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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
ACCCOUNTABILITY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY


	ADVISORY GROUP: Assessment
KDE FACILITATORS: Jennifer Stafford and Kevin Hill
MEETING LEADER: Ron Livingood 
	MEETING DATE: September 1, 2016

KDE NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: Joy Barr


	Attendees: Johnny Belcher, Melissa Bell, Lou Carter, Sharon Collins, Crystal Culp, Teia Cross Davis, Greg Felkins, Phillip Kash, Christian Klaas, Benny Lile, Ron Livingood, Brian Lovell, Holly Owens, Geri Redmon, Jackie Risden-Smith, Beth Roberts, Staci Rose, Tricia Shelton, Beth Sumner, and Erica Thompson

Absent: Tom Case, Ryan Davis, Erika Devore, Mary Feltner, Tom Guskey, Ashley Holloman,  and Beth Sumner 

KDE Attendees: Kathie Anderson, Jamee Barton, DeDe Conner, Charles Harman, Kevin Hill, Kevin O’Hair, Alex Spurrier, Jennifer Stafford, and Joy Barr

Guest: Jacqui Kearns, University of Kentucky

	

	Agenda Item: Welcome and introductions

Ron Livingood welcomed members to the work group meeting at 9:30 a.m. ET. The members expressed their thanks to Ron Livingood and Grant County Schools for hosting the meeting.

Based on discussion from the previous meetings, Ron Livingood set the framework for the day’s topics. He reiterated the main topics valued from the members: 
· Focus on the whole child
· An assessment based on Kentucky standards
· Balance of literacy/numeracy and critical thinking skills
· Developmentally appropriate time spent on testing
· Integrated content areas in assessment (i.e., mathematics and writing, science and writing) 

Jennifer Stafford emphasized the importance of the accuracy accurately reflecting the group’s discussion in the meeting summaries. The August 18 notes were reviewed for accuracy. 

Jennifer Stafford reviewed the available handouts and noted the PowerPoint that Commissioner of Education Stephen Pruitt and Associate Commissioner Rhonda Sims presented to the Senate Education Committee about the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) and its implications for Kentucky. 

	Agenda Item: Non-tested subjects

Overview of system
Jamee Barton, Program Consultant in the Office of Teaching and Learning, shared an overview of the current Program Review changes for 2016-17. Commissioner Pruitt established a Program Review Task Force made up of teachers, principals, Chief Academic Officers and Superintendents from across the state. The Task Force recommended several changes to improve the process of the Program Review to the Kentucky Board of Education. Changes include:
· All A1 schools, including the Kentucky School for the Deaf and Kentucky School for the Blind must complete all Program Reviews that apply.
· Program Reviews will be completed on a designated rotating schedule, two per year. For 2016-17, Visual/Performing Arts and Practical Living/Career Studies are on the rotation.
· Schools will complete Assurances yearly for each program.
· Rubrics are streamlined, focusing more holistically on program quality.
· No evidence will be listed in ASSIST.
· Schools will no longer write rationales in ASSIST.
· Schools will no longer complete Career Advising Diagnostic or the Next Steps Diagnostic in ASSIST.
· K-3 programs will now only be documented using the Assurance (this will be the only reporting process for the K-3 Program Review.)
· Timelines for entering data will be in place and late entry in ASSIST will result in a “0” score on that Program Review.
· Work plans will replace rationales—KDE will provide examples and non-examples of evidence-based work plans. 

Members expressed concern about program reviews:
· Some school districts have concerns about fulfilling the requirements of the global competency program review. 
· Having the necessary resources to fulfill the program review requirements is inadequate across the state.
· Time requirement is concern, especially for a teacher’s whose plate is already full. 
· Valuable program but completion of the rubrics are too time-intensive.
· Difficult to find language teachers. Need university recruiters to encourage students to go into this area in college.  
· Dance is an issue in the Visual/Performing Arts program review.
· Schools and districts need to have a way to share what other schools are doing. Blog, etc. developed might be good idea for sharing. 


