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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

In 2009, the Washington State Legisslature established a vision for a comprehensive K–112 education 

improvement data system. The oveerall intent of this system is to provide Washington sstakeholders with 

information that addresses critical qquestions about student progress and the quality annd costs of 

education in the state of Washingtoon. The system should also incorporate data that alllow the state to 

address the state’s prioritized reseaarch and policy questions. 

To assist with the design and operaation of the data system, the Legislature created a DData Governance 

Group within the Office of Superinttendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) with responsibiliity for 

implementing key tasks with consulltant support. Steps included: 1) the identification oof a priority list of 

research and policy questions the sstate data system should provide educators with thee capacity to 

address; 2) a gap analysis comparinng the current status of the state’s data system with the information 

needs associated with the researchh and policy questions, the legislative expectations inn ESHB 2261, and 

the data system requirements in thhe federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Actt of 2009 (ARRA); 

and 3) a technical capabilities gap aanalysis at the classroom level to help ensure that daata from the 

state’s statewide longitudinal data ssystem are accessible to key stakeholders including principals, 

teachers, and other district leaders.. OSPI contracted with PCG Education to assist in immplementing these 

critical tasks. 

Methodology 

PCG Education’s methodology for iddentifying the data system gaps included the followwing components: 

• Interviews with 34 stakehollder group representatives identified by OSPI. The innterview process 

provided an overall view off the data collected and available throughout the deepartment. The 

interviewees were asked quuestions on the sources and uses of data, specific keey questions those 

individuals have been askedd but are unable to address due to lack of data or daata connections, 

and validation of existing doocumented metadata. 

• Development of Washingtoon Metadata Workbook designed to capture metadaata about the 

appropriate people, systemms, data items, and data dictionary elements necessaary for the gap 

analysis. The workbook proovided the normative list of data elements, or data ddictionary, across 

the enterprise from which ddata requirements and availability were compared. 

Summary Recommendationns 

Discussions with OSPI data manageers and well as key state stakeholders interviewed thhrough the 

Research and Policy Questions porttion of the project revealed a consistent focus on thee need and desire 

for the ability to collect, retrieve, annd analyze quality data in order to guide instructionn and improve 

student achievement as well as meeet the reporting requirements of the state legislaturre and federal 

government. To do this will requiree consolidation of many of the agency’s disparate daata collections into 

a comprehensive longitudinal data system. This comprehensive data system, along witth a rigorous and 
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structured metadata documentatioon process, will allow for uniformity in definition, staandards, and use. 

Washington has a robust student daata collection system in CEDARS but no data warehoouse or reporting 

solution. Washington is currently inn the process of releasing an RFP to procure and devvelop the data 

warehouse in accordance with statee requirements and vision specified in their successfful 2009 State 

Longitudinal Data System (SLDS) graant award. 

The following table displays recommmendations gathered and synthesized through the ddata gap analysis 

and validated against the data dictioionary. 

Summary Recommendations 

ID Recommendation / Gap Discussion 

1 Use the SharePoint workbook cr reated 

through this project as the comm mon data 

dictionary to guide developmentt of the OSPI 

K-12 and ERDS P-20 SLDS data wwarehouses 

and data marts. 

OSPI and ERDC now have a significant re esource available 

through the metadata mapping containe ed in the 

Workbook. Both agencies would benefit t from the 

continued development of the workboo ok and data 

roadmap. 

2 Enable valid teacher effect calcu ulations 

based on student growth percen ntiles. 

Although Washington is moving ahead wwith plans to 

implement a student growth model base ed on the Colorado 

Student Growth Percentile approach, inc clude explicit plans 

to link to teacher for the purpose of provviding additional 

insights and evaluation models supporte ed in Race to the 

Top. 

2.1 Calculate and load student grrowth 

percentile into CEDARS data warehouse 

once built 

Include in data warehouse in order to exp pose to reporting 

capabilities once built. 

2.2 Establish section entrance an nd exit for 

class roster in CEDARS. Class schedule by 

course by date. 

Currently course attendance is snapshot bbased. 

2.3 Create Current, Prior Year 1 aassessment 

score growth. 

Support longitudinal growth structure rec commended by 

NEDM. 

3 Develop student drop-out / earlyy warning 

prevention and reporting modul le using the 

ABC indicators recommended in n the NGA 

report (Absence, Behavior, Coursrse Grade, 

and Over Age for Grade) 

Washington is examining this issue throu ugh the Building 

Bridges Workgroup. Incorporation of at rrisk factors in a 

state longitudinal data system offers disttinct advantages 

over local systems for understanding riskk at the state level. 

Washington should examine drop-out ea arly warning 

systems in the context of response to inttervention and 

positive behavior solutions to provide th he necessary 

support for at risk students. 

3.1 Collect student and incident level 

discipline data through CEDA ARS. 

This was a theme echoed consistently thr roughout the 

project in order to establish critical cross linkage of data and 

answer Research and Policy questions of interest. 
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3.2 Improve student attendance attributes 

to enable accurate accountin ng of student 

excused absences and schoolol calendars. 

OSPI has the foundation in place to collec ct count of days 

attended but lacks the ability to determin ne an excused 

absence. Either define excused versus un nexcused absence or 

collect school calendar to determine atte endance. Create 

physical database structure to allow colle ection of daily 

attendance in the future. 

3.3 Extend course classification tto all grades. OSPI has intentions to “turn on validation n” thus improving 

the use of the codes. 

4 Replace teacher certification sys stem with 

one capable of collecting all requ uired 

educator information including p post-

secondary performance and rele evant major. 

The certification system currently lacks mmany of the 

features requested via research and poli icy questions as 

well as requires error-prone manual inte ervention. 

4.1 Develop plans to phase out ppaper 

systems / collections: CTE, eC Cert, Special 

Education discipline, e.g. 

4.2 Data in eCertification is not cconnected to 

Certificate DB; data not direc ctly used. 

Data is manually entered twice. 

4.3 Collect degree information annd 

institution related to certifica ation. 

Significant interest was expressed in havi ing more clear 

information on teacher education backgr round 

4.4 Extend system to maintain prrofessional 

growth plans connecting spe ecific course 

schedules and student outco omes with 

teacher qualifications. 

Vision for system extends to include track king a teacher’s 

entire history and their academic credenttials including their 

course, continuing education, degree, cer rtificates, 

endorsements, etc. 

5 Commit to a feasibility study to uuse CEDARS 

data to drive apportionment. Ru un multiple 

models approximating Apportionnment FTEs 

with CEDARS head counts. Dete ermine 

variance. Design legislative actio on as 

needed. 

Recommend detailed studies of variance e of possible 

funding using CEDARS as first step in det termining district 

level differences between accounting meethods. 

5.1 Washington should expand itts chart of 

accounts for all school financ cial 

transactions and report the ttransaction 

data to OSPI for analysis and 

comparisons within the state e data 

warehouse once built. 

6 OSPI should establish a database e of record 

for each data element in the EDF Facts 

collections depending on the req quired 

reporting period. Those data can n then be 

published to the data warehouse e as the 

official record of the submission n. 

Although the CEDARS data warehouse ddoes not yet exist, 

when established it should contain data snapshots for all 

official EDFacts reports. 
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6.1 Build EDFacts data mart as paart of data 

warehouse. 
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INTRODUCTION: BACKGROOUND AND PURPOSE OF THE PROJECT 

In 2009, the Washington State Legisslature established a vision for a comprehensive K–112 education 

improvement data system. The oveerall intent of this system is to provide Washington sstakeholders with 

information that addresses critical qquestions about student progress and the quality annd costs of 

education in the state of Washingtoon. The system should also incorporate data that alllow the state to 

address the state’s prioritized reseaarch and policy questions. 

According to ESHB 2261, the objecttives of the data system are to monitor student proggress; have 

information on the quality of the edducator workforce; monitor and analyze the programm costs; provide 

for financial integrity and accountabbility; and have the capability to link across these vaarious data 

components by student, by class, byyb teacher, by school, by district, and statewide (Wasshington State 

Legislature, 2009). The intended auudiences for reports from the data system “include tteachers, parents, 

superintendents, school boards, leggislature, OSPI, and the public” (OSPI, December 20009). Information 

regarding the legislation is availablee in Appendix A. 

The vision of the Washington Legisllature anticipates emerging data system capacities tthat allow for the 

linkage of student level data with edducator and financial data and calls for a transformaation from a state 

level “allocation and compliance” ddata system to an “education improvement” data syystem—a system 

that will facilitate decision making aat all levels (OSPI, November 2009). As shown in Tabble 1, Part 2 of 

ESHB 2261 specifies the 12 componnents to be included in the data system. 

Table 1. Twelve Components of the WWashington State Data System 

1. Comprehensive educator informa ation, including grade level and courses taught, job assign nment, years of 

experience, higher education inst titution for degree, compensation, mobility, and other va ariables 

2. Capacity to link educator assignm ment information with educator certification 

3. Common coding of secondary couurses and major areas of study at the elementary level orr standard coding 

of course content 

4. Robust student information, inclu uding student characteristics, course and program enrollmment, state 

assessment performance, and pe erformance on college readiness tests 

5. A subset of student information eelements to serve as a dropout early warning system 

6. The capacity to link educator info ormation with student information 

7. A common standardized structur re for reporting the costs or programs at the school and d district level with a 

focus on the costs of services deliivered to students 

8. Separate accounting of state, fed deral, and local revenues and costs 

9. Information linking state funding g formulas to school and district budgeting and accountin ng procedures 

10. The capacity to link program cost t information with student performance information to ggauge the cost 

effectiveness of programs 

11. Information that is centrally acce essible and updated regularly 

12. An anonymous, non-identifiable rreplicated copy of data that is updated at least quarterly and made 

available to the public by the stat te 
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To assist with the design and operatioon of the data system, the Legislature created a Data GGovernance Group 

within the OSPI responsible for impleementing the tasks delineated below with consultant aassistance. 

Table 2. Tasks of the Data Governanc ce Group 

• Identify critical research and policcy questions. 

ser needs. 

and technical 

funding formulas. 

• Determine new reporting needs——identify the reports and other information that meet us 

• Create a comprehensive needs re equirement document detailing the specific information a 

capacity needed by school distric cts and the state. 

• Conduct a gap analysis of current t and planned information. 

• Focus on financial and cost data nnecessary to support the new K–12 financial models and 

• Define the operating rules and goovernance structure for K–12 data collection. 

Data Governance Group members wwere selected by State Superintendent Randy Dorn in July and August 

2009 and the group began meetingg monthly in August. After its formation, the Data Goovernance Group 

completed several activities to accoomplish the tasks described in Table 2. Since that timme OSPI has 

reported that the Data Governancee Group has: 

• Held ten meetings since Auugust 2009 hearing from teachers, principals, counseelors, business 

officials, superintendents aass to their unique data needs and the utility of currennt OSPI systems. 

• Adopted Implementation GGuidelines for the K-12 Data Governance System (available at 

http://www.k12.wa.us/K122DataGovernance/pubdocs/DataGovernanceManuaalV-1.pdf) during 

the December 16, 2009 meeeting. This document outlines the data managemennt processes, 

policies, and priorities for aall K-12 data. 

• With the assistance of PCG Education, identified the research and policy questions of interest to 

state stakeholders. The reseearch and policy questions report are available on the data 

governance web site at: htttp://www.k12.wa.us/K12DataGovernance/Objectivees.aspx . 

• Reviewed the current statuus of Washington’s K–12 education data system, inclluding the status 

of systems such as the Commprehensive Education Data and Research System (CCEDARS), a 

student information data coollection begun in August 2009, and eCert (an educaator database), 

Apportionment re-hosting pproject, and a review of plans for data system enhanncements. 

• Initiated work on the fiscal,, student, and class size reports OSPI is to post on thhe Internet, 

including processes to ensuure data accuracy and compliance. 

• Created a website to share information about the Group’s responsibilities and activities with the 

general public. 

In designing the education improveement data system, the task of identifying a priority list of questions 

followed by a gap analysis represennted critical first steps. In December 2009, Public Coonsulting Group 

(PCG) was retained by the Office off Superintendent of Public Instruction on behalf of thhe Data 

Governance Group to engage in a sshort term project. OSPI contracted with PCG Educattion to assist in 

implementing a process to: 

1. Identify the priority researcch and policy questions the state data system shouldd provide 

educators with the capacityy to address based on a review of the most current nnational literature 
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on state data systems and iinput from the Washington stakeholders who wouldd be using the 

system. Stakeholders includded legislators, advocacy groups, researchers, the Sttate Board of 

Education, the Professionall Educator Standards Board, teachers, parents, and ddistrict and school 

administrators. 

2. Conduct a data gap analysiss comparing the current status of the state’s data syystems with: 1) 

the information needs idenntified in the prioritization of research and policy queestions; 2) the 

legislative expectations in EESHB 2261; and 3) the data system requirements in the federal 

American Recovery and Reiinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) and subsequent grannt programs. 

3. Conduct a technical capabillities gap analysis at the school and classroom level to assess whether 

data from the state’s statewwide longitudinal data system are saccessible to key stakeholders 

including principals, teacheers, and other district leaders. 

PCG Education assisted OSPI in indeentifying and prioritizing research and policy questioons of interest as 

described above in task number 1. TThat report is available on the OSPI Data Governancce website at 

http://www.k12.wa.us/K12DataGovvernance/default.aspx 

This report presents the results of tthe data system gap analysis conducted by PCG Educcation (task 

number 2 described above).Througgh the course of the engagement, the individuals andd groups that PCG 

Education spoke to more thoroughlly defined the vision for state data system, as well aas the interim 

initiatives proposed to address seveeral of the gaps. In a series of interviews and converrsations, key 

questions emerged that needed to be addressed in order to move the longitudinal dataa system towards 

concrete action steps in implementting this vision. PCG Education collected feedback froom participants 

about what data systems and collecctions were already in place, what types of data are available, and the 

goals in connecting data systems tooward an integrated data warehouse. The result of tthose interviews, 

analysis of OSPI’s data systems, andd recommendations are presented below. 

