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Group #1 
 
Facilitator: Kiira Kärkkäinen 
 
Design specifications 
 
1) The platform should be built for multiple audiences (administrators, teachers, parents, general public). 
 
Implications:  

• there should be different types of interfaces, views and different vocabulary used for the different 
stakeholders: one interface cannot work for all 

2) The platform should be able to work in different contexts (districts, states, countries) and allow for 
tracking students across jurisdictions. 
 
Implications:  

• There should be a unique national student identifier; in the meantime, an extra field could be 
added in the context of the Innovation Lab Network so that students can be tracked in the 
different participating states/districts 

• Standards should be developed, possibly internationally, to make the data systems inter-operable, 
and to avoid multiple reporting or entering of data 

• Transcripts/certificates of past studies should easily follow the students 

3) The platform should also address teachers’ learning and training. 
 
Implications: 

• Teachers should be tracked through a unique identifier 
• There should be information about the credentials and professional development of teachers: the 

platform should diagnose teachers’ needs and help identify how they could be helped and 
supported in their teaching and learning 

• Another objective would also be to reach a better skill match between specific teacher’s abilities 
and their use in educational institutions by school principals 

4) The platform should include instructional material with tagged content, including adaptive testing. 
 
Implications: 

• Work on enhancement procedures/algorithms to monitor and improve the quality of content and 
of testing 

• Work on procedures/algorithms to identify the best resources for specific students or classes 



5) The trends and diagnosis derived from the data in the system should be pushed to the users (principals, 
administrators) in a timely and automated manner; the system should link these reports to solutions or 
resources that help decision-making 
 
Implications: 

• Automate the delivery of trends and diagnosis report 
• Platform should give early warnings about predicted risks of dropout, etc. 
• Platform should be linked to financial data and help administrators decide on returns on 

investment – in addition to instruction material 

6) The platforms should include information about students’ soft skills and socialisation. 
 
Implications: 

• This could be done by including teachers’ qualitative assessment of students’ soft skills (teachers’ 
views matter) 

• Students’ voice should be part of the data: their interests, social networks, self-assessment and 
comments about reports about them should be included in the system: it is capital to have positive 
inputs on all students 

 

7) The platform could/should include non-educational data, including “sensitive” data such as health data 
or criminal justice data. Where not possible, education data should at least follow people if they enter in 
the juvenile justice or health system so that their educational needs can still be served. 
 
8) The systems should connect to labour market results. 

Governance issues 
 
1) Building and understanding demand is essential in the process of developing and using the platform 
 
Implications: 

• Put a strong emphasis on communication 

• Track how people are using the platform and use this information for its further developments 

• Engage parents as effective drivers of change (and communicate differently with them), while 
keeping in mind that parents and teachers may have very different views and needs 

2) Need for a new regulatory environment: 
 

• Academic information can be transferred from one institution to the other with no other 
intermediate 

• Data standards 

3) Accountability: the decision of using the information in the platform as a tool for accountability 
(sanctions/rewards) cannot be universal and has to be decided locally depending on social and political 
conditions.  
 



• The platform should always be used for diagnosis purposes and come with support to the various 
stakeholders using it so that they can address the issues diagnosed (no accountability without real 
support). 

• There should be some incentives for the system to be used 

4) Data retention and transparency: 
 

• The data should be kept for ever for research purposes, in an anonymised form 

• Giving access to most data seemed preferable to the group, as this could help to set the best 
conditions for the future performance of the students 

• However, if deemed necessary, some data (such as discipline or criminal records) may only be 
visible to stakeholders for a shorter period of time or at specific times (and be removed from their 
sight after some time) 

5) Need for professional development: 
 

• One risk associated with the wealth of information included in the platforms is that it adversely 
affects the treatment of some students, for example because of prejudices against the student 
given its characteristics or past behaviour, or for strategic reasons. There should be professional 
development on how to use the data but also on how not to use them (and some unforgiving 
behaviours should actually be forbidden, possibly by law) 

• It should be emphasized that a diagnosis identifies a predictive pattern that is not deterministic 
but that requires a problem-solving behavior: students should not be sanctioned because of their 
past performance or behaviour 



 

Group #2 
 
Facilitator: Troy Ruemping 
 
Discussion #1—improving usability 
Everyone was concerned with the challenge of ensuring the data system we build is easily usable for 
teachers/practitioners. We agreed that it is critical to design the system with the user in mind. To do this, 
the group offered several techniques, in increasing levels of sophistication: 

• Use cases—develop very detailed, very realistic descriptions of what users will do  with this 
system. What problems is it solving for them? What is it like to be a user with at the moment 
they’re using the system? 

