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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 15, 2016

KDE NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: Joy Barr

	

	Attendees: Johnny Belcher, Lou Carter, Sharon Collins, Crystal Culp, Ryan Davis, Teia Cross Davis, Greg Felkins, Ashley Holloman, 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: Melissa Bell, Tom Case, Erika Devore, Mary Feltner, Tom Guskey, and Phillip Kash  

KDE Attendees: Kathie Anderson, Laura Arnold, DeDe Conner, Karen Dodd, Amanda Ellis, Charles Harman, Kevin Hill, Kevin O’Hair, Yayo Radder, Alex Spurrier, Jennifer Stafford, Chris Williams, and Joy Barr

Guest: Jacqui Kearns, University of Kentucky
	

	
	

	Agenda Item: Welcome and introductions
Ron Livingood welcomed members to the work group meeting at 8:00 a.m. ET. The meeting was held at the Kentucky Department of Education’s new office building in Frankfort at 300 Sower Blvd.

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 Assessment Work Group 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: Concurrent discussions
· Alternate assessment subgroup
             Members discussed how to measure student academic achievement  in the 
             alternate  assessment program:
· Academic grade level standards are non-negotiable.
· Bridging the gap to life skills is difficult.
· Currently Kentucky contracts with the University of Kentucky to develop the alternate assessment, but could involve teachers more in development.
· Teachers selected six standards to be assessed. Dimension A students have four answer options while dimension B students have three answer options. The state may consider students identified and what is appropriate for a uniform test and judgement for accountability. 
· Current test design is picture-based; however, some students may fixate on one picture only. Often, the last picture they see is the one they select.
· A portfolio could be one option going forward. Portfolios were removed per direction of teachers in 2011 as a portfolio requires teachers to develop and implement their own content level standards assessment, often up to four time for the same standard.
· Members suggested a review of the learning progression framework