PCG Education also assisted OSPI inn performing the technical gap analysis at the schooll and classroom 

level as described by task 3 above. TThat report is available on the OSPI Data Governancce website at 

http://www.k12.wa.us/K12DataGovvernance/default.aspx 
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METHODOLOGY 

The methodology for identifying thee data system gaps centered on two primary activitiies: 1) interviews 

and discussions with key OSPI informrmation technology and business stakeholders; 2) thhe creation of a 

Washington Metadata Workbook. 

Stakeholder Interviews 

At the start of the project, OSPI devveloped a list of internal stakeholders to participate in the interview 

process. Interviews were conductedd with each of the stakeholders to gather informatioon about their use 

and need for data. These interviewss were conducted March through May 2010 with 344 stakeholder 

representatives. The 34 intervieweees consisted primarily of individuals within OSPI whoo are members of 

the Data Management Committee, three of whom also sit on the Data Governance Grooup. As “Data 

Stewards” and “Data Owners,” this group represented most program areas within OSPPI including 

student, educator, financial, and crooss-sectional federal reporting. The IT Project Manaagement Director, 

Enterprise Architect, and Data Goveernance Coordinator also played critical roles in prooviding system and 

data expertise throughout the proccess. PCG Education also interviewed two individualss from the 

Education Research and Data Centeer (ERDC), which is Washington’s P-20 statewide lonngitudinal 

database, housed in the Office of Fiinancial management. For a complete list of intervieewees, please see 

Appendix B. 

The interview protocol included an explanation of the goals of the project and metadatta workbook, 

questions about the interviewee’s ssources and uses of data, specific key questions thosse individuals 

have been asked but are unable to address due to lack of data or data connections, andd validation of 

existing documented metadata. Apppendix C includes the project description and intervview protocol 

given to all interviewees. 

All interviews were conducted by pphone using an Internet hosted WebEx session to vieew the metadata 

workbook and share other documeentation. Members of the IT Project Management Offfice or Enterprise 

Architecture attended the majorityy of interviews. PCG Education set the context for thee interview and 

led a brief introduction to the metaadata workbook at the start of each interview. The innterview notes 

were typed as the session was in prrogress as well as edits made directly to the workboook to help ensure 

the accuracy and timeliness of the iinformation. The interviews provided a critical oppoortunity to validate 

and refine data in the workbook as well as discover additional data collections and systtems. Follow up 

information including the incorporaation of additional data elements, systems, or collecctions, as well as 

the synthesis and integration of thee notes, was done following the interview. PCG Educcation followed up 

with several individuals to clarify sppecific points and gather additional information. 

Because of the open ended nature of the interviews, each one was different and focussed on the unique 

aspects of the program or domain. This allowed the interviewer to more thoroughly disscuss the area of 

greatest interest or importance to tthem. The notes and metadata from these interviewws was captured in 

the Washington Metadata Workboook. 
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Washington Metadata Worrkbook 

The collection and documentation oof OSPI metadata is at the heart of the data system gap analysis 

process. The identification of a dataa gap ultimately occurs by comparing between dataa desired and data 

collected and stored. However, it iss also important that the elements being compared are normalized in 

order for the process to yield meanningful results. That is, one needs to compare appless to apples. 

Establishing a consistent process annd format for documenting metadata is important nnot just to tell if a 

desired data element is collected, bbut also to compare definitions, allowable values, freequency of 

collection, etc. Thus gaps may expoose themselves not just as the absence of data colleccted, but also in 

terms of timing or level of aggregattion. For example, in Washington suspensions / expuulsions data are 

collected, but not as a student levell attribute but instead an aggregate number of inciddents at the 

district level are reported to OSPI, ttherefore preventing student level associations withh these data. 

To assist in the documentation of OOSPI metadata, PCG Education developed a Microsofft Excel 

documentation template designed to capture metadata about the appropriate people,, systems, data 

items, and data dictionary elementss necessary for the gap analysis. The workbook provvided the 

generalized framework for the mettadata inventory process and was customized to suitt the OSPI working 

environment through conversationss and review with OSPI staff. The OSPI “Data Ownerrs” were all asked 

to comprehensively review the worrkbook as well as the preliminarily identified gaps. TTheir edits and 

findings are all incorporated into thhe delivered version of the workbook. 

While PCG Education would recomm a more formal metadamend OSPI consider adopting ata 

documentation tool and process, thhe workbook serves as a key starting point for develloping a data 

roadmap and a more formal comprrehensive metadata library. The ultimate goal for thee workbook is to 

produce a normative list of data eleements, or data dictionary, across the enterprise thaat can serve as the 

foundational description of all dataa collected and reported, with common definitions aand option sets. 

The Washington Metadata Workboook provided the framework for performing the dataa gap analysis and 

as such the PCG Education process closely mirrored the tabs contained within the workkbook. The 

process for documenting this metaddata did not always follow a linear path, but insteadd tended to be 

iterative. For example, the identificcation of an additional system led to an interview in which an 

additional collection was identified for which there were additional people to intervieww, and so forth. 

The following table summarizes thee content and results of the interview and metadataa documentation 

process. The workbook itself is not suited to be included as an appendix but is a significcant deliverable 

provided separately to Washingtonn. The workbook is available at 

http://www.k12.wa.us/K12DataGovvernance/default.aspx 

Table 3. Washington Metadata Workbo ook Description and Contents 

Overview An overview of t the metadata documentation process flow and definition ns of each tab and 

intended purpos se. 

Glossary A glossary of termms used throughout the workbook, organized by tab. 

People A list of individua al stakeholders throughout OSPI with department, titles, , and contact 

information. The e proper identification of data sources throughout OSPI sstarts with 
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people. One of thhe critical purposes of the interview process was to identtify all 

authoritative datta sources. By talking to the technical and business resou urces, PCG 

Education was abble to identify additional people, systems, and data colle ections that 

documented in tthe workbook. 

are 

In total, 34 indivividual stakeholders were formally interviewed as part of t the 

documentation ggathering and validation process. 

Systems A list of systems containing information on system name, office responsib ble for data, list 

of sub-systems, bbasic description, business and technical owners, and ref ference to item 

level repository. 

In total, 17 colum mns of information on 67 distinct systems and 174 iGrant ts packages were 

identified and do ocumented. Please see Appendix D for a complete list of systems 

reviewed. 

Items List of all items ccollected through systems, assessments, spreadsheets, an nd external 

vendor hosted sy ystems. Includes name, definition, data type, and referen nces to original 

source. 

Starting with a liist of 56,013 data elements, PCG Education identified 16, ,269 of those 

which are collect ted from districts. The remaining 39,744 data items are nnot collected 

from districts bu ut instead serve the internal operations of OSPI. Of those 16,269 data 

elements collect ted, 15,645 (96%) come from iGrants. 

Data Dictionary List of all data ele lements necessary for the data gap analysis. Provides nam me, definition, 

data types, optio on values, and mappings to the National Education Data MModel and 

EDEN/EDFacts coollections. 

PCG Education mmapped most major OSPI systems to the National Educatiion Data Model, 

v. 2.0.: CEDARS, Certificate, eCert, EDS/EMS, and SAFS. Approximately 266 columns of 

information with h 465 element level mappings were completed. 

Interview Notes The chronologica al log of all interview notes categorized by topic. The inte erview notes 

were reviewed foor identified gaps and integrated into other parts of the wworkbook as 

necessary and ar re preserved for reference. 

In total, there weere 397 individual free form text line items from the 34 innterviews. 

Questions Deliverable of th his work: an analysis of the data necessary 

priority research h and policy questions as identified by part 

and data gaps for the 

one of this pro oject. 

high 

See Research an nd Policy Questions Gaps discussion below. 

2261 Deliverable of th his work: an analysis of the legislative expectations on datta and gaps. 

See Analysis of EESHB 2261 Expectations and Gaps discussion below. 

ARRA Deliverable of th his work: an analysis of the data requirements to fulfill thee ARRA 

assurances. 

See Analysis of AARRA Expectations and Gaps discussion below. 

Gaps Deliverable of th his work: an analysis of data gaps to the National Educatio on Data Model. 
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See Analysis of D Data Dictionary Gaps discussion below. 

Reference An inventory of o other sources consulted as part of the data system gap aanalysis. 

Indicator Model A sample of Key Performance Indicators suggested by PCG Education whiich includes 

specific statistics s for determining risk, warning, neutral, good, and exemp plary status for 

Student Engagem ment, Academic Engagement, and Students at Risk. These e indicators were 

not reviewed or suggested by OSPI but can be built from the data elemen nts specified by 

National Educatiion Data Model and mapped to Washington data elemen nts. 

Assessments A list of assessm ments by grade and content area with notes on dates adm ministered and 

score type. 

In total, 10 colum mns of information on 68 assessments were identified an nd documented. 

National Education Data MModel 

The National Education Data Modell (NEDM) is a project funded by the US Department of Education and 

coordinated by the Council of Chieff State School Officers. Its mission is to create an opeen framework 

based on current standards for eduucation data systems to: 

• describe relationships betwween and among data sets; and 

• create an open framework based on current data standards to build educationn data systems. 

NEDM provides a P – 20 data resouurce and common framework and language for colleecting, comparing, 

and using data to improve schools aand answer important research and policy questionns. It also supports 

a blueprint of data available for currrent and future collection and reporting. This includdes a set of 

consistent data definitions and an aarchitecture that will allow for improved data qualityy as well as 

interoperability from multiple persppectives: 

• Educators: Use the data moodel to identify requirements 

• Vendors: Extract a softwaree-specific conceptual model 

• Researchers: Prepare a reseearch design 

The development of NEDM involvedd taking important education questions, issues, or pprocesses, and 

identifying the data that need to bee tracked in order to answer the questions, address the issues, or 

reflect the processes involved. 

NEDM 2.0 

The Washington Metadata Workboook is based on the second version of NEDM “State CCore” data 

elements, officially released March 2010. Extending the questions based approach takeen with the initial 

development of NEDM, version 2.0 explicitly included federal reporting requirements aand other national 

standards: 

• EDEN/EDFacts (federal commpliance reporting) record level elements 

• National Center for Educatiion Statistics (NCES) Handbooks 
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• School Interoperability Frammework (SIF) v2r3 

• Post-secondary Electronic SStandards Council (PESC) 

• Data assurance called out inn the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRRA) 

• The ten “essential elementss” of the Data Quality Campaign (DQC) for statewidee longitudinal 

data systems 

The result was a merged set of commmon elements for students, programs, school distriicts, and post 

secondary institutions. PCG Educatiion led the State Core Team, a group focused on buiilding out and 

validating the core of the model by:: 

• Mapping all 86 EDEN/EDFaccts collections to the data element list 

• Mapping 33 state longitudinnal data systems to the data model. 

• Interviewing 19 state deparrtments of education 

The following are several key insighhts gained during the development of NEDM 2.0 appplicable to 

Washington: 

Insight #1: A national standard shoould be used to create comparable types of enrollmment. One of the 

earliest insights that helped direct tthe development of the initial version of the State CCore Data Set was 

the recognition that all states are ddeealing with three primary types of school and districct enrollment 

attributions. While each state may ccall it something different, the archetypical case invvolves a student 

resident in one district, enrolled as aa member in a school in the same or in a second disstrict, and serviced 

by either of those or by a third distrrict for special education or other services. Mappingg each state to 

these three enrollment types is neccessary to establish data comparability. 

Gap: No gap. Washington is able too distinguish between these three entity types using a Primary School 

indicator in the CEDARS School Studdent File (C). 

Recommendation: Washington couuld consider using the NEDM State Core naming connvention for 

enhanced clarity and comparabilityy with other states. Consider the use of, “Resident”, “Member”, and 

“Serviced by” enrollment types to ddistinguish the multiple levels of enrollment. 

Insight #2: The creation of standarddized data sets is important. It is impossible to propperly document a 

data set without first distinguishingg certain key factors to establish the context of the ddata. Primary 

among these factors are the time aand type of the data set. For example, there is a largee difference in the 

creation and usage of a snapshot, ccurrent, or other specialized data set such as a studeent cohort. A 

snapshot data set often must be creeated for EDEN/EDFacts and other federal reportingg. It involves a 

known set of transformations from source systems into a structure that is flattened to a particular point 

in time. This is how the CEDARS colllections currently function. This structure is also useeful for Online 

Analytic Processing (OLAP) cube deevelopment and other analytic structures. Current daata sets come 

much closer to the structure of normmalizedr and operational structures. They always conntain the most 

current data available for the givenn attributes. That is, some data within the data set mmay have been 

updated within the past several dayys and some may not have been updated for severaal months. They 

are more flexible and accommodatee more frequent updates and heterogeneous data ssets, but are more 

complex to use properly for reportss and aggregate analysis. Additional specialized dataa sets must be 
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created to establish the unique conntext for National Governors Association graduationn rate cohorts, 

assessment, discipline incidents, sppecial education, organization scorecards, and directtories. Each of 

these data sets is included in the Sttate Core and carried through the model. 

Gap: There is not yet a standard praactice within Washington with regards to identifyingg dataset 

metadata. 

