurring themes: 

· Developmental screening: defining success, and addressing how outcomes in the early years impact later performance in school; not neglecting foster children, children with special needs, and other special populations; 
· Parental engagement: how is it defined, measured, and impacted by such things as mobility, homelessness, and home schooling; 
· Participation rates: access to programs and services, transition between programs, duplication, responsiveness of programs, program combinations, and earlier identification practices that contribute to children’s greater involvement in quality programs; 
· Program quality: how staff turnover, provider practices, curriculum, learning environment and professional development impact child outcomes; and 
· Family and health characteristics: how family knowledge of child development, family socio-economic status, immunization rates, and such supports as Home Visitation and quality child care improve outcomes for children. 
The Wisconsin team will need to prioritize this list and refine the questions they prioritize to usable and measurable questions for the state. Some work will need to be done with regard to defining “success” as it relates to using a developmental assessment tool, along with identifying the initial programs that may be included in measuring participation rates and quality.  Additionally, a method must be developed for incorporating data from families who do not touch public programs until they reach the public school system.

General Stakeholder Recommendations: 

Specific Stakeholder recommendations on the underlying questions can be located in the attachments of this report. In general, the stakeholders identified key areas to address as a state that will impact the question development. They agreed that the state must define measures for “on track,” “success,” “high-quality,” “positive characteristics,” and “positive educational and economic returns.” Also, the following comments regarding the essential questions are relevant for the Wisconsin team to consider:

· Strong need for assessment and screening tools PRIOR to 3rd grade.  Implement comprehensive statewide kindergarten entry assessment.

· Must include measures for areas beyond education measures: mental health, emotional health, social health, physical health. Measure the outcomes (how are they doing), the process (measure each step), and when there is a disconnect between the outcome and the process, investigate. 

· What is the common message for early childcare? Many misunderstand the importance of early childhood learning, and what it is. Inform those outside EC.

· How can we avoid jumping to conclusions? Use consistent measures, evidence-based practices, scientific research methods.

· How to best educate and communicate information to parents? Teachers? Others?

· What partners need to be at the table?

· How do you get past silos?

· How can we integrate Head Start data into SPHERE data? 

Much of the conversation focused on the guiding questions, but operational questions were also presented. These operational comments have been captured in the afternoon sessions that aligned to many of these comments. 

III.
Overview of Data Use and Dashboards

As an interesting lunch presentation, Wisconsin focused on Data Use and Dashboard Creation. Dave Edie from the Wisconsin Council on Children & Families provided an overview of various ways that other states such as North Carolina and Pennsylvania have used data to inform decisions. One stakeholder “appreciate[d] how the examples Dave showed were able to track progress in child participation in high-quality child care programs.” Another stakeholder noted that the “examples illustrate the need to be specific in terms of outcome and not try to build a system that is the be all and end all. All were specific and focused or a few measures. This is what we must do.” 

Missy Cochenour then provided a brief overview of a few dashboards. As one stakeholder noted, it was diverse, and dashboards have the potential to serve various purposes, as dashboards serving from “management tools (e.g., attendance) are far different than dashboards about outcomes (e.g., child well- being).” The goal was to initiate a conversation about what Wisconsin would want to include in an early childhood data dashboard. 

After the presentation, the audience was asked to provide comments or suggestions on dashboards. The comments were compiled in a list for consideration. The comments are as follows:

Stakeholder Recommendations:

Dashboard design - 

· U.S. Department of Education current design is, to me, too sterile for anyone

· For parents – needs more visual design, photos of kids, etc.

· Easy navigation

· Maybe one site with several tabs or pages – one for each audience

· Search feature!