• Decision support—rather than 
presenting users with data that 
they learn to interpret, walk them 
through a series of questions that 
help to structure their thinking in 
a way that defines the right 
type/mix of data for their needs. 
Imagine a step-by-step “wizard” 
that gradually uncovers the 
business challenge they’re 
looking to solve, and reveals the 
best set of data to solve it. 

• Recommendation engine—better 
than providing them the right 
data, is a system that actually 
makes a suggestion for action. 
What should a teacher/practitioner 
do next, given the current state of performance? This is obviously much more difficult to build, 
but it turns our system from a “report” into a “tool”. 

• Connection and reflection device—even more sophisticated than a system that says “you should 
do XYZ” is a system that strengthens your ability to figure out what to amidst the complexity of 
your context. For all the times when a recommendation is insufficient (because judgment is 
required, or because the right solution will depend on factors not evident within the data system), 
it will be more helpful for the data system to “know its own limitations” and help the user know 
where to go to get the complete set of information they need. To fully empower the user, the data 
system might connect them to others who can help them, or identify the key other factors the user 
would need to take into consideration before making a decision. Now THAT is a system that 
users would find quite helpful. And if its genuinely helpful, you don’t need to worry (much) 
about usability. 

Discussion #2—accountability and metrics 
We quickly aligned on a framework to describe the metrics that we would include in our data system, and 
the subset of those metrics that would be used for “accountability” purposes.  



• At all levels in the Innovation Lab Network (state, district, school), practitioners should agree a 
small number (three?) of student outcomes that really matter for kids. These might be literacy and 
numeracy, but they might be other things that better reflect the outcomes that we know would 
provide kids a better life for the long term. 

• In addition to this very 
short list, each district or 
school may expand the 
list by adding a very small 
number of additional 
accountability metrics that 
they feel strongly are the 
things for which they 
should be held 
accountable (maybe just 
one thing? two?). The 
spirit of this amendment 
is, “although we all pretty 
much agree on the big 
things that we want for 
kids, here at 
[District/School XYZ] we 
feel we ought to be held 
accountable for attribute ABC as well, because that is central to our mission.” 

• In addition, there will be a large set of other performance metrics that are useful to track. We have 
theories about the predictors of student outcomes, so we should use those theories to create the 
complete dashboard we expect practitioners will find helpful. These “intermediate” metrics may 
vary from school to school, because schools have different models for the behaviors and 
structures they use to help kids learn. E.g., one school may put a premium on student 
collaboration, and another may closely watch student participation in leadership activities. 
Wherever it makes sense for the state to gather/report the data (because of economies of scale or 
the importance of auditing the data across localities), the state can include it in its overall data 
system. Where this doesn’t make sense (because it is cheaper or more accurate to track it locally), 
the state or cross-state network should provide some data standards to ensure that the non-
centrally-generated data can nevertheless be included in reports with other data. 

 
Regardless of the specific metrics that the state, district, and school decide to track, the dialog about what 
to track, and why, is extremely important. This dialog is an extremely powerful way for practitioners to 
ensure they are aligned in their mission for kids, and to make explicit their commitment to participating in 
the Innovation Lab Network. (“If you really want to join the ILN, you will commit to an accountability 
system that measures A/B/C…”) 
 
Discussion #3—creating interoperability 
To make it possible to “unbundle” education data systems and make them “modular”, we discussed three 
types of standardization that would be useful: 

1. Data object standards—if a system tracks an object such as a “student” or a “course”, what 
specific data is that, and in what format? How much information do you need about a “school” to 
uniquely identify it? What are all the bits of data you need to know you’ve contributed a complete 
“lesson” to a lesson bank? 

2. Interface agreements between systems—if one system is going to send data to another, what 
format does that data need to take? E.g., it’s not enough to agree on how you identify a “student”, 
you must also agree that if you are going to send the data for 100 students that the first bit of 



information will be the identifier for the student, and then will come their grades, and then their 
attendance data, and so on. 

3. Crosswalks between educational content and commonly held frameworks—if I develop a lesson 
to teach fractions, and I store it in an open-source lesson bank, it will be important for me to tag 
this lesson with (e.g.) the common core standards it applies to, so that others can know where it 
might fit in their lesson plan for the year. If I’ve developed a module for teacher professional 
development and I tag it as “professional development” when everyone else is anticipating a tag 
of “teacher training”, they won’t easily understand how my contribution fits in their organizing 
schema. 