Recommendation: Adopt NEDM Staate Core entity.attribute structure for datasets: 

DataSet.Data_Set_ID 

DataSet.Data_Set_Name 

DataSet.Data_Set_Descripttion 

DataSet.Data_Set_Version 

DataSet.Data_Set_Type 

DataSet.System_Date 

DataSet.Reporting_Date 

DataSet.Timeset 

DataSet.Reporting__Schooll_Year 

Insight #3: It is necessary for NEDMM to add “Dimensions.” In developing the State Corre taxonomy and 

snapshot dataset, it became useful to group student and other attributes by type and eestablish a 

standard, non-alphabetical presenttation order. While many terms could be used (i.e. aattribute type, 

group, category), the term “dimenssion” was selected to describe this grouping after coonversations and 

interviews with state data architectts confirmed the importance of this structure to faciilitate data 

management, reporting, and analyttic cube development. 

Gap: Washington does not yet havee a data dictionary that describes data in the OSPI or ERDC enterprise 

by primary entity and attribute. 

Recommendation: Adopt the Data Dictionary in the Washington Metadata Workbook as a standard for 

classifying all core data elements. 

Connection to Research andd Policy Questions 

Phase one of PCG Education’s engaagement with OSPI resulted in a report detailing the high priority 

research and policy questions that sstakeholders throughout the State of Washington wwant the 

longitudinal data system to be capaable of addressing. Please see OSPI Data Governancee website at 

http://www.k12.wa.us/K12DataGovvernance/default.aspx for a copy of the report. Thee questions were 

derived from a combination of interrviews with key stakeholders, a national literature rreview, and the 

development and analysis of three targeted surveys at the district, school, and state leevel. This approach 

enabled respondents to answer queestions appropriate for their position and level and allowed an 

analysis of the varying data prioritiees of each group of stakeholders. 

This process identified 48 research and policy questions where there was high consenssus about the 

priority of the questions. While refllecting a comprehensive array of educational issues,, these 48 
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questions represent a relatively moodest set of high priority research and policy questioons, given the 

hundreds of questions a state data system might answer, and the fact that the questioons represent nine 

categories of information, as well aas linkages across the nine categories. Within this sett of 48 questions, 

18 were in the top ten rated questioons of one or more of the stakeholder groups surveeyed. 

With a well documented set of OSPPI metadata and mapping to NEDM, PCG Education wwas able to 

identify what data are immediatelyy available to answer the 48 research and policy queestions by 

decomposing the questions into theeir component data elements. This decomposition rresulted in a list of 

data elements that would be necesssary to answer each question. These data elementss are documented 

in the Workbook and mapped to thheir NEDM entity / attribute identification. With a sppecific list of data 

elements needed to answer the queestions and a list of data elements available within OOSPI, the gaps 

become apparent. See Research annd Policy Question Gap Analysis for further detail. 
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GAP ANALYSIS 

The following section provides highhlights from the Washington Metadata Workbook wwhich was provided 

to OSPI as a separate deliverable. TThe reader is strongly encouraged to review the worrkbook for 

additional detail supporting the datta element gaps and recommendations. 

Analysis of ESHB 2261 Expeectations and Gaps 

In November 2009, OSPI submittedd a preliminary report to the Legislature on the curreent capacity of 

school districts and the state to impplement each of the specific components required tto meet ESHB 2261 

objectives. In several cases the requuirements center on developing additional capabilitties, systems, or 

processes, and not necessarily dataa. However, where possible, PCG Education has deveeloped a gap 

analysis on the key data elements aand linkages necessary to meet each legislative expeectation using the 

Washington Metadata Workbook. 

1. Comprehensive educator informmation including: grade level taught, courses taught,, building or 

location, program, job assignmeent, years of experience, the institution of higher edducation from 

which the educator obtained hiss or her degree, compensation, class size, mobility oof class population, 

socioeconomic data of class, nuumber of languages and which languages are spokenn by students, 

general resources available for curriculum and other classroom needs, number andd type of 

instructional support staff in thee building 

Gap: Although most componennts identified as comprehensive educator informatioon are currently 

collected, in order to successfullly meet the expectation several new elements musst be collected. 

Recommendation: 

Data Element Gaps: 

The institution of higher educatio on 

from which the educator obtaine ed 

his or her degree 

Gap: In some instances Washington can determine the institution 

, but there is 

ation. 

stitution. 

from which an educator received their certification, 

not a field to account for institution of higher educa 

Recommendation: Collect Staff.Degree Granting Ins 

Number of languages and which 

languages are spoken by studentsts 

Gap: Washington does collect native language and llanguage that 

is spoken at home, however, does not currently cap pture data for 

students that speak multiple languages. For exampl le, a student 

who speaks Spanish, French, and English is a native French 

speaker and communicates in English at home. WA does not 

capture that the student can also speak Spanish. 

Recommendation: Either collect multiple home lan guage codes 

per student or seek legislative change. 

General resources available for 

curriculum and other classroom 

Gap: There is currently no Washington data elemen nt nor a NEDM 

attribute that accounts for this expectation. 
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needs Recommendation: Legislature clarify intent (see fin ndings from 

research and policy questions analysis). 

2. Capacity to link educator assignnment information with educator certification includding: type of 

certification, route to certificatiion, certification program, certification assessment, evaluation scores 

Gap: Because staff certificationn number is collected across each system (CEDARS, eeCert, and S-275), 

certification information can bee linked to educator assignment information. Howevver, not all 

certification items identified byy the Legislative expectations are currently collectedd. 

Recommendation: 

Data Element Gaps: 

Route to Certification Gap: If the intention of the legislature is to collect aan education 

at accounts profile, there is currently not a WA data element th h 

for this expectation. 

Recommendation: Collect Staff.Certification Path 

Certification Program Gap: Currently, WA has certification program data aavailable only 

for in-state certifications. 

Recommendation: Collect Staff.Certification Progra am upon initial 

application or renewal. 

Evaluation Scores Gap: There is currently not a Washington data elem ment that 

accordance 

accounts for this expectation. 

Recommendation: Collect Staff.Evaluation Score in 

with the implementation of SB 6696. 

3. Common coding of secondary ccourses and major areas of study at the elementary llevel or standard 

coding of course content 

Gap: While a common coding sscheme of secondary courses has been implementedd this school year 

for high school courses, there iss currently no collection of major areas of study at tthe elementary 

level besides general “Elementaary Curriculum”. 

Recommendation: To meet thiss expectation, elementary schedules must be consisstently broken 

down to their major areas or sttandard coding. Expand course classification to all grrades. 

4. Robust student information inclluding: student characteristics, course and program enrollment, state 

assessment performance, and pperformance on college readiness tests 
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Gap: Many student characteristtics are obtained at the individual student level throough CEDARS data 

collections but there are gaps aaccording to the National Education Data Model andd the research and 

policy questions analysis. 

Recommendation: Expand colleection to include elements necessary to meet Legisllative 

expectations. The following tabble lists all data element gaps. While Washington meeets its federal 

reporting requirements via EDFFacts, not all data are collected at the student level bbut instead are 

collected as aggregate counts bby the district. Those elements are collected but are included below as 

suggestions of additional studeent level attributes. In addition, NEDM exposes the bbest practices as 

validated with other state depaartments of education. Many of the following data eelements may not 

be appropriate for Washingtonn but are presented here with a justification for conssideration. 

Table 4. NEDM Gaps Specific Data Ele ement List 

Entity Category Element Justification 

Student Identity Generatioon Code Generation Code (Jr., III, etc. .) should be 

separated into its own field sso that is not 

mistakenly added to last nam me. 

Student Identity Personal Title/Prefix Profile 

Student Identity Other Na ame Profile 

Student Demographic City of Bi irth Used for identity verification n 

Student Demographic State of BBirth Used for identity verification n 

Student Demographic Family Sizze Profile 

Student Enrollment Address TType Profile 

Student Enrollment Street Nu umber/Name Profile 

Student Enrollment Apartmennt/Room/Suite Number Profile 

Student Enrollment City Profile 

Student Enrollment Name of County Profile 

Student Enrollment State Abb breviation Profile 

Student Enrollment Zip Code Profile 

Student Enrollment Telephon ne Number Type Profile 

Student Enrollment Telephon ne Number Profile 

Student Enrollment Primary TTelephone Number 

Indicator r 

Profile 

Student Enrollment Electroni ic Mail Address Type Profile 

Student Enrollment Electroni ic Mail Address Profile 

Student 504 504 Acco ommodation plan Necessary to track students ccovered under 

Section 504 to ensure studen nt needs are met 

Student SpEd IEP Start Date Identifies which students havve an active IEP for 

child count dates 

Student SpEd IEP End D Date Identifies which students havve an active IEP for 

child count dates 

Student SpEd Secondar ry Disability Type Identifies students with moree than one disability 

Student SpEd Awaiting Initial Evaluation for 

Special Edducation 

Used for federal reporting an nd to monitor local 

compliance for evaluating stuudents 

Student SpEd Evaluatedd for Special Education 

but Not R Receiving Services 

Used for OSEP compliance prrocesses 
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Student Title I Title I Par rticipant Type Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I NCLB Titl le I School Choice Applied Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I NCLB Titl le I School Choice Offered Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I Title I Sup pplemental Services 

Eligible 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I Title I Sup pplemental Services 

Applied 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I Title I Sup pplemental Services 

Offered 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I Supplemeental Service Provider Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Student Title I Title I Sup pport Services Received Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student CTE Displaced d Homemaker Needed for the Perkins CTE A Act 

Student Immigrant Country oof Citizenship Profile 

Student Homeless Homelesss Unaccompanied Youth 

Status 

Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Homeless Homelesss Served Status Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Homeless Homelesss Services Received Used to determine whether student is 

participating in a McKinney-VVento program 

Student Homeless Homelesss Primary Nighttime 

Residenc ce 

Necessary to provide transpo ortation to school 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Neglecteded or Delinquent Program 

Participannt 

Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Length off Placement in Neglected 

and Delin nquent Program 

Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Neglecteded or Delinquent Program 

Type 

Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Pre-Post Test Indicator (N and D) Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Pretest R Results Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Neglected and 

Delinquent 

Progress Level (N and D) Used in EDFacts reporting 

Student Assessment 

Status 

Technolo ogy Literacy Status in 8th 

Grade 

Used in Growth Calculations and student profile 

reports. Very useful in analy ytics as a dimension 

for analysis. 

Student Discipline # Days Su uspended in a School 

Year (Tot tal) 

Student suspension is a clear r sign that the 

student may be at risk for dr ropout. 

Student Discipline Number oof Days Expelled In a 

School Ye ear 

Used in EDFacts reports and an important 

indication of serious behavio or problems. 

Incident Instance Student U Unique ID Connecting the Incident to thhe Student enables 

analysis and is necessary for data management. 

CEDARS collects, but not link ked to student in 

Attendance and Weapons sy ystem. 

Incident Instance Student R Role The student’s role in the inci ident is important. 

Incident Instance Date Data should be kept for anal lysis. 

Incident Instance Discipline e Reason Used for EDFacts reports tha at require a count of 

incidents rather than a countt of students. 

Incident Instance Discipline e Method - Firearms 

(IDEA) 

Used for EDFacts reports tha at require a count of 

incidents rather than a countt of students. 
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Incident Instance Interim RRemoval (IDEA) Used for EDFacts reports tha at require a count of 

incidents rather than a countt of students. 

Incident Instance Interim RRemoval Reason (IDEA) Used for EDFacts reports tha at require a count of 

incidents rather than a countt of students. 

Incident Instance Educationnal Services Used for EDFacts reports tha at require a count of 

incidents rather than a countt of students. 

Staff Identity Name Pre efix Used to establish the identityy of staff members. 

Staff Identity Generatioon Code/Suffix Used to establish the identityy of staff members. 

Staff Assignment Contract Beginning Date Used to establish teacher asssignment to a 

school or district. 

Staff Assignment Secondar ry Teaching Assignment 

(Academ mic Subject) 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Staff Assignment MEP Sess sion Type Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Staff Credential Paraprofeessional Qualification 

Status 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Staff Credential Degree GGranting Institution Teacher experience. 

Staff Credential Technolo ogy Skills Assessed Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Staff Credential Technolo ogy Standards Met Used in EDFacts reporting. 

Section Section Location//Room # Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

Section Section Session NName Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

Section Course Available e Credit Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

Section Course Course Le evel Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

Section Staff Section EEntry Date Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

Section Staff Section EExit Date Used to establish a student's s relationship to a 

teacher in a particular sectio on. 

School AYP AYP Statu us Profile 

School AYP Alternate e Approach Status Profile 

School AYP Improvem ment Status Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Assessment Advancedd Placement (AP) 

Mathema atics Program Offered 

Profile 

School Assessment Advancedd Placement (AP) Other 

Program Offered 

Profile 

School Assessment Advancedd Placement (AP) Science 

Program Offered 

Profile 

School Type Availabili ity of Ability Grouping Profile 

School Type Distinguisshed School Status Profile 

School Type Focus of Alternative School Profile 

School Type Magnet S Status Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type Correctiv ve Action Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type Restructu uring Action Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type School Im mprovement Funds 

Allocationn 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type Shared Tiime Indicator Profile 
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School Type AMAO Pr rogress Attainment 

Status forr LEP Students 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type AMAO Pr roficiency Attainment 

Status forr LEP Students 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type Elementa ary/ Middle Additional 

Indicator r Status 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type GFSA Rep porting Status Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type REAP Alte ernative Funding 

Indicator r 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Type Supplemeental Services Provided Profile 

School Indicator High Scho ool Graduation Rate 

Indicator r Status 

Profile 

School Indicator Persisten ntly Dangerous Status Profile 

School Indicator Number oof Computers with High 

Speed Ethhernet or Wireless 

Connectivivity 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Indicator Number oof Computers with Less 

than High h Speed Connectivity 

Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Indicator Total Num mber of Schools Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Indicator Truancy RRate Used in EDFacts reporting. 