· Online help/tutorials/videos

· Resource links

· One screen’s worth of content

· Not too dense visually

· Ability to run/customize reports and change visuals

· Interface should match audience

· Keep the dashboard simple:

· Easy to understand

· Key pieces of info with drilldowns to more info

IV.
Roundtable Operational Recommendations

During the afternoon session, three breakout discussions were provided for the stakeholders to delve more deeply into a particular operational discussion of the development of the EC LDS. These three topics were selected based on Wisconsin’s self-assessment results and areas of need for planning and project management. 
 The three breakout groups were:

· Group 1 – Considerations for Identifying and Engaging Stakeholders & Planning For Sustainability

· Group 2 – Considerations for Identifying the Data Governance & Planning for System Design 

· Group 3 – Planning for the Use of Data and Potential Pilots

While the breakout sessions were designed to engage stakeholders with a particular interest in one of these areas, it is important to note that all three breakout groups presented their discussion to the Roundtable for a larger conversation. The breakout sessions provided an environment where attendees were able to openly discuss the topic. The national facilitator’s role was to provide neutral facilitation by a person with broad content knowledge about the topic.

Group 1- Discussion and Recommendations from “Identifying and Engaging Stakeholders and Planning for Sustainability”
The first group, Considerations for Identifying and Engaging Stakeholders & Planning for Sustainability, discussed how planning for EC data system development cannot be accomplished without the right stakeholders engaged in the work. The planning process should not only focus on how to initially integrate stakeholders, but also on how to maintain successful integration of Early Childhood data within the Statewide Longitudinal Data System in the long term. In this session, the group discussed key questions to consider when identifying and engaging stakeholders, as well as how to plan for sustainability. 
Stakeholder Recommendations:

· Parents are important to the process and should be brought on sooner rather than later to ensure that they are adequately equipped to use data, and so that they buy into the project vision. One of the concerns in engaging parents is determining the exact time to bring them along, as well as how they are to be engaged. While it is important to engage them early, engaging them before the state has at least some common shared vision about the project might be less than helpful, and might leave parents a little confused—particularly if programs and state partners have not fully bought into the project themselves. Time and convenience can be a real challenge for parents (as well as practitioners, who are mentioned below). Plan for how meetings will take place and what accommodations can be made to meet their less flexible schedules.
· Numerous other types of stakeholders were identified as needed: special education staff, legislators and policy makers, culturally and linguistically diverse representatives, more practitioners, corrections agency staff, neighborhood associations, and community based organizations, among others. As the project moves forward, the project team will need to be strategic and coordinated in defining and outlining stakeholder roles and responsibilities. Building a timeline for engaging these stakeholders will also be an essential part of this task. While it may seem tedious at times, this information will make decisions about stakeholder involvement much easier in the long run.
· Middle management staff will be important to the project’s sustainability. These staff members are the ones who often remain stable when leadership is transitioning, and serve an important role in keeping the project wheels turning. They also may educate leadership about the project vision and objectives. Developing a strong communication plan for this sector—such as monthly reports, website, routinely scheduled meetings, and planned but informal relationship building exercises—will help the project keep momentum when sustainability becomes an issue during transitions in leadership.
· Finally, some stakeholders present felt that they could benefit more from knowing how they are defined (are they partners? stakeholders?), and what is expected of them in the future. In addition, some stakeholders came to the meeting because they may have been assigned to attend by a senior staff person. Being clear about the role of stakeholders or the rationale for their involvement is as important as allowing for their input later to modify that role in order to meet the project objectives as they evolve. At times, communications may seem rudimentary or redundant, but they will be needed to keep all stakeholders engaged as planned.

In summary, parents are important to the process, as well as some stakeholders that might be overlooked. Be strategic in planning for both how stakeholders are defined and also for how they will be engaged. While it may seem rudimentary and redundant, be consistently clear about roles and responsibilities. Above all, informal relationship building measures will provide the foundation for the more structured relationship experiences of this project.