Future inclusion in accountability
Currently there is no requirement in ESSA for program reviews. Members were asked “Should program reviews be included in the future accountability system?” 
· There is value and importance of non-tested areas. The emphasis should remain at the local level. 
· In order for students to receive quality programs, there must be some type of accountability.
· Suggested the possibility of attaching the Program Review process and implementation to a superintendent’s evaluation? This could lessen the work load on the classroom teacher.
· Program Reviews require a comprehensive evaluation system.  
· School based decision making (SBDM) councils need to be involved. 
· Concern mentioned about the importance placed on certain parts of a dashboard method.  Does the placement affect the importance? 
· Local schools/districts should prioritize resources. 
· Unfortunately, the current system of accountability is about getting points. Because program reviews are in a non-tested area, the numbers mean nothing. There remains a fundamental challenge of assessing non-tested subjects. 
· The validity of the program reviews is affected due to its self-scoring measure. 
· Suggested to look at what other states are doing in non-tested areas.
  
Additional comments brought to the table:
· Consider looking at professional organizations as a resource. 
· Members asked about Response to Interventions (RtI). According to the National Center on Response to Interventions, “RtI integrates assessment and intervention within a multi-level prevention system to maximize student achievement and to maximize social and behavioral competencies. With RtI, schools identify students at risk for poor learning outcomes, monitor student progress, provide evidence-based interventions and adjust the intensity and nature of those interventions depending on a student’s responsiveness, and identify students with learning disabilities.”
· Accountability can be determined through public reporting; and not through an actual overall score.  Important to communicate time, access and opportunity. If an overall number is required, it should remain as transparent as possible. Combination of both will give the accountability system value–equitable access. 
· The score must mean something. It sets the expectation.
· To summarize: simplify the rubrics, make less time intensive, provide access and opportunity, and consider more local decision making.

	

	Agenda Item: Process for assessment work group recommendations

· Format
Jennifer Stafford provided a worksheet for the Assessment Work Group to review. This process was what the assessment work group (and other work groups) would submit to the Steering Committee, which would include a list of the accountability areas identified as working and/or not working. Information from the meeting summaries would aide in the development. 

· Initial draft
Members were asked to give thought to the initial recommendations, prioritizing the areas working and/or not working. After updating, the worksheet will be sent to members to review and bring suggestions to the September 15 meeting.


	Agenda Item: Alternate assessment

· Identification of students
Jacqui Kearns, with the Human Development Institute at the University of Kentucky and Kevin O’Hair, Program Consultant in the Office of Assessment and Accountability, provided an overview of the alternate assessment program. There is a misconception of students in the alternate program. Kentucky tests about 5,184 students (1.3%) in the alternate assessment program.

· Standards for assessment 
Kentucky’s Alternate Assessment is designed to address the needs of these students by allowing greater depth of adaptation, modifications and alternative modes of participation. There are a variety of levels of symbolic communication for students to engage in meaningful communication. Attainment Tasks are picture-based performance events that require students to complete a task, working step by step as directed by the teacher. The Transition Attainment Record is a checklist which evaluates the student’s readiness in reading, mathematics and science. The TAR aligns to Kentucky requirements for administering the ACT (grade 11) assessment.

Member comments included:
· Script is difficult for teachers to use when administering the test.
· A portfolio is a good way to show growth and measure success, but is very cumbersome.
· At some schools, the teacher is not held to high standards. 
· Time permitted does not allow opportunity to teach practice skills. 
· An alternate assessment needs to be a balance of standards and skills. 
· The overall content standards need to be reviewed to create a meaningful assessment.
· Everyone wants all students to be successful in life! An alternate assessment needs alignment with standards. 
· Value a balanced assessment that includes the whole child and is standards based. Need a way to monitor to check content and alignment. 

	Agenda Item:  Next Steps

In the interest of time and the importance of the discussion, the Assessment Work Group tabled the conversation around the alternate assessment. At the September 15 meeting, the group will continue the discussion around the alternate assessment. Other topics to be discussed will be English Language Learners, College and Career Readiness and Recommendations.

Future Meeting

· September 15—300 Sower Blvd., Frankfort, 8:00 a.m.-4:00 p.m. ET.
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