School Indicator Boys Onlyy Interscholastic Athletic 

Sports 

Profile 

School Indicator Girls Only y Interscholastic Athletic 

Sports 

Profile 

School Indicator Boys Onlyy Interscholastic Athletic 

Teams 

Profile 

School Indicator Girls Only y Interscholastic Athletic 

Teams 

Profile 

District Directory D-U-N-S NNumber Directory 

District Directory Superviso ory Union Identification 

Number 

Directory 

District Directory Educationn Agency Type Directory 

District Directory Title I Dis strict Status Directory 

District Directory Operatio onal Status Directory 

District Directory Grades OOffered Directory 

District Sup Official Tiitle of LEA 

Superinte endent 

Directory 

District AYP AYP Statu us Profile 

District AYP Alternate e Approach Status Profile 

District AYP Improvem ment Status Profile 

District Indicator Federal P Programs Offered Used in EDFacts reporting. 

District Indicator Funding AAllocation Type Used in EDFacts reporting. 

District Indicator Integrate ed Technology Status Used in EDFacts reporting. 

District Indicator Federal F Funding Allocations Used in EDFacts reporting. 

District Indicator Number oof Schools Classified as 

Persisten ntly Dangerous 

Profile 
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5. 

6. 

7. 

A subset of student informationn elements to serve as a dropout early warning systeem 

Gap: Assuming Washington choooses to implement the National Governors Associaation (NGA) 

recommended early warning drropout model, daily attendance and student level diiscipline are 

required and currently not avaiilable. 

Recommendation: Washingtonn should move forward with the NGA model and colllect daily 

attendance and student level bbehavior data from all districts. Student course gradees, grade level, 

and age are already available. WWashington needs to define what constitutes an exccused versus 

unexcused absence or collect ddistrict calendar information. Student behavior / disccipline incidents 

are reported in aggregate by thhe district but should be collected and reported on aa student basis. 

In states across the nation, dropp out early warning and intervention systems (DEWWIS) are emerging 

as one of the most valuable appplications of state longitudinal data systems to suppport school 

operational issues. Washingtonn is also currently examining this issue through ESSB 6403. While 

school districts will always havee the most up-to-date attendance and granular locaal assessment data, 

a state longitudinal data systemm can provide a strong foundation of near-real-time data integrated 

across districts and school yearsrs to provide an effective data set to screen studentss most at risk. 

The National Governors Associaation (NGA) nicely summarizes near consensus concclusions on 

appropriate state actions synthhesized from the growing national body of research, “[E]arly warning 

data systems are neither expennsive nor difficult to build because they are based onn basic academic 

information already collected aat the school and district levels: attendance, behavioor, course 

achievement, and student age aand grade. In numerous studies, indicators based onn these data have 

been shown to be highly predicctive of dropping out. Several studies suggest that grrades are more 

highly predictive than test scorees for graduation, but states with graduation tests sshould consider 

including low test scores as an iindicator.” (“Achievement for All” NGA, December,, 2009). 

The capacity to link educator innformation with student information 

Gap: Capacity to link educationn information with student information takes place through the 

Washington field Course ID. Thiis element is collected in both the Student Schedulee File and the Staff 

Schedule File within CEDARs to provide the necessary linkage. However the coursee schedule is 

snapshot based – an indication of a student’s schedule at the time of the file uploaad. 

Recommendation: Establish secction entrance and exit for student and staff scheduules in CEDARS. 

A common standardized structuure for reporting the costs of programs at the schooll and district level 

with a focus on the costs of servvices delivered to students 
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Gap: A standardized structure ffor reporting the expenditures by school is not yet inn place. 

Recommendation: Washingtonn should expand its chart of accounts for all school fiinancial 

transactions and report the graanular transaction data to OSPI for analysis and comparisonsp within 

the state data warehouse once built. Washington should continue to move forwardd to address the 

legislative requirement for schoool level expenditure accounting. 

8. Separate accounting of state, feederal, and local revenues and costs 

Gap: A method for connecting ccosts to specific revenue streams is not in yet place,, although OSPI is 

currently exploring options thatt would align each expenditure coding to a specifiedd revenue stream. 

Recommendation: OSPI shouldd continue their exploration of this area. If adopted, the accounting 

manual should include approprriate guidance on methodologies and practices for capturing this 

linkage within detailed accountting records. OSPI should evaluate the cost associateed with this effort 

in light of new funding formulass based on prototypical school structure as this requuirement may 

become less important. 

9. Information linking state fundinng formulas to school and district budgeting and acccounting 

procedures 

Gap: The method for collectingg data to link state funding formulas to district budgeeting does not yet 

exist. 

Recommendation: Commit to aa feasibility study to use CEDARS data to drive apporrtionment and 

create a standard chart of accouunts for building and program level accounting. Connduct detailed 

studies of variance of possible ffunding using CEDARS as first step in determining diistrict level 

differences between accountingg methods. Run multiple models approximating Appportionment FTEs 

with CEDARS unduplicated headd counts. Design legislative action as needed. 

Creating a closed loop system, wwhere apportionment is driven from an unduplicateed headcount of 

students as reported through thhe state SLDS, will provide districts a powerful incenntive to accurately 

and timely report their data, leaading to an overall increase in quality and usability. However, 

Washington currently maintainns distinct systems for these functions and must procceed cautiously 

when considering the implicatioons of altering a funding approach developed over ddecades. 

10. The capacity to link program coost information with student performance informatioon to gauge the 

cost effectiveness of programs 
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Gap: Before linking program coost information, the effectiveness of a program alonee must be 

measured. Further, one definitiion of “program” at the state level tends to include items like Title I, 

LEP, and Special Education. CEDDARS collects this type of program participation. Theere are also, of 

course, many smaller initiativess such as an after school reading program, curricularr software 

packages, etc. that may also neeed to be considered for cost effectiveness. 

Recommendation: Making the assumption that this expectation is for state prograams only, the 

collected codes must be expandded to include a complete list of programs that the SState wishes to 

evaluate. Students can then be associated with these expenditure categories throuugh the CEDARS 

program enrollment file. The geeneric program enrollment file in CEDARS provides aa very flexible and 

forward thinking interface to exxpand data for future programs. The State will also nneed to define the 

entities that will be used to emeaasure the effectiveness. Can state assessments be uused 

longitudinally? Does each progrram have a diagnostic and exit assessment? The Staate will want to 

ensure these means of measureement are valid and acceptable. To link program cosst information, 

Expectation 8 (Separate accounnting of state, federal, and local costs) must be achieeved and the State 

must be able to associate a totaal cost with each specific program. 

11. Information that is centrally acccessible and updated regularly 

Gap: Washington does not havee a centralized data warehouse. 

Recommendation: Washingtonn is proceeding with plans to procure a data warehoouse and reporting 

solution. Physically moving or rreeplicating all data within OSPI, even if required for rreporting, to a 

central data warehouse is unneecessary so long as all the sources are known and weell documented in 

the metadata documentation toool. OSPI has indicated its intention to create a dataabase of record 

and schedule for each data elemment required for reporting. This would allow Washhington the 

flexibility to report from a numbber of transactional systems as well as the data warrehouse 

depending on the timing and sccope of the report. It also supports the model of usinng the data 

warehouse for analytic reportinng, thereby committing OSPI undertake a careful evaaluation of the 

data elements stored in the datta warehouse versus other transactional systems. 

In terms of regularly updating tthe data, the State receives monthly (often more freequent) updates 

from all districts for the requireed CEDARS elements. The State should also establishh data sets as 

recommended in the key insighhts with the development of NEDM as discussed aboove. Namely, OSPI 

will want to establish documennted and standard logical data views for every officiaal reporting period 

as well as current and cohort daata sets. 

12. An anonymous, non-identifiablee replicated copy of data that is updated at least quaarterly and made 

available to the public by the Sttate 
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Gap: Many types of aggregate ddata are available via the OSPI website and de-indenntified individual 

student level data is available bby request for several specific report types. Howeverr, the state lacks a 

general mechanism by which too publish all its data in an anonymous, non-identifiabble form as 

specified by this legislative requuirement. 

Recommendation: Develop a dde-indentified data mart with appropriate suppressioon rules and 

refreshed periodically followingg official submission snapshot datasets, primarily froom CEDARS using 

NEDM as the starting point. Thiis data can then made available either directly or inddirectly to the 

requestor via a web-based busiiness intelligence tool or a delimited file format. In ggeneral, the more 

data that is published for each sstudent, the more likely that student is uniquely ideentifiable. 

Washington will need to determmine the minimum student count for each individuaal category of 

information published to preveent the identification of students. For example, if theere are fewer than 

10 special education students pper school should those records be removed from thhe data set or not 

marked as special education? 

Analysis of American Recovvery and Reinvestment Act Expectationss and Gaps 

As stated by the U.S. Department oof Education, the “overall goals of ARRA are to stimuulate the economy 

in the short term and invest in educcation and other essential public services to ensure the long-term 

economic health of our nation.” Duuring the development of NEDM, the detailed ARRA assurances were 

initially incorporated into the Standdards Comparison Report, which formed the basis off NEDM 2.0. PCG 

Education used this baseline to mapp Washington’s data systems, thereby creating the llink to data 

necessary to fulfill the requirementts of ARRA. 

There are four assurances that statees are required to address in order to improve studeent achievement 

through school improvement and reeform: 

1. Increase teacher effectiveness aand address inequities in the distribution of highly quualified teachers 

Gap: Washington does not yet hhave a method to calculate teacher effectiveness. 

Recommendation: OSPI shouldd enable valid teacher effect calculations based on sttudent growth 

percentile models. Calculate stuudent assessment elements: Prior Year 1 [Subject] SStudent Growth 

Percentile for each year of asseessment data available. Loading the student growth scores into the 

data warehouse, once built, willl provide critical linkages between the teacher and financial data 

domains. Washington will needd to develop the appropriate reports and professionnal development 

required on the proper use of ggrowth data. 

Within Washington and nationaally there is great interest in examining methods forr linking student 

performance to teacher evaluattion models. However, this approach requires stakeeholders to 

fundamentally change the way in which they judge education quality from status to progress and 
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this change is non-trivial. For exxample, evaluating teachers requires development oof principals in the 

area of using evidence and dataa. Many states are grappling with developing modells for teacher 

evaluation: 

• Colorado recently passeed SB10-191, part of which establishes a governor’ss Council for 

Educator Effectiveness;; the bill redefines how teachers are awarded tenuree 

• Rhode Island is produciing its Rhode Island Educator Evaluation Model and hopes to be 

operational for teacherrs and principals by 2011-12 

• New Hampshire (SB 1800) requires the development of a “performance-bassed accountability 

system” that includes mmeasures of student growth to judge whether schoools provide all 

students with the “oppportunity for an adequate education” 

• Some states (e.g., Virgin are interested in using end-of-course assessmennia) nts; issues arise 

with multiple-testing occcurrences and other idiosyncrasies 

Other key considerations and chhallenges when considering the limits of student groowth percentile 

evaluation models: 

• Roughly 70% of teacherrs DO NOT participate directly in large scale state asssessment from 

which student growth ppercentiles are calculated 

• Student growth percenntiles CAN be calculated across different assessmentt forms, so long as 

the construct measuredd is similar and the student pool is large and enoughh and similar 

enough; constructs bettween assessments must be well correlated over timme (at least 0.7 

correlation needed). 

Finally, 14 of the 48 (29%) Washhington Research and Policy Questions specifically aaddress teacher 

effectiveness in the classroom. Building out the data elements necessary to answeer those research 

and policy questions will providde additional insight into this assurance. See Researcch and Policy 

Questions Gaps below for the ddetailed data elements. 

2. Establish and use a pre-K-throuugh-college-and-career data system to track progresss and foster 

continuous improvement 

Gap: No gap. 

Discussion: Throughout the inteerview process both in this project and the Researchh and Policy 

Question interviews, the intereest and importance of tracking students from early cchildhood to post-

high school graduation was cleaarly expressed. This assurance has been met by the establishment of 

the ERDC. Washington has indiccated its strong support of this capability through thhe development of 

the SLEDS system at ERDC via thheir successful 2009 ARRA SLDS grant awarded Mayy 2010. This work 

will “extend those K-12 capabiliities by incorporating longitudinal early-learning, poost-secondary, and 

workforce information into a unnified, comprehensive, and efficient P-20 system” (WWashington State 

Application for Grants under thhe SLDS Recovery Act Grant). 
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3. Make progress towards rigorouus college- and career-ready standards and high-quaality assessments 

that are valid and reliable for alll students, including Limited English proficient studeents and students 

with disabilities 

Gap: While Washington does haave a valid and reliable assessment system, it lacks tthe ability to link 

student growth to other educattional entities and subgroups such as Limited Englishh Proficient 

students and students with disaabilities to determine the effectiveness of programss, evaluation on 

assessment, and reviews of thee characteristics of high performing schools. 

Recommendation: See discussiion related to student growth percentiles in assurannce number one 

above. 

In addition, 27 of 48 (56%) of thhe Research and Policy Questions link student subgrroups to the 

effectiveness of programs, evalluation on assessments, and review of the characterristics of high 

performing schools. Building ouut the data elements necessary to answer those reseearch and policy 

questions will provide additionaal insight into this assurance. See Research and Policcy Questions Gaps 

below for the detailed data elemments. 

4. Provide targeted, intensive suppport and effective interventions to turn around schoools identified for 

corrective action and restructurring 

Gap: There are three accountabbility models requiring the determination of specificc indicators for 

Washington districts: the Schoool Improvement Grant model, Adequate Yearly Proggress, and the 

State Board of Education’s neww accountability model. However, Washington lacks tthe ability to 

calculate key performance indiccators for all schools for at risk students and other ooperational 

metrics of interest. 