Group 2- Discussion and Recommendations from “Identifying the Data Governance & Planning for System Design and Data Model”

The second group, Considerations for Identifying the Data Governance & Planning for System Design and Data Model, had an overview of data governance, including a discussion of the central principles and intended outcomes of data governance for EC data systems. In addition, a high level discussion of the two most common data system models was presented. The group quickly fell into a discussion on data governance and the role it will play in the decisions about system design, a topic in which many stakeholders in Wisconsin are interested. The Oyster (Arkansas) model was mentioned in a general discussion point and as a model Wisconsin should review as a matching product.  The Open-System Entity Resolution (or Oyster) is a very effective open-system (free) product which matches by either Fellegi-Sunter or R-Swoosh methodologies in order to determine entity resolution.

Wisconsin first needs to know what it intends to include in the system to meet the needs of its field; based on that design, it can finalize a governance structure. The focus of discussion at the Roundtable was on governance recommendations from the stakeholders. The recommendations at the end of this report provide explicit next steps to engage these interested stakeholders in a conversation around data system design, as the stakeholder group was not able to discuss this at length, due to the break out session time limitation. 

Stakeholder Recommendations:

Data Governance:

· The stakeholders recommend that the data governance committee consist of members who are experienced and who can make decisions. More specific recommendations are below:

· The recommendations for the Committee are: ECAC, DPI, DCF, DHS, DWD, someone who controls funding, legal counsel, legislators, interested parties from private EC organizations, tribal programs, anyone contributing data, local/county representatives, and researchers.

· Also, the stakeholder group wanted to make sure that parents were engaged in some fashion (although it was not determined whether it should be on the data governance committees or in a general stakeholder engagement plan). 

· The owner of the data should be the program area(s) that collects the data from the client.

· When developing a data governance policy and manual, the group recommends being clear about how information is shared and used; the creation of Memoranda of Understanding; the determination of who owns the data; an understanding of federal, state and programmatic privacy laws; and stating the purpose of linking data when creating the guide. 

Data System Design:

(Note:  Although the stakeholder group was not able to discuss this at length, due to the break out session time limitation, this is an area of strong interest to Wisconsin stakeholders.) 

· Analyze the data systems that currently exist in Wisconsin and the best approach to begin to link and share data between each of the source systems.

· Wisconsin should speak with Arkansas regarding their model for matching IDs.

Group 3- Discussion and Recommendations from “Planning for the Use of Data and Potential Pilots” 
The third group, Planning for the Use of Data and Potential Pilots, discussed the need to begin with creating a clear purpose for this work, as well as considerations on how the data from the data system will be used to meet the needs of the state and the purpose of the project. While, the planning discussion took most of the session, so pilot projects were not discussed. the group also made recommendations on how Wisconsin should respond to the end users and guiding questions. 

The group discussed the difference between end users who will have direct access to data and those who will instead access the data "indirectly" through reports or other tools. 

Stakeholder Recommendations:

· The categories of end users can be overlapping; end users can play multiple roles.  However, the EC LDS project team will need to consider the rules that define the various roles (examples:  researchers, policymakers, providers, parents, and others -such as funders, business leaders and municipal officials).

· Some participants suggested that the reporting of aggregate data might be most effectively done by an independent third party, rather than the state agency or agencies responsible for the data. A university partner is one possible third party to release such a report.  This would not mean a third party exclusively, but in addition to the normal process.  Others noted that data may be interpreted differently by any reporter.  No one authoritative source would interpret all data.

· Supports for local decision makers will be needed. The current K12 LDS was discussed as a good model: local policymakers (district administrators and their appointees) can access individual student records for their own students only, can execute ad hoc reports to analyze data, and training in ad hoc reporting and use of data can be obtained.

