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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: August 18, 2016

KDE NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: Joy Barr


	Attendees: Johnny Belcher, Lou Carter, Sharon Collins, Crystal Culp, Teia Cross Davis, Greg Felkins, Ashley Holloman, Phillip Kash, Christian Klaas, Benny Lile, Ron Livingood, Geri Redmon, Jackie Risden-Smith, Beth Roberts, Staci Rose, Beth Sumner

Absent: Melissa Bell, Tom Case, Ryan Davis, Erika Devore, Mary Feltner, Tom Guskey, Brian Lovell, Holly Owens, Tricia Shelton, Erica Thompson 

KDE Attendees: Kathie Anderson, Charles Harman, Kevin Hill, Yayo Radder, Alex Spurrier, Jennifer Stafford and Joy Barr

	

	Agenda Item: Welcome and introductions

Ron Livingood welcomed members to the work group meeting at 9:30 a.m. CT. and thanked Benny Lile and Metcalfe County Schools for hosting the meeting.

Based on discussion from the previous meeting, 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)


	Agenda Item:  Growth
Develop Definition
The Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) provides an option of including student growth or other academic indicator at elementary and middle schools only. Currently Kentucky measures growth equally using two calculations: 1) student growth percentile in reading and mathematics, and 2) categorical growth model sums up the number of students moving from a student performance level (NAPD) to a higher level, the number remaining at proficient and distinguished divided by the total number of students.

Members comments included:
· Value should be placed on the growth of individual students.
· Preference would be given to a system with pre and posttests to assess individual growth. 
· Student’s academic growth within the school year should be reflected independent of their performance, i.e. novice students can show growth but still be novice. Accordingly, some students experience little amounts of growth, but it is not reflected, i.e., gifted students may be distinguished, continue to be distinguished and not grow. System should celebrate the growth of all students by including multiple levels within a performance area for example, low-novice, medium-novice, high-novice.
· System should identify student learning has taken place and be communicated with students, teachers and parents. Proper communication can provide motivation for all stakeholders. 
· For the individual student, placing labels is defeating. Growth can provide a positive outlook for a novice student. Improve student motivation toward achievement (away from novice-always novice).
· Develop a system where all students can be celebrated. 
· Social/emotional growth should be embedded in the system and we should encourage student growth (both academic/nonacademic).
· System should provide individual growth targets or trajectories. 

Comparison of Growth Models
· Individual student level--one number, where the student starts and ends (vertical).
· Categorical growth—move within the proficient/distinguished category (performance band).
· Comparison growth—looks at students with similar academic backgrounds, did the student perform similarly as those around him/her.
· Growth to standard—this model looks at a growth trajectory toward a level in a particular point in time. What amount of growth does it take to get a student to a fixed end point?

Comments included:
· Kentucky needs a growth model that is simple to explain that is tailored to the individual student.
· We value the idea of growth, but there is little confidence with the explanation.
· All students need to feel they have a place and know how to get there. Students must not be set up for failure. 
· Growth is different for all students and should be based on standards within the grade level. The Response to Intervention (RtI) system corresponds to standards. Let’s build on that system connected to standards.
· We like the categorical approach but would include the individual piece as well.
· Concern about schools “gaming” the system.
· Starting at grade 3 is too late.  How can growth be quantified at K-3? 
· Growth to standards model is not going to change within the schools.
· System is unfair if 40% cannot show growth.
· Individual growth can be viewed at the micro level and is a local decision.

Members were asked “How much growth is enough?” 
· There is no growth model that is perfect.
· The consistency of the growth to standard trajectory is valued.
· While it may be nice to categorize students, it lowers expectations.
· There are barriers facing students that are outside of the school’s control. 

Inclusion in Accountability Model
· Elementary/Middle: 
K-8 course work is more similar than at the high school. Adding growth at elementary/middle is beneficial – attempt to motivate the individual student, but must bring meaning.
· High:
Growth should manifest itself in authentic leadership, life readiness (which includes college/career), competency based performance, etc. It is difficult to measure growth at the high school level. There are multiple course paths a student can take which makes growth at the high school problematic. If growth at the high school is not required, don’t add another measure. 

	

	Agenda Item:  Alternative School Accountability
Alternative Education Programs exist to meet the needs of students that cannot be addressed in a traditional classroom setting but through the assignment of student alternative classrooms, centers, or campuses that are designed to remediate academic performance, improve behavior or provide an enhanced learning experience. There are many types of alternative schools in Kentucky. 

Members were asked, For accountability purposes, who should be responsible for students enrolled in alternative schools? Ideas included,
· Districts are responsible for providing the alternative schools and therefore should receive the accountability.
· A1 schools that have never provided instruction to students enrolled in alternative schools may not want the accountability (depends upon the type of alternative school). 
· There is a need for different categories lumped under the umbrella of alternative schools. 
· Proportional of time student spent in the school should be equal to the amount of score that is attributed to the school.  
· Accountability needs to be tailored to the specific alternative school.
· Concern was shown for the quality of education provided by alternative schools.
· Use of a dashboard approach could highlight practices at alternative schools including, number of students placed in an alternative school, number of qualified teachers and resources available.
· Alternative school issues are bigger than an accountability issue. There should be guidelines on creating and structure of alternative schools.

Further discussion:
· Members suggested the use of the dashboard for K-3 schools, including attendance, parental contact and parent engagement. 


	Agenda Item:  Next Steps

Future Meetings:
· September 1—Grant County Board of Education, Dry Ridge, 9:30 a.m.-3:30 p.m.
· September 15—300 Sower Blvd., Frankfort, 9:30 a.m.-3:30 p.m.
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