Recommendation: Develop keyy performance indicators and statistics for determinning specific risk, 

warning, neutral, good, and exeemplary status for Student Engagement, Academic EEngagement, and 

Students at Risk. These indicatoors can be built from the data elements specified byy National 

Education Data Model and mappped to Washington data elements in the CEDARS data warehouse, 

once built. A sample of a potenntial indicator model is included below. Please see WWashington 

Metadata Workbook for a compplete list of sample indicators and required data eleements. 

Table 5. Example Key Performance Ind dicator Model for At Risk Students 

Indicator Risk Warning Neutral Good Exemplary 

Attendance 

Index 

Current YTD Attendance Rate <90% 90-95% 95-99% % 100% 

Last 7 Days Attendance Rate <90% 90-95% 95-99% % 100% 

Last 30 Days Attendance Rate <90% 90-95% 95-99% % 100% 
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Prior Year Attendance Rate <90% 90-95% 95-99% % 100% 

Current YTD Tardy Count >10 5-10 2-4 1 none 

Current YTD Attendance Rate + Low w 

Income 

<90% + low 

income 

Behavior 

Index 

Current YTD # Days Suspended Suspended Not 

Suspen nded 

Current YTD # Incidents 

Last 30 Days # Incidents 

Course Grades/Credits 

Index 

[Section] Term Grade F D C B A 

[Section] Year Grade F D C B A 

YTD # Ds or Fs in Core Classes 2+ Ds or Fs 1 D or F No Ds oor Fs 

PY1 # Ds or Fs in Core Classes 2+ Ds or Fs 2 D or F No Ds oor Fs 

Current GPA <1.0 1.0-2.5 >2.5 >3.5 

% Credits vs. On Track <80% 80-95% 95-105% 105-12 20% >120% 

In addition, 18 of the 48 (38%) RResearch and Policy Questions compare data betweeen schools and 

districts to determine the mostt effective schools and programs. Building out the daata elements 

necessary to answer those reseearch and policy questions will provide additional inssight into this 

assurance. See Research and Poolicy Questions Gaps below for the detailed data eleements. 

Analysis of Data Dictionaryy Gaps 

NEDM includes the organization of data by entity. An entity reflects the real-world funcction of the 

object. There are seven entity typess defined in NEDM 2.0: Student, Incident, Staff, Secttion, School, 

District, and State. Each entity conttains one or more categories to add further organizaation and 

hierarchy to the data model. The foollowing table shows the number of categories and ddistinct data 

elements per entity and the overalll number of Washington gaps to the National Education Data Model. 

Please see Table 4. NEDM Gaps – Sppecific Data Element List for the detailed data elemeents associated 

with this table. 

Table 6. NEDM Data Element Gaps by Entity 

Entity Number of 

Categories 

Number of Elements 

Within the Entity 

Number of 

Washington Element 

Gaps 

Percent Collected 

Student 15 213 48 77% 

Incident 1 13 8 38% 

Staff 5 45 9 80% 

Section 6 33 6 82% 

School 8 59 30 49% 

District 4 27 15 44% 
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State 3 13 0 100% 

The fewest number of gaps in absollute terms are within the Student and Staff entities reflecting their 

relative maturity developed througgh the implementation of CEDARS and fulfilling federral reporting 

requirements. Included within the DData Dictionary mapping to NEDM is an element-levvel linkage to the 

EDEN/EDFacts collections, providingg Washington with a direct link between what is fedderally required 

and what is currently collected. 

EDFacts Granular Data Gaps 

Gap: OSPI currently runs many sepaarate data collections, each with its own data definiitions. From these 

collections, OSPI submits the nearlyy 90 EDEN/EDFacts files required yearly. As these coollections are 

largely separate and have limited innteroperability, the data collected is often redundannt and 

contradictory. For example, the couunt of free and reduced lunch students is via CEDARRS but the official 

snapshot is collected via the child nnutrition systems. 

Recommendation: OSPI should estaablish a database of record for each data element inn the EDFacts 

collections depending on the requirred reporting period. Those data can then be publishhed to the data 

warehouse as the official record of the submission. As summarized in the following tabble, a total of 51 

data elements would need to be inccorporated to build an EDFacts data mart within thee OSPI data 

warehouse, once built. 

Note, while Washington meets its ffederal reporting requirements via EDFacts, not all ddata are collected 

at the student level but instead aree collected as aggregate counts by the district. Thosee elements are 

collected but are included below ass suggestions of additional student level attributes oor attributes that 

are not collected via CEDARS but wo b anould need to be included in the data warehouse to build out 

EDFacts data mart. 

Table 7. EDFacts Data Element Gaps by Entity 

Entity Number of Number of EDFacts 

Categories Ele ments Within the Entity 

Number of Washington 

Element Gaps for EDFacts 

Percent 

Available 

Student 15 100 21 79% 

Incident 1 9 5 44% 

Staff 5 21 5 76% 

Section 6 5 1 80% 

School 8 17 15 12% 

District 4 4 4 0% 

State 3 11 0 100% 

Table 8. EDFacts Gaps Specific Data EElement List 

Entity Category Element 

Student Title I Title I Participant Type 

Student Title I NCLB Title I School Choice Applied 

Student Title I NCLB Title I School Choice Offered 
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Student Title I Title I Supplemental Services Eligible 

Student Title I Title I Supplemental Services Applied 

Student Title I Title I Supplemental Services Offered 

Student Title I Supplemental Service Provider 

Student Title I Title I Support Services Received 

Student Homeless Homeless Unaccompanied Youth Status 

Student Homeless Homeless Served Status 

Student Homeless Homeless Primary Nighttime Residence 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Neglected or Delinquent Program Participant t 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Length of Placement in Neglected and Delinq quent Program 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Neglected or Delinquent Program Type 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Pre-Post Test Indicator (N and D) 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Pretest Results 

Student Neglected and Delin nquent Progress Level (N and D) 

Student Assessment Status Technology Literacy Status in 8th Grade 

Student Discipline # Days Suspended in a School Year (Total) 

Student Discipline Number of Days Expelled In a School Year 

Incident Instance Discipline Reason 

Incident Instance Discipline Method - Firearms (IDEA) 

Incident Instance Interim Removal (IDEA) 

Incident Instance Interim Removal Reason (IDEA) 

Incident Instance Educational Services 

Staff Assignment Secondary Teaching Assignment (Academic SSubject) 

Staff Assignment MEP Session Type 

Staff Credential Paraprofessional Qualification Status 

Staff Credential Technology Skills Assessed 

Staff Credential Technology Standards Met 

Section Course Course Level 

School AYP Improvement Status 

School Type Magnet Status 

School Type Corrective Action 

School Type Restructuring Action 

School Type School Improvement Funds Allocation 

School Type AMAO Progress Attainment Status for LEP Stu udents 

School Type AMAO Proficiency Attainment Status for LEP Students 

School Type Elementary/ Middle Additional Indicator Stat tus 

School Type GFSA Reporting Status 

School Type REAP Alternative Funding Indicator 

School Indicator High School Graduation Rate Indicator Status s 

School Indicator Number of Computers with High Speed Ether rnet or Wireless 

Connectivity 

School Indicator Number of Computers with Less than High Sp peed Connectivity 

School Indicator Total Number of Schools 

School Indicator Truancy Rate 

District Indicator Federal Programs Offered 

District Indicator Funding Allocation Type 

District Indicator Integrated Technology Status 
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District Indicator Federal Funding Allocations 

Research and Policy Questionss Gaps 

17 of 48 (35%) high priority Washinngton Research and Policy Questions are currently abble to be 

answered with the data available viia existing collections. 

The research and policy questions wwere designed to be inclusive of the information priiorities and the 

different categories of information cited in OSPI documents, the national literature, annd by 

stakeholders. The survey items werre organized around nine pertinent categories: 

1. District and School Enrollmeent Trends 

2. Program and Course Enrollmment Trends 

3. Student Achievement 

4. Attendance, Discipline, Droopout, and Graduation Rates 

5. Success and Risk Indicators,s, and Transitions 

6. Program Outcomes 

7. Teacher Workforce and Stuudent Achievement 

8. Cost Effectiveness 

9. Cost Analyses 

The following table shows the distriibution of data gaps across the defined categories: 

Table 9. Count of Research and Policy Questions Gaps by Category 

Question Category Questions Able to be 

Answered 

Questions with 

Element Gaps 

Percent 

Answerable 

District and School Enrollment Trends 3 2 60% 

Program and Course Enrollment Trend ds 3 0 100% 

Student Achievement 8 2 80% 

Attendance, Discipline, Dropout, and 4 

Graduation Rates 

2 67% 

Success and Risk Indicators, and 7 

Transitions 

1 88% 

Program Outcomes 1 2 33% 

Teacher Workforce and Student 2 

Achievement 

4 33% 

Cost Effectiveness 0 4 0% 

Cost Analyses 0 3 0% 

The following table displays the dettailed analysis of data required and gaps to answer eeach of the 48 

high priority research and policy quuestions as derived from part one of this project. 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

District, State, and School Enrollment Trends 

1.1 Compared to state trends, what ar re the variations in district/school 

enrollment trends at different grade le evels by gender, ethnicity, eligibility 

for free/reduced lunch, students in sp pecial education, students in ELL 

programs, and combinations? 

No gap 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes Assump ption: The Office for 

Civil Rig ghts uses the 

acronym ms ELL and LEP 

interchaangeably as they 

have a ssimilar meaning. 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment County District Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Year Yes 

1.2 What are the program and cost im mplications of demographic changes 

for specific subgroups, i.e., entry into sspecial programs, need for 

intervention/remedial support, and addditional personnel? 

Data re elated to program 

cost inf formation, staff 

count b by program, and 

employ yee cost by 

credenttial type are 

require ed. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes Assump ption: Program 

informa ation includes 

intervenntion information. 

Staff Assignment Program Assignment Yes 

Staff Credentials Teaching Field or Area 

Authorized 

No 

Finance Staff Staff Cost No 

Finance Program Program Costs No Have pr rogram cost, but not 

linked tto specific 

subgrou ups and changes 

within tthe program. 

1.5/1.7 What are the characteristics annd academic profile of students 

who are new to the state and to speci ific districts? 

State enntry date for non-

LEP stu dents is required. 

Student Immigrant Number Months US 

Attendance 

Yes Only av vailable for students 

who aree new to the 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

country y. 

Student Enrollment School Year Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Section Grade Credits Earned Yes 

Section Grade Credits Attempted Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Grade GPA Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student LEP Initial WA Placement Date Yes 

Student Assessment t Proficiency Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Date entered WA No 

1.6 What are the demographic charactteristics of students in individual 

classrooms and how do classrooms va ary? 

No gap 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Demographihic Language Spoken at Home Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

1.8 What percentage of our students ttransfer in or out at specific times 

of the school year by subgroup and whhere do they go? 

No gap 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Withdrawal Code Yes Indicate es reason exited, 

but rea ason may not be 

known and student's new 

school mmay not be known. 

Student Enrollment School Year Yes 

Program and Course Enrollment Trend ds 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

2.2 How have individual district/schoo ol subgroup participation rates in 

advanced middle school courses chang ged and how do they compare to 

similar districts/schools? 

No gap 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Enrollment County District Code Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment Serving County District Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Section Student Start Date Yes 

Section Course Course Level No May be e able to be derived 

from Se ection and Course 

ID. 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

2.3 How have individual district/schoo ol subgroup participation rates in 

AP, IB, SAT, and ACT exams changed aand how do they compare to similar 

districts/schools? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

School Indicator AP / IB Course Code Yes 

Student Enrollment County District Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Serving County District Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Section Course Course Designation Code Yes 

Student Assessment t Participation in AP, IB, SAT, 

ACT exams 

Yes 

School Assessment t Assessment Administered No Derived d from the file. 

2.4/2.7 How have individual district/scchool subgroup participation rates 

in low level/remedial middle/high sch hool courses and in elementary 

reading and mathematics intervention n programs changed and how do 

they compare to similar districts/scho ools? 

No gap 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Section Course Content Area Code Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Achievement 

3.1 What is the grade to grade progres ss of student subgroups on the 

state assessments in reading and mathhematics, i.e., what percent of 

students initially below proficient reac ch proficiency and what percent 

either maintain or lose proficiency ove er time? 

No gap 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

3.2 What grade to grade progress did 

state assessment? 

iindividual students make on the No gap 

While t the review of 

proficie ency levels can 

provide e a profile of 

studentts, the State should 

conside er other growth 

calculat tions. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Identity SSID Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

3.3 What is the grade to grade progres ss profile of students in specific 

classrooms? 

No gap.. 

While t the review of 

proficie ency levels can 

provide e a profile of 

studentts, the State should 

conside er other growth 

calculat tions. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Identity SSID Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

3.4 What is the demographic, absence e, mobility, program, class grade, 

and course-taking profile of students wwho do and do not achieve? 

No gap.. 

For a ric cher analysis, 

additionnal program and 

growth h data are required. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days 

Membership 

in No Can be 

school 

derived based 

ccalendar. 

on 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes Assump ption: Course ID is 

mappedd to course name 

and cou urse level. 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course Level No May be e derived from 

course ID. 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment Exit Reason Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Entry Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Math/LAL growth No Can be calculated. 

3.7 How does the performance profile e of high mobility students compare 

to other students, i.e., attendance, pro oficiency, graduation? 

No gap.. 

A policy y decision is 

require ed to define high 

mobilityy. 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment Exit Reason Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Entry Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment Expected Grad Year Yes 

3.9 How do district/school changes in the percent of students who pass 

AP courses and ACT, SAT, and IB exam ms compare to state trends? 