· To avoid misuse of data, one idea presented was to show data within context by comparing at the county level, state level, and national level, if that is applicable and available. For example, a 60% rating at a state level may not really be bad, when the national average is 59%. Note: the group discussed the different uses of data. While it can be for statistical analysis it can also be used by teachers to inform instruction, parents to choose program, and programs for program improvement. 
V.
Wrap-up

At the end of a very busy day, the Wisconsin Data Roundtable was able to successfully accomplish its objectives. A follow-up survey found that the majority of the 40 respondents said that the day helped them to better understand where the Wisconsin EC LDS may be going in the future (objective 1). Also, 17 respondents stated that the WI project overview session was “extremely helpful” (objective 2). The final three objectives—introduce and refine essential questions, obtain stakeholder ideas on specific issues and recommendations for the Wisconsin team, and establish next steps—were all accomplished through the breakout discussions, and the results were the stakeholder recommendations. This was a very ambitious day.  Therefore, some of the afternoon topics suffered due to time limitations.  However, based on survey results, overall responses to the day were positive (see Summary of Survey Responses in Appendices).
In addition, the following was highlighted in the survey:

· 34 stakeholders said they felt that they had an opportunity to share key concerns about data needs relevant to their role/program.

· 16 stakeholders volunteered to participate in future project conversations.

· Survey respondents indicated how they would like to participate in future conversations: 14 stakeholders would like to participate via webinars, 15 stakeholders would like to receive e-mail updates.

· 24 stakeholders volunteered to participate in one or more specific topics.
VI.
Next Steps

Based on the stakeholders’ recommendations throughout the day and the experience of the national collaborators, the following recommendations have been made for Wisconsin. For example, one stakeholder commented, “Although this conference provided good background as to where things currently stand, it did not really provide any kind of road map as to where things may be going in the future (e.g. next steps and then the steps after that and then the steps after that.” 
Complete Gap Analysis 

· Prioritize which key questions to answer first. 

· Synthesize the results of the data roundtable and then use the results as the basis for a gap analysis that shows what linkages Wisconsin would need and the current or new data elements that would need to be collected in order to answer the identified essential questions. 

· Make decisions about what linkages should actually be built (which leads to the conversation of system design) in order to make these questions answerable. 

· Identify where the key linkages may exist and whether a few may answer a majority of the questions—hence the state’s low-hanging fruit. 

· Address the concerns and comments of the stakeholder group. In order to ensure that the stakeholders see value in the project, written communication will be critical (such as a report when priorities are released). 

· Define terms such as “on track,” “success,” “high-quality,” “positive characteristics,”  “positive educational and economic returns.” 

Create a Stakeholder Engagement Plan

· Use stakeholders to develop a stakeholder engagement plan. Use the data collected about those willing to participate, as well as additions from the list of needed stakeholders on the breakout template, to develop a stakeholder engagement plan. Wisconsin is still at a very early stage of stakeholder engagement, but the project team may want to do this with those who identified themselves as being interested in this area of the project.  Also, consider what form engagement should take and the purpose of this engagement. This will evolve as the project objectives become more refined to reflect the state’s vision, so the stakeholder engagement plan is a dynamic document, as is most of this project. 
· Create a communication plan. This plan should clearly articulate how each stakeholder group will receive communication throughout the project. Include the individuals that requested e-mail updates. 

Establish Data Governance

· Identify participating agencies/programs that will be represented on the data governance committees.

· Use the stakeholder recommendations, as well as those that volunteered in the follow-up survey, to identify participants. 

· Note: all agencies/programs that will contribute data to the EC LDS should be represented on the data governance committees.

· Research data governance models. The structure and policies of data governance should be researched. The state support team can provide national perspective and specifics around various models. Also, consider the model used in the P-20 data system. 

· Identify the executive sponsors/agency directors who will oversee this project. These sponsors should play a role in drafting the data governance policy.

· Develop a data governance policy (A template can be provided by the SST.) The policy establishes the data governance committees and process for governing data and making key decisions regarding the EC SLDS. 

· Identify a data governance coordinator: The data governance coordinator should have authority to manage the data governance process across all participating agencies/programs and serve as liaison between the committees.

· Create the Data Governance Committee(s). 

· Identify a data steward for each agency or program who will serve as the authority for/owner of that data. Note: data stewards should be program area representatives who understand the data and the programs and participants it represents, not IT staff.