 



Group #3 
 
Facilitator: Chris Lohse 
 
With regard to essential functionality that the Innovation Lab Network (ILN) should offer… 

o A world-class user interface should be offered, and indeed the system must be designed 
from an end-user perspective.  Presentations should be elegant and intuitive to invite 
further use.    

o The system should be longitudinal and designed, from a research point of view, to point 
to causal relationships.  Such design will likely require the ongoing engagement of a 
group of researchers.  Panel designs, more than (or at least as equally emphasized as) 
cohort designs should be implemented when possible. 

o The system should allow for transparent views of growth.  There were arguments about 
whether value-added metrics should be used, as some argue that they are not transparent 
metrics.  Everyone seemed to agree that metrics should be clearly explainable in plain 
English, and should even be adaptable – meaning, for instance, that if a teacher took 
exception to how an algorithm was recommending content or adjudicating her 
performance, she could propose and pilot alternative methods.  Some of these 
adjustments may prove to be ineffective, but the possibility for people to explore within 
the system should exist.   

o Multiple outcomes should be measured.  Children’s academic well-being should be 
gauged against measures of health, affect, and engagement.  There should be some 
common metrics across the system, and innovation around metrics should be encouraged 
in each of the “school” sites, to learn about new measures that may yield great insight. 

o The system should be extensible to allow for unimagined collections and for data from 
unconventional sources – like video games.   

o System should be accessible to a wide array of stakeholders, including parents.   
o System should be built quickly, but iteratively.   
o Teachers should be linked to students, but so should programs.   
o Thoughtful meta-studies around the use of the system should be conducted, driving best 

practice recommendations and changes to the system to meet user needs.  
o The system should drive as quickly as possible to a recommendation engine by 

algorithmically tying data to content through responses to an open-item bank.   

With regard to governance principles CCSSO should consider… 
o Several examples were offered for follow-up study, including J-Store, a repository of 

journal articles that serves the scientific community, and The European Union’s 
administrative law procedures for governing environmental policy in Europe. 

o The question of whether “governance” was an appropriate term was discussed at length, 
since some of the functions we may want the “governance” group to assume would not 
typically be defined as governance.  For instance, there was strong agreement that one of 
the primary roles of an overseeing body would be to actually grow and feed a knowledge 
ecosystem, occasionally weeding ineffective metrics, and monitoring the introduction of 
non-native species (metrics) for unintended consequences. 



o One of the key roles would be to generate high-quality studies by acting as the gate-
keeper to a responsible research community.  Models of how the United States deals with 
questions of researcher access were contrasted with Canadian models, though there were 
open questions about relative effectiveness of each.   

o There must be integrity around the measures that are used in the system, and that integrity 
should be preserved by a governing group.   

o There was strong agreement that CCSSO should eventually transition the governance to 
an international body, which could drive toward international standards for at least some 
measures in education (though it should preserve a flexible model that allows for 
localized extensibility, as should CCSSO). 

o Representatives on the body should be able to generate authority and political cover for 
the work.  

 



Group #4 
 
Facilitator: Nelson Gonzalez 
 
Agenda.  A clear focus for data systems needs to be articulated so that the systems respond to specific 
user needs. 

- A very different, personalized learner experience should drive system development – need to 
bring a consumer model to bear 

- Need deeper and broader definitions of outcomes, not minimal content standards – content and 
measurement need to be brought into the next generation 

- This agenda should be facilitated through new data/analytics – used for both 
management/improvement and public accountability 

 
Specifications.  Such a system should be built according to clear design specifications: 

- Experience-focused. Focus on experience: real time, instant reward, student/parent-centered  
o Define user-goals – specific problems of practice 
o Enterprise model: student as client, teacher as employee 

- Modular. One-stop shop for teachers - modular, practical resources 
- Open. Build open: architecture, APIs 

o Common utility – base layer 
o Cross agency linkages 

- Quality.  Assumes an overabundance of data, resources – implies governance, authority, quality 
control, algorithms  

o Accountability plus improvement – service led model 
- Equitable. Focus on equity and access – universal design 

 
Recommendations.  Interested parties should agree to pursue a common course 

- Governance mechanisms needs to be defined 
o Must attend to messaging, to ensure social acceptance, mitigate fears of “Big Brother” 

 Change the language/frame…not about data, about student experience – about 
learning 

o Two–levels of governance 
 Public  

• Privacy: go beyond complaining to solving problems 
• De-identifying data – layers of access and approval 

o For research 
o For use 

 Market aggregation – create buying collectives 
• National 
• Global 
• Collaboration, competition, IP, World Bank – these issues should be the 

topic of further OECD-led conversation 
o Scan Innovation Lab Network states for data standards, see what’s possible 

 