No gap.. 

Section Course Course Designation Code Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Student Assessment t SAT/ACT/IB exam results Yes 

3.10 What is the high school preparatiion profile of students who 

successfully complete post secondary education? 

Data re elated to post 

secondaary education are 

require ed. 

Section Course Course Designation Code Yes 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Student Enrollment Enrolled in a Post Secondary 

Institution 

No 

Student Enrollment Post Secondary Exit Code No 

3.11 What are the characteristics of di istricts/schools that meet or do not 

meet accountability requirements, i.e.., funding, programs and course 

offerings, average class size, staff alloc cations, and teacher qualifications? 

Additio onal funding data 

may be e required. 

School AYP AYP Status Yes 

School Type REAP Alternative Funding 

Indicator 

No 

School Directory School Code Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student SpEd Disability Code Yes 

Student LEP Start Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Date Yes 

Staff Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Credentials Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credentials Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credentials HQT Certification Status Yes 

3.12 What are the characteristics of di istricts/schools that show the 

greatest success in helping low achiev ving students reach proficiency? 

No gap.. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student SpEd Disability Code Yes 

Student LEP Start Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Date Yes 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

School AYP AYP Status Yes 

School Directory School Code Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Staff Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Credentials Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credentials Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credentials HQT Certification Status Yes 

3.13 What are the characteristics of di istricts/schools that show the 

greatest success in improving the perf formance of students in special 

education and ELL programs? 

No gap.. 

Recomm mend collecting 

more ddetailed program 

informa ation. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student SpEd LRE Code Yes 

Student SpEd IDEA Disability Status No Can be derived from 

Disabili ity Code 

Student LEP Start Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Date Yes 

Student Assessment t Assessment Achieved 

Standard (Alternative 

Assessments) 

Yes 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

School AYP AYP Status Yes 

School Directory School Code Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Staff Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Credentials Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credentials Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credentials HQT Certification Status Yes 

Attendance, Discipline, Dropout, and GGraduation Rates 

4.1 What are the characteristics of hig gh attendance and low attendance 

students by school, grade level, and su ubgroup? 

Need d data related to Title I 

particip pation type to aid in 

analysis s. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 
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Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student SpEd Disability Code Yes 

Student LEP Start Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Date Yes 

Student Title I Title I Participant Type No 

4.2 How have district/school subgroup p attendance patterns changed at 

different grade levels? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

4.4 What is the distribution of dropou uts over the school year by subgroup 

and which groups have the highest dro opout rates? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Date Yes 

4.5 What are the characteristics of stu udents in a school who have been 

involved in discipline incidents, suspen nded, expelled, or dropped out of 

school? 

Data re elated to 

inciden nt/discipline data are 

require ed. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged Yes 

Page 40 June 2010 



Washington State KK–12 Education 

Dataa Gap Analysis 

Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Status 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Code Yes 

Student Discipline Number of Days Suspended No 

Student Discipline Number of Days Expelled No 

Incident Instance Student Unique ID No 

Incident Instance Incident Type No 

Incident Instance Type of Discipline No 

4.6 How do increases or decreases in ddistrict/school dropout rates by 

subgroup compare to state dropout ra ates and dropout rates in similar 

districts/schools? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Code Yes 

4.7 How do district/school NCLB gradu uation rates for subgroups compare 

to state graduation rates and graduatiion rates in similar 

districts/schools? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes Used to o determine if 

studentt is retained. 

Success/Risk Indicators, and K 12 Tran nsitions 

5.1 What is the relationship between aabsence and performance on state 

assessments for different subgroups? 

No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

Student Attendance Number of Days Truant Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in Yes 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Attendance 

Student Attendance Attendance Rate No Can be derived. 

Student Assessment t Proficiency Level Yes 

5.2 What is the relationship between 

assessments? 

ggrades and performance on state No gap.. 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Section Course Letter Grade Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

5.3 What are the attendance patterns s 

who drop out by subgroup? 

and proficiency levels of students No gap.. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days 

Membership 

in No Can be 

school 

derived based 

ccalendar. 

on 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment School Exit Code Yes 

5.4 What were the early indicators of success or failure for students in an 

elementary school, i.e., what is the K––3 profile of students who either 

succeeded or failed? 

No gap.. 

A policy y decision is 

require ed to define 

"succes ss" or "failure". 

Student Demographihic Birth Date Yes 

Student Demographihic Years over age for grade Yes Can be derived based on 

Date of f Birth and Grade 

Level. 

Student Attendance Number of Days 

Membership 

in No Can be 

school 

derived based 

ccalendar. 

on 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

5.5 What are the strongest elementaryy school indicators of success or 

failure in the transition from elementa ary school to middle school, i.e., 

what is the elementary school profile of students who succeed or fail in 

middle school? 

No gap.. 

A policy y decision is 

require ed to define 

"succes ss" or "failure". 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Assessment t G3-8 Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

5.6 What are the strongest middle sch hool indicators of success or failure 

in the transition from middle school to o high school, i.e., what is the 

middle school profile of students who o either succeeded or failed? 

No gap.. 

A policy y decision is 

require ed to define 

"succes ss" or "failure". 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

5.7 How are students from specific hig gh schools performing at the post 

secondary level, and what are the stro ongest predictors of post secondary 

success, i.e., what is the high school prrofile of students who succeed at 

the post secondary level? 

Need to o collect data 

related to post secondary 

informa ation. May be 

informe ed by National 

Studentt Clearinghouse 

data if aavailable. 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Student Enrollment Enrolled in a Post Secondary 

Institution 

No 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Enrollment Post Secondary Exit Code No 

Student Assessment t SAT/ACT/IB exam results Yes 

Section Grade Post Secondary Grade No 

School Type Post Secondary Institution No 

Student Enrollment Post Secondary Entry Date No 

Student Enrollment Post Secondary Exit Date No 

Section Grade GPA Yes 

5.8 What is the previous academic and d attendance record of students in 

this school who are new to the district t? 

No gap.. 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Section Course Letter Grade Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Attendance Number of Days in 

Membership 

No Can be derived based on 

school ccalendar. 

Student Attendance Cumulative Days Present Yes 

Student Attendance Num Unexcused Absence Yes 

Student Enrollment District Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Enrollment Date Yes 

Student Enrollment School Entry Code Yes 

Program Outcomes 

6.1 What reading and mathematics pr rograms/interventions have shown 

the most success in increasing student t proficiency at the elementary, 

middle, and high school levels in similaar districts/schools? 

No gap in elements. Need 

a way t to identify similar 

schools s/districts. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

6.2 What dropout prevention program ms have shown the most success in 

decreasing dropout rates in similar dis stricts/schools? 

Data re elated to dropout 

preventtion are required. 

Student Enrollment Exit Reason Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code No CEDARS S collects Program 

Code, bbut it does not 

include e dropout 

preventtion program 

informa ation. 

6.3 What programs, services, and instr ructional models have shown the 

most success in improving the perform mance of students in special 

education and ELL programs in similar r districts/schools? 

Data re elated to 

instruct tional programs at 

the sch ool level are 

require ed. Teacher 

observa ation data would 

provide e a richer analysis. 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student SpEd Disability Code Yes 

Student SpEd LRE Code Yes 

Student SpEd Start Date Yes 

Student SpEd Exit Reason Code Yes 

Student SpEd Exit Date Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Student LEP Start Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Date Yes 

Student LEP Exit Reason Code Yes 

Student LEP Placement Test Date Yes 

Student LEP Assessed on English Language 

Proficiency 

No Can be derived based on 

Placem ment Test Date. 

Student LEP Placement Test Level Score Yes 

Student LEP Progress/Attainment in 

Language 

No 

Student LEP Primary Language Code Yes 

Student LEP Placement Test Scale Score Yes 

Student LEP Initial WA Placement Date Yes 

Student LEP Initial USA Placement Date Yes 

Student Assessment t Assessment Achieved 

Standard (Alternative 

Assessments) 

No 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

School Type Supplemental Services 

Provided 

No 

District Directory Instructional Model Code Yes Instructtional model is only 

collecte ed at the district 

level, sc chool level will also 

be nece essary. 

School Directory Other program, services, 

models 

No 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Field Authorized 

Area 

Yes 

Staff Credential Paraprofessional Qualification 

Status 

No 

Staff Credential Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credential Highest Level of Education 

Completed 

Yes 

Staff Credential HQT Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Credential Technology Standards Met No 

Staff Experience Years of Prior Teaching Yes 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Experience 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Teacher Workforce and Student Achie evement 

7.2 What are the differences in qualifi ications and experiences of 

teachers across classrooms, i.e., is the e quality of the teachers equitable 

across classrooms and different achiev vement levels? 

Need to o collect additional 

data rellating to staff. 

Staff Experience Years of Prior Teaching 

Experience 

Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Field Authorized 

Area 

Yes 

Staff Credential Paraprofessional Qualification 

Status 

No 

Staff Credential Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credential Highest Level of Education 

Completed 

Yes 

Staff Credential HQT Certification Status Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Credential Technology Standards Met No 

7.5 What are the characteristics of tea achers who show the greatest 

success in improving student achievem ment? 

No gap.. For a richer 

analysis s, additional growth 

data aree required. 

Student Assessment t 

GX 

Assessment t 

Perf Level 

Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Staff Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Identity Certification Number Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Experience Years of Prior Teaching 

Experience 

Yes 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

7.6 What are the most common chara acteristics of the teacher workforce 

in schools that show the greatest succ cess with students? 

No gap.. For a richer 

analysis s, additional growth 

data aree required. A policy 

decision n is required to 

define ""greatest success". 

Student Assessment t 

GX 

Assessment t 

Perf Level 

Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Staff Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Identity Certification Number Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Experience Years of Prior Teaching 

Experience 

Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Certification n HQT Certification Status Yes 

7.7 What are the characteristics of ele ementary classrooms, e.g., class 

size, student demographics, paraprofe essional support, that show the 

greatest success in improving student proficiency? 

Additio onal staff data 

needed d. For a richer 

analysis s, additional growth 

data aree required. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Gender Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Staff Credential Paraprofessional Qualification 

Status 

No 

June 2010 Page 47 



Washington State KK–12 Education 

Dataa Gap Analysis 

Table 10. Research and Policy Questio ns Gaps 

Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

7.8 What were the pre-service program ms of teachers who have high 

student success rates over time? 

Data re elated to staff are 

require ed. For a richer 

analysis s, additional growth 

data aree required. A policy 

decision n is required to 

define ""high student 

success s". 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Identity Certification Number Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Experience Pre-Service Program No 

7.10 What is the relationship between n the frequency and types of 

professional development provided in n reading and mathematics, and 

improvements in state assessment res sults? 

Data re elated to staff and 

profess sional development 

are req quired. 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Student Enrollment Grade Level Yes 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course 

No 

Staff Experience Number of Professional 

Development Hours 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course Start Date 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course End Date 

No 

Cost Effectiveness/Benefits Return oon Investment (ROI)/Cost Analyses 

8.1 What is the cost effectiveness of sppecific district/school programs, 

i.e., what are the per pupil costs (pers sonnel and program material costs) 

of programs that have improved the pperformance of specific subgroups? 

A policy y decision is 

require ed to define "cost 

effectiv veness." Program 

cost da ta are in iGrants, 

but is nnot broken down to 

the pup pil level. 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Assignment Section ID Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Student Demographihic Race/Ethnicity Yes 

Student Demographihic Economic Disadvantaged 

Status 

Yes 

Student SPED Primary Disability Type Yes 

Student LEP LEP Status Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

Staff Assignment School Code Yes 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

District Indicator Federal Programs Offered No 

Staff Assignment Total Salary No 

School Cost Program Yes 

School Cost Classroom No 

8.2 What are the cost benefits of fede erally funded supplemental 

programs in meeting measurable stud dent achievement targets, i.e., what 

were the per pupil expenditures of the ese programs and what percent of 

students met achievement targets? 

Need aadditional funding 

data. 

School Type School Improvement Funds 

Allocation 

No 

School Type AMAO Progress Attainment 

Status for LEP Students 

No 

School Type AMAO Proficiency Attainment 

Status for LEP Students 

No 

School Type REAP Alternative Funding 

Indicator 

No 

School Type Supplemental Services 

Provided 

No 

District Indicator Federal Programs Offered No 

District Indicator Funding Allocation Type No 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

8.3 What are the cost benefits of profe essional development expenditures 

targeted to specific subject areas and programs, i.e., what percent of 

in-service teachers’ students show imp provements over time in the areas 

targeted by professional development t? 

Need p professional 

develop pment data for staff 

and nee ed to be able to 

directly y link that training to 

a specif fic course. 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course 

No 

Staff Experience Number of Professional 

Development Hours 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course Start Date 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course End Date 

No 

Staff Experience Cost of Professional No 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Development program 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

Section Assignment Section ID Yes 

Student Enrollment School Code Yes 

Section Grade Letter Grade Yes 

Student Assessment t GX Assessment Perf Level Yes 

8.4 What are the cost benefits of profe essional development expenditures 

focused on teacher retention, i.e., com mparison of costs of recruiting vs. 

the costs of professional development t? 

Need d data on professional 

develop pment and internal 

process ses for recruiting 

new sta aff. 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course 

No 

Staff Experience Number of Professional 

Development Hours 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course Start Date 

No 

Staff Experience Professional Development 

Course End Date 

No 

Staff Experience Cost of Professional 

Development program 

No 

Staff Assignment Contract Beginning Date No 

Staff Assignment Term End Date Yes 

School Staff Cost of Recruitment No 

Cost Analyses 

9.3 What is the instructional cost brea akout by federal, state, and local 

revenues at the district, school, progra am, and classroom levels? 