· Identify other members of data management committee (e.g., IT representation).

· Develop and obtain executive approval of a data governance manual (a template can be provided by the SST) that details the structure, processes, roles, and responsibilities that will be enforced—and to which participants must adhere—in the management of the EC LDS data. 

· Have an EC representative participate in the P-20 data governance conversation to ensure EC is part of the broader, cross-sector SLDS conversation.

Gather Data System Design Information 

· Gather information relevant to data system design. Information should be collected prior to making a decision about the EC LDS design. 

· Research if there are state IT standards that may influence data system design. If so, the system will need to align to the state standards. For example, some states have a centralized data center that enforces data system standards. This will influence the data system design conversation.

· Research program, state, and federal privacy laws.

· Based on the vision of the project, determine data requirements around access and confidentiality. 

· Review the data governance policy document to understand who will make the key decisions regarding system design, such as: 1) who will govern the data, 2) where the SLDS will reside, 3) who will be responsible for the support and maintenance of the EC SLDS, and 4) how will it be sustained? 

· Reengage the SST. SST can provide possible options for data system design and learn more about lessons learned from other states.

· Identify each source system. A source system that may contribute data to the larger system should be identified early on. Any program/agency in the state that has any EC data should be considered.

· Consider dashboard design. When considering dashboard development consider the stakeholder feedback  “It is critical that we define the purpose for a dashboard(or any tool).  Dashboards are designed to do all things in one tool.  Focus on keeping it simple at the start, focused on core needs.  Grow it over time, and in growing it consider how the different purposes might yield different tools that at some point "integrate. Don't try to do it all at once from the start.”
The recommendations will be taken into thoughtful consideration by the EC LDS project team. 

For additional project information, check the EC LDS Project Website: www.dpi.wi.gov/ec
VII.
Appendices

A. Wisconsin Key Questions and Stakeholder-Recommended Underlying Questions
B. Data Roundtable Participants
C. Project Charter 
D. EC LDS Project Work Plan

E. EC LDS Timeline

F. Communication Plan

G. Dashboard comments 

H. Identifying Underlying Questions Completed Template 

I. Engaging Stakeholders and Sustainability Completed Template 

J. Data Governance and Identifying System Design Completed Template 

K. Planning for the Use of Data and Potential Pilots Completed Template 

L. Summary of Survey Responses 

M. WI Data Roundtable PowerPoint 

A.
Wisconsin Key Questions and Stakeholder-Recommended Underlying Questions
Based on the morning discussion groups, each of the three groups created a list of potential questions and areas of focus. As a result, the combined list of underlying questions is below: 
	Wisconsin Key Questions and Stakeholder-Recommended Underlying Questions

	1.
Are children, birth to 5, on track to succeed when they enter school and beyond?

	Youngstar: What comparison can be made between children coming out of a 4 or 5 star program, compared to children coming out of a 2 star program?
· are ready for kindergarten?

· are proficient in reading and math in 3rd grade?

	How are we assessing child needs? Should we measure by a universal assessment/screener? (ASQ?)

	What is going on with children who aren’t in public programs before entering K12?

	How are foster care children doing?
· are ready for kindergarten?

· are proficient in reading and math in 3rd grade?

	How are children doing from stage to stage?

	How many kids get developmental screening? When? How often? By whom? Number referred? Follow-up?

	Continuity of tracking for foster care children?

	How many kids are breastfed? How often, etc.?

	How many birth mothers are screened for depression – both pre- and post-partum?

	How does quality prenatal care improve child outcomes in emotional, social, cognitive, and physical areas?

	How does early childhood screening improve child outcomes in emotional, social, cognitive, and physical areas?

	If child is from a neighborhood with high infant mortality rates, what safeguards/interventions are the most successful for positive child outcomes? 