Need th he cost information 

for eachh of the programs, 

courses s by class, and 

schools s. Cost per pupil 

Section Section Section ID Yes 

Section Course Course ID Yes 

School Directory School Code Yes 

Student Enrollment Program Code Yes 

School Cost Program Yes 

School Cost School Yes 

School Cost Classroom No 

9.5 What are the cost “savings” attribu utable to specific management 

actions such as process improvements s in the IT process to improve desk 

response capabilities? 

Need to o document cost 

and pro ocesses in place at 

the sch ool and district level 

to be abble to review costs 

over tim me. 

School Internal Type 

Processes 

No 

District Internal Type 

Processes 

No 

School Internal Resources No 
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Question Entity Category Attribute Exists? Notes 

Processes 

District Internal Resources 

Processes 

No 

School Cost Process No 

District Cost Process No 

9.7 At the aggregate level, what is the e resource consumption (personnel 

and non-personnel) for the major expeense categories defined by the 

district, i.e., regular education, speciall education, vocational education, 

administration, transportation, mainteenance, etc.? 

Need aadditional staff data. 

Staff Identity Certification Number Yes 

Staff Assignment Staff Category Yes 

Staff Assignment Instructional Grade Level Yes 

Staff Assignment Age Group Taught (Special 

Education) 

Yes Can be derived. 

Staff Assignment Course ID Yes 

Staff Assignment Migrant Education Program 

Staff Category 

No 

Staff Credential Staff Type Code Yes 

Staff Credential Teaching Credential Type Yes 

Staff Credential Special Education Program 

Contracted Services 

No 

Staff Credential Title III/LEP Instructor 

Credential Type 

No 

Staff Type Assignment Type Yes 

District Cost Transportation Yes 
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SUMMARY RECOMMENDATTIONS 

The Office of Superintendent of Pubblic Instruction has taken a number of steps towardds improving and 

tracking student achievement, incluuding adoption of common standards, and the recennt introduction of 

CEDARS. With 295 school districts rranging in size from fewer than 100 students to morre than 45,000 

students, managing these efforts iss a significant challenge. 

To help manage the data requiremeents of the state and federal government and meet the Legislative 

intent for a statewide longitudinal ddata system, OSPI intends to leverage the CEDARS ddata warehouse 

once it is built as the primary vehiclle for data collection and reporting. Although CEDARRS collects a 

significant number of data elementts across important educational domains, it is in the early stages of 

implementation with plans for furthher development as a full data warehouse. 

Discussions with OSPI data manageers and well as key state stakeholders interviewed thhrough the 

Research and Policy Questions porttion of the project revealed a consistent focus on the need and desire 

for the ability to collect, retrieve, annd analyze quality data in order to guide instructionn and improve 

student achievement as well as meeet the reporting requirements of the state legislaturre and federal 

government. To do this will requiree consolidation of many of the agency’s disparate daata collections into 

a comprehensive longitudinal data system. This comprehensive data system, along witth a rigorous and 

structured metadata documentatioon process, will allow for uniformity in definition, staandards, and use. 

As mentioned, Washington has a roobust student data collection system in CEDARS but no data 

warehouse or reporting solution. WWashington is currently in the process of releasing ann RFP to procure 

and develop the data warehouse inn accordance with state requirements and the visionn specified in their 

successful 2009 SLDS grant award. 

The following table displays recommmendations gathered and synthesized through the iinterview process 

and validated against the data dictioionary. Please see the Washington Metadata Workbbook for all 

identified gaps. There are six majorr recommendations followed by supporting significaant and minor 

recommendations. 

Table 11. Summary Recommendations 

ID Recommendation / Gap Discussion 

1 Use the SharePoint workbook crreated 

through this project as the commmon data 

dictionary to guide developmentt of the OSPI 

K-12 and ERDS P-20 SLDS data wwarehouses 

and data marts. 

OSPI and ERDC now have a significant reesource available 

through the metadata mapping containeed in the 

Workbook. Both agencies would benefitt from the 

continued development of the workboook and data 

roadmap. 

2 Enable valid teacher effect calcuulations 

based on student growth percenntiles. 

Although Washington is moving ahead wwith plans to 

implement a student growth model baseed on the Colorado 

Student Growth Percentile approach, incclude explicit plans 

to link to teacher for the purpose of provviding additional 

insights and evaluation models supporteed in Race to the 

Top. 
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2.1 Calculate and load student grrowth 

percentile into CEDARS data warehouse 

once built 

Include in data warehouse in order to exp pose to reporting 

capabilities once built. 

2.2 Establish section entrance an nd exit for 

class roster in CEDARS. Class schedule by 

course by date. 

Currently course attendance is snapshot bbased. 

2.3 Create Current, Prior Year 1 aassessment 

score growth. 

Support longitudinal growth structure rec commended by 

NEDM. 

3 Develop student drop-out / earlyy warning 

prevention and reporting modul le using the 

ABC indicators recommended in n the NGA 

report (Absence, Behavior, Coursrse Grade, 

and Over Age for Grade) 

Washington is examining this issue throu ugh the Building 

Bridges Workgroup. Incorporation of at rrisk factors in a 

state longitudinal data system offers disttinct advantages 

over local systems for understanding riskk at the state level. 

Washington should examine drop-out ea arly warning 

systems in the context of response to inttervention and 

positive behavior solutions to provide th he necessary 

support for at risk students. 

3.1 Collect student and incident level 

discipline data through CEDA ARS. 

This was a theme echoed consistently thr roughout the 

project in order to establish critical cross linkage of data and 

answer Research and Policy questions of interest. 

3.2 Improve student attendance attributes 

to enable accurate accountin ng of student 

excused absences and schoolol calendars. 

OSPI has the foundation in place to collec ct count of days 

attended but lacks the ability to determin ne an excused 

absence. Either define excused versus un nexcused absence or 

collect school calendar to determine atte endance. Create 

physical database structure to allow colle ection of daily 

attendance in the future. 

3.3 Extend course classification tto all grades. OSPI has intentions to “turn on validation n” thus improving 

the use of the codes. 

4 Replace teacher certification sys stem with 

one capable of collecting all requ uired 

educator information including p post-

secondary performance and rele evant major. 

The certification system currently lacks mmany of the 

features requested via research and poli icy questions as 

well as requires error-prone manual inte ervention. 

4.1 Develop plans to phase out ppaper 

systems / collections: CTE, eC Cert, Special 

Education discipline, e.g. 

4.2 Data in eCertification is not cconnected to 

Certificate DB; data not direc ctly used. 

Data is manually entered twice. 

4.3 Collect degree information annd 

institution related to certifica ation. 

Significant interest was expressed in havi ing more clear 

information on teacher education backgr round 

4.4 Extend system to maintain prrofessional 

growth plans connecting spe ecific course 

schedules and student outco omes with 

teacher qualifications. 

Vision for system extends to include track king a teacher’s 

entire history and their academic credenttials including their 

course, continuing education, degree, cer rtificates, 

endorsements, etc. 
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5 Commit to a feasibility study to uuse CEDARS 

data to drive apportionment. Ru un multiple 

models approximating Apportionnment FTEs 

with CEDARS head counts. Dete ermine 

variance. Design legislative actio on as 

needed. 

Recommend detailed studies of variance e of possible 

funding using CEDARS as first step in det termining district 

level differences between accounting meethods. 

5.1 Washington should expand itts chart of 

accounts for all school financ cial 

transactions and report the ttransaction 

data to OSPI for analysis and 

comparisons within the state e data 

warehouse once built. 

6 OSPI should establish a database e of record 

for each data element in the EDF Facts 

collections depending on the req quired 

reporting period. Those data can n then be 

published to the data warehouse e as the 

official record of the submission n. 

Although the CEDARS data warehouse ddoes not yet exist, 

when established it should contain data snapshots for all 

official EDFacts reports. 

6.1 Build EDFacts data mart as paart of data 

warehouse. 
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APPENDIX 

A. Excerpts from ESHB 22611 

July 16, 2009 

K-12 Education Data System: Legislative Expectat tions 
Excerpt from ESSB 2261 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 202. A neeww section is added to chapter 28A.300 RCW to read as follows: 

Legislative Intent 
(1) It is the legislature's inntent to establish a comprehensive K-12 educattion data 

improvement system for financiaal, student, and educator data. The objective of tthe system is to 
monitor student progress, hav ve information on the quality of the educator r wo rkforce, 
monitor and analyze the costs s of programs, provide for financial integrity and 
accountability, and have the ca apability to link across these various data co omponents by 
student, by class, by teacher, b by school, by district, and statewide. Educattion data 
systems must be flexible and abblle to adapt to evolving needs for information, buut there must be 
an objective and orderly data goovvernance process for determining when changees are needed 
and how to implement them. It iss the further intent of the legislature to provide inndependent 
review and evaluation of a compprehensive K-12 education data improvement syystem by 
assigning the review and monitooring responsibilities to the education data centeer and the 
legislative evaluation and accounntability program committee. 

Clients 
(2) It is the intent that thee data system specifically service reporting req quirements for 

teachers, parents, superintend dents, school boards, the legislature, the offi ice of the 
superintendent of public instru uction, and the public. 

Data System Features: Legisla ative Intent 
(3) It is the legislature's intent that the K-12 education data improvemeent system used 

by school districts and the state iinclude but not be limited to the following in nformation and 
functionality : 

(a) Comprehensive eduucator information , including grade level and coourses taught, 
building or location, progrram, job assignment, years of experience, the innstitution of 
higher education from whhich the educator obtained his or her degree, coompensation, 
class size, mobility of classs population, socioeconomic data of class, nummber of 
languages and which lannguages are spoken by students, general resourrces available for 
curriculum and other classsroom needs, and number and type of instructiional support 
staff in the building; 

(b) The capacity to link eeducator assignment information with educa ator certification 
information such as certiffication number, type of certification, route to ceertification, 
certification program, andd certification assessment or evaluation scores; 
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(c) Common co ding of ssecondary courses and major areas of study y at the 
elementary level or stan ndard coding of course content ; 

(d) Robust student infor rmation , including but not limited to student chaaracteristics, 
course and program en nrollment, performance on statewide and disstrict summative 
and formative assessmments to the extent district assessments are u used, and 
performance on college e readiness tests; 

(e) A subset of student innformation elements to serve as a dropout earlyy warning 
system ; 

(f) The capacity to link edducator information with student information n; 

(g) A common, standarddized structure for reporting the costs of pro ograms at the 
school and district leve el with a focus on the cost of services delivered to students; 

(h) Separate accountingg of state, federal, and local revenues and co osts ; 

(i) Information linking staate funding formulas to school district budg geting and 
accounting , including prrocedures: 

(i) To support the accuracy and auditing of financial data ; andd 
(ii) Using the prottotypical school model for school district finanncial accounting 
reporting; 

(j) The capacity to link prrogram cost information with student perform mance 
information to gauge the cost-effectiveness of programs; 

(k) Information that is c centrally accessible and updated regul arly ; annd 

(l) An anonymous, noniddentifiable replicated copy of data that is upddated at least 
quarterly, and made avaiilable to the public by the state. 

District Data Systems Export R Requirement 
(4) It is the legislature's ggoal that all school districts have the capability too collect state-

identified common data and expport it in a standard format to support a statewwide K-12 
education data improvement sysstem under this section. 

Reports 
(5) It is the legislature's inntent that the K-12 education data improvementt system be 

developed to provide the capabillity to make reports as required under section 2003 of this act 
available. 

Legislative Funding for New D Data Elements Required 
(6) It is the legislature's inntent that school districts collect and report neww data elements 

to satisfy the requirements of RCCW 43.41.400, this section, and section 203 of tthis act, only to 
the extent funds are available for this purpose. 
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July 16, 2009 

K-12 Education Data System: Legislative Expectat tions 
Excerpt from ESSB 2261 

NEW SECTION. Sec. 203. A neeww section is added to chapter 28A.300 RCW to read as follows: 

Purpose 
(1) A K-12 data governance grouup shall be established within the office of the suuperintendent of 
public instruction to assist in thee design and implementation of a K -12 educaation data 
improvement system for finan ncial, student, and educator data . It is the intennt that the data 
system reporting specifically serrve requirements for teachers, parents, supe erintendents, 
school boards, the office of th he superintendent of public instruction, the le egislature, and 
the public. Membership 

(2) The K-12 data governance grroup shall include representatives of the educattion data center, 
the office of the superintendent oof public instruction, the legislative evaluation annd accountability 
program committee, the professiional educator standards board, the state boardd of education, 
and school district staff, includingg information technology staff. Additional entitiees with expertise 
in education data may be includeed in the K-12 data governance group. 

Duties 
(3) The K-12 data governance grroup shall: 

(a) Identify the critical reesearch and policy questions that need to be addressed by 
the K-12 education data iimprovement system; 

(b) Identify reports and oother information that should be made availabble on the 
internet in addition to thee reports identified in subsection (5) of this sectiion; 

(c) Create a comprehenssive needs requirement document detailing the h specific 
information and technicall capacity needed by school districts and the staate to meet the 
legislature's expectatio ons for a comprehensive K-12 education data immprovement 
system as described undder section 202 of this act; 

(d) Conduct a gap analyssis of current and planned information comp pared to the 
needs requirement doc cument , including an analysis of the strengths aand limitations of 
an education data systemm and programs currently used by school districcts and the state, 
and specifically the gap aanalysis must look at the extent to which the exiisting data can 
be transformed into canoonical form and where existing software can be uused to meet the 
needs requirement documment; 

(e) Focus on financial annd cost data necessary to support the new K- 112 financial 
models and funding for rmulas, including any necessary changes to schhool district 
budgeting and accountingg, and on assuring the capacity to link data a across financial, 
student, and educator ssystems; and 

(f) Define the operating rrules and governance structure for K -12 dataa collections , 
ensuring that data systemms are flexible and able to adapt to evolving neeeds for 
information, within an objjective and orderly data governance process forr determining 
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when changes are needeed and how to implement them. Strong considerration must be 
made to the current practtice and cost of migration to new requirements. The operating 
rules should delineate thee coordination, delegation, and escalation authoority for data 
collection issues, businesss rules, and performance goals for each K-12 ddata collection 
system, including: 

(i) Defining and mmaintaining standards for privacy and confiden ntiality ; 
(ii) Setting data coollection priorities ; 
(iii) Defining and uupdating a standard data dictionary ; 
(iv) Ensuring dataa compliance with the data dictionary ; 
(v) Ensuring dataa accuracy ; and 
(vi) Establishing mminimum standards for school, student, finan ncial, and 
teacher data sysstems . Data elements may be specified "to the eextent feasible" 
or "to the extent aavailable" to collect more and better data sets froom districts with 
more flexible softwware. Nothing in RCW 43.41.400, this section, oor section 202 of 
this act should bee construed to require that a data dictionary or reeporting should 
be hobbled to thee lowest common set. The work of the K-12 dataa governance 
group must speciffy which data are desirable. Districts that can mmeet these 
requirements shaall report the desirable data. Funding from the leggislature must 
establish which suubset data are absolutely required. 

Updates and oversight 
(4) (a) The K-12 data govvernance group shall provide updates on its woork as requested 
by the education data ceenter and the legislative evaluation and ac coountability 
program committee . 

(b) The work of the K-12 data governance group shall be periodically revviewed and 
monitored by the educaational data center and the legislative evaluat tion and 
accountability programm committee. 

Reports 
(5) To the extent d ata is availabble, the office of the superintendent of public insstruction shall 
make the following minimum re eports available on the internet . The reports mmust either be 
run on demand against current ddata, or, if a static report, must have been run aggainst the most 
recent data: 

(a) The percentage of daata compliance and data accuracy by school district; 

(b) The magnitude of sppending per student , by student estimated by tthe following 
algorithm and reported ass the detailed summation of the following compoonents: 

(i) An approximatee, prorated fraction of each teacher or human reesource element 
that directly servees the student. Each human resource element mmust be listed or 
accessible througgh online tunneling in the report; 
(ii) An approximatte, prorated fraction of classroom or building cossts used by the 
student; 
(iii) An approximaate, prorated fraction of transportation costs usedd by the student; 
and 
(iv) An approximaate, prorated fraction of all other resources withinn the district. 
District-wide compponents should be disaggregated to the extent tthat it is sensible 
and economical; 
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(c) The cost of K- 12 bassic education , per student, by student, by schoool district, 
estimated by the algorithmm in (b) of this subsection, and reported in the ssame manner as 
required in (b) of this subbsection; 

(d) The cost of K- 12 speecial education services per student , by studeent receiving 
those services, by schooll district, estimated by the algorithm in (b) of thiss subsection, 
and reported in the samee manner as required in (b) of this subsection; 

(e) Improvement on thee statewide assessments computed as both a percentage 
change and absolute chaange on a scale score metric by district, by schoool, and by 
teacher that can also be ffiltered by a student's length of full-time enrollmment within the 
school district; 

(f) Number of K- 12 studdents per classroom teacher on a per teacher basis; 

(g) Number of K- 12 classsroom teachers per student on a per studentt basis; 

(h) Percentage of a classsroom teacher p er student on a per student bbasis; and 

(i) The cost of K- 12 eduucation per student by school district sorted by federal, state, 
and local dollars. 

Reports 
(6) The superintendent of public instruction shall submit a preliminary report too the legislature 
by November 15, 2009 , includinng the analyses by the K-12 data governance grroup under 
subsection (3) of this section andd preliminary options for addressing identified gaps.a A final 
report , including a proposed phaase-in plan and preliminary cost estimates for immplementation of 
a comprehensive data improvemment system for financial, student, and educator data shall be 
submitted to the legislature by Seeptember 1, 2010 . 

Technical requirements for su ubmitting data 
(7) All reports and data referenceed in this section, RCW 43.41.400, and section 202 of this act 
shall be made available in a mannner consistent with the technical requirements of the legislative 
evaluation and accountability proogram committee and the education data centerr so that selected 
data can be provided to the legisslature, governor, school districts, and the publicc. 

Data Accuracy/Disclosure 
(8) Reports shall contain data to the extent it is available. All reports must includde 
documentation of which data aree not available or are estimated. Reports must not be 
suppressed because of poor d data accuracy or completeness . Reports may be 
accompanied with documentatioon to inform the reader of why some data are misssing or 
inaccurate or estimated. 
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B. List of Interviewees 

Office Name Me eeting (PST) 

Digital Learning Karl Nelson 3/226/10 9:00 AM 

Special Programs and Federal Accounta ability Mary Jo Johnson 3/330/10 9:00 AM 

Child Nutrition George Sneller 3/330/10 1:00 PM 

Highly Capable Programs and Advancedd Placement Kristina Johnstone 3/331/10 10:00 AM 

Title I Learning Assistance Programs, Co onsolidated Program Reviews Gayle Pauley 3/331/10 10:00 AM 

Special Education Sandy Grummick 4/66/10 9:00 AM 

Information Technology Services Terri Baker 4/66/10 1:00 PM 

Information Technology Services Cynthia McCroy 4/119/10 10:00 AM 

Career and Technical Education Phouang Hamilton 4/119/10 11:00 AM 

Career and Technical Education Betty Klattenholff 4/119/10 11:00 AM 

Learning and Teaching Support Jeff Soder 4/221/10 9:30 AM 

Student Support Martin Mueller 4/228/10 10:00 AM 

Professional Certification Laura Gooding 4/229/10 9:00 AM 

Professional Certification Rebecca Jenkins 4/229/10 9:00 AM 

Student Transportation Allan Jones 4/229/10 12:00 PM 

Center for Improvement Student Learn ning (CISL) Rudi Bertschi 4/229/10 1:00 PM 

Special Programs and Federal Accounta ability Bob Harmon 4/330/10 11:00 AM 

Federal Programs and Accountability Anne Renschler 4/330/10 12:00 PM 

School Facilities and Organization Gordon Beck 4/330/10 1:30 PM 

School Facilities and Organization Angie Wirkkala 4/330/10 1:30 PM 

School Facilities and Organization Brenda Hetland 4/330/10 1:30 PM 

Professional Certification David Kinnunen 5/33/10 11:00 AM 

Customer Support Geri Walker 5/55/10 1:00 PM 

Customer Support Emily Brown 5/55/10 1:00 PM 

Customer Support Micah Ellison 5/55/10 1:00 PM 

Financial Services Cal Brodie 5/113/10 8:00 AM 

Bilingual Migrant Education Paul McCold 5/113/10 9:00 AM 

Bilingual Migrant Education Helen Malagon 5/113/10 9:00 AM 

Teaching and Learning Jessica Vavrus 5/113/10 1:00 PM 

Assessment and Student Information Robin Munson 5/117/10 8:00 AM 

Assessment and Student Information Sheri Dunster 5/117/10 8:00 AM 

OFM – Education Research and Data Ceenter Deb Came 5/225/10 1:00 PM 

OFM – Education Research and Data Ceenter Michael Gass 5/225/10 1:00 PM 

School and District Improvement Janell Newman 6/110/10 11:30 AM 
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C. Data System Gap Analysiis Project Description 

ABOUT THIS PROJECT 

The Washington Legislature establiisshed the K-12 Data Governance Group within OSPI for the purpose of 

assisting in the design and implemmentation of a K-12 education data improvement syystem for student, 

financial, and educator data. The Daata Governance Group’s tasks include: 

• Identify critical research annd policy questions; 

• Identify reports and other iinformation that should be made available on the innternet; 

• Create a comprehensive neeeds requirement document; 

• Conduct a data system gap analysis; 

• Focus on the financial and ccost data that is necessary to support the new K-12 financial models 

and funding formulas; and 

• Define the operating rules aand governance structure for K-12 data collections. 

The K-12 Data Governance group hhas, in turn, contracted with PCG Education to assiist in performing a 

data system gap analysis that annalyzes the current status of OSPI data systems compared to the 

Legislature’s intent. PCG Educationn will use this information in conjunction with aa prioritized list of 

research and policy questions that the state data system should address to determinee what data should 

be included in the state data systemm. 

Context for Interview 

The identification of a data gap, bbetween data desired and data collected, ultimattely occurs at the 

“element” level. While several systeems may collect the same item, grade level for insttance, a list of data 

elements is the non-duplicated listt of all those collected items. The primary purpose of the interview is 

to collect and validate the informaation necessary for identifying and documenting thee normative list of 

data elements necessary for identiffying data gaps. The types of questions you can expeect include: 

1) What system houses the da ata that your department collects? 

2) What are the detail level elelements that are collected in the system? 

3) Are these elements collecte ed at a student level or aggregated by school or dist trict? 

4) How often is this data colle ected? 

5) At what level is the data colollected (e.g., district, school)? 

6) What reports/outputs are ggenerated from this system? 

7) Are there any statistics that t you currently pull and publish? 

8) Is this system linked to any others? 
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D. Inventory of Existing Datta Sources 

Entity/Level Office / Busiiness 

Function 

System Sub Syst tem 

Student Accountabilit ty Alternative Learning Experience 

School Enrollment P105 / October 1 Enrollment 

Report 

School Accountabilit ty P105B 

School Accountabilit ty Private Ed Approval 

School Accountabilit ty Private Participation in Federal 

Programs 

Staff Accountabilit ty Teacher Quality Data Collection 

District Assessment AYP Preview 

Student Assessment CAA/CIA Database (Exit / Exam 

status) 

Student Assessment Contrasting Groups Study 

Student Assessment Promoting Academic Success 

(PAS) 

Student Assessment Washington Assessment 

Management System 

(WAMS) 

Student Assessment Washington Query 

School/District/State Assessment Washington State Report Card 

Staff Assessment WASL Math Range Finding 

Student Assessment Test Registration (OPT) 

Staff Assessment Test Scoring Application 

Student Bilingual LEP Migrant Student Data and 

Recruitment (MSDR) 

Staff Certification Electronic Certification 

School/District Child Nutritio on CNP2000 

Student Child Nutritio on Direct Certification Free Lunch 

Student Child Nutritio on Direct Verification 

Location Child Nutritio on Summer Food Site Listing 

District Career and Te echnical 

Education 

Career and Technical Education 

School/District Career and Te echnical 

Education 

Grad and Teen Parent Spreadsh heet 

Public School Career and Te echnical 

Education 

iGrants Annual Aggricultural 

Education n Program Report 
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School District Career and Te echnical 

Education 

iGrants Perkins Ennd of Year Report 

School Digital Learninng 

Department 

Multi-district Online Provider 

Application 

Student Digital Learninng 

Department 

Online Course Registration 

System 

School/District Digital Learninng 

Department 

School / People Database 

School/District Digital Learninng 

Department 

School sign-up system 

School/District Directory Education Data System 

Staff District and S School 

Improvementt 

National Board for Professional 

Teaching Standards (NBPTS) 

Scholarship 

School/District Ed Tech Tech Survey 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System 

School? Financial Serv vices Apportionment System School Di istrict Revenue 

Projectionns (F-203 and F-

203X) 

Staff Financial Serv vices Apportionment System Personne el reporting (S-275) 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System Student E Enrollment (P-223) 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System Budgetingg (F-195) 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System Budget Reevisions (F-200) 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System Year End Financial (F-196) 

District Financial Serv vices Apportionment System County Trreasurer’s Report 

(F-197) 

District Financial Serv vices Grants Claim System 

District Financial Serv vices I728 Report 

District Financial Serv vices SAFS 

Highly Qualifiied 

Teachers 

Academic Standards Learning And d Teaching 

Support 

EALRS 

Academic Standards Learning And d Teaching 

Support 

EALRS Management 

Staff Development 

Meeting 

Professional 

Development t 

Events Manager 

Staff Professional P Practices Statewide Fingerprint-based 

Criminal Background Check 

(FMS) 
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ESD Safe and Drug g Free 

Schools 

iGrants Title IV Sa afe Consort 

School District Safe and Drug g Free 

Schools 

iGrants Title IV Sa afe District 

District Safe and Drug g Free 

Schools 

Safe and Drug Free Schools and 

Communities 

Principles s of Effectiveness 

District Safe and Drug g Free 

Schools 

Safe and Drug Free Schools and 

Communities 

Student Special Prograams Honors Award Nomination 

Student Student Infor rmation CEDARS CEDARS -- Comprehensive 

Education n Data And 

Research System 

Student Student Infor rmation Core Student Record System 

(CSRS) 

Student Student Infor rmation Core Student Record System 

(CSRS) 

P210 – En nd of Year 

Enrollmennt Status 

Student Student Infor rmation Home Based Report 

District Student Infor rmation Homeless Children and Youth 

Data Collection Form 

School Student Infor rmation, 

School Safety y Centers 

Attendance and Weapons 

Student Student Servi ices Student Learning Plan 

Staff Student 

Transportatio on 

Bus Driver Authorization 

District Student 

Transportatio on 

Operations Allocation System 

District Student 

Transportatio on 

School Bus Information System School Bu us Depreciation 

District Student 

Transportatio on 

School Bus Information System School Bu us Inventory 

Staff / District / ESD Student 

Transportatio on 

Traffic Safety Education 

Program Approval 

School Tech Ed School Improvement Planning 

Tool 

District Healthy Youth Survey 

Multiple Multiple iGrants 174 form m packages 
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