	Study effects of obesity, child welfare involvement, domestic abuse, smoking in home, substance abuse, traumatic/stressor events (death, divorce, etc.) on child educational and other outcomes?

	How are low-birth-weight infants doing as they age: home-visiting to childcare to K5 to elementary school?

	How many children with disabilities are in K5? How many came from birth-to-three programs? How are they doing?

	Are children immunized?

	How are children with higher blood levels of lead doing? Did any early interventions help?

	How does family involvement with the child influence positive child outcomes?

	What influence do cultural beliefs and values have on measures of success?

	@How do we ensure retention of positive outcomes?

	@How do we identify parent engagement?

	@How can evidence based practices be shared across systems and how is it collected?

	#What percentage of Wisconsin Shares children 
· are ready for kindergarten?

· are proficient in reading and math in 3rd grade?

	2.
Which children and families are and are not being served by which programs/services?

	At what level are children and families being served?
Look at duration, frequency and intensity (dosage).

	How are we reaching homeless families with services for their children?

	How does mobility of families and children affect access to needed services across agencies?

	Where do home-schooled children get access to programs and services?

	How many kids are in the systems?, how much duplication?, how many receiving multiple services?

	How does the system measure the responsiveness of programs to those ACEs?

	How do we evaluate the extent to which programs are promoting resilience?

	What are the risk factors , how do we define, what develops them, is this on track to success

	How do transitions between programs (delays, paper work, communication issues) affect positive outcomes for children and families?

	Does earlier identification of eligibility impact outcomes?

	@Which program combinations for which type of children lead to the best outcomes?

	@Does a family’s economic picture influence participation in high-quality programs? (Competing basic needs of shelter, heat and food leave no money/time/transportation to high-quality programs for the children.)

	@If children are missed, why are they missed?
· Family affordability

· Lack of sustainability for program

· Location of high-quality child care (Youngstar)

· are they succeeding anyway?

	@Do services provided meet the culturally diverse needs of the children and families? 

	3.
 Which children have access to high-quality early childhood programs and services?

	When children and their families are not being served – differentiate between:
· a family not being aware of an available service and

· a family expressing a need for a service which does not exist at all (service gap).

Which families are not being served by existing available services and why?

Which families are not being served because no service exists at all for their need?

	What family, community and health characteristics make the biggest impact on childhood success?

	4.
What characteristics of programs are associated with positive child outcomes for which children?

	Are the characteristics evaluated in Youngstar the correct measures of quality?

	How does turnover of program staff affect child outcomes?

	How often are children changing providers?

	What are the characteristics for best child outcome of parents, home life, educators, providers, caregivers, community?

	What practices, including cultural sensitivities, of providers have the greatest effect on…(put in a measure)? 

	What influence does professional development/ongoing training have on…(put in a measure)?

	Which programs contribute to the highest rates of High School graduation, test scores, attendance, etc.

	How are pre-service providers educated on parent engagement?

	Use data to identify interventions that create long-term success.

	5.
 What are the education and economic returns on early childhood investments?

	Do children who received breakfast programs in EC and in grade school fair better within the EC timeframe and continue to fair better in the grade school timeframe?
· are ready for kindergarten?

· are proficient in reading and math in 3rd grade?

· attendance (EC and later)

	Compare family socio-economic and child educational trajectory over time?

	Job history and income of parents/legal guardians –what early channels/paths predict success for child?

	What would be good measures for a child’s early home setting? Could parent’s knowledge of early child development be a measure – MA state is going to start to measure?

	Do dollars spent on items of immunizations, home visiting, high-quality early childcare result in better educational and economic returns? Can we somehow use Medicaid benefit information to help answer this? 

	How do we catalog the information that is being saved. What is the cost savings for the investment?

	Separate short term versus long term outcomes

	What resources are available to parents to ensure child success?

	How many/which children – go to prison? - make a certain wage/salary? - graduate from college?


@ -- Also a potential sub-question under question 3.

# -- Also a potential sub-question under question 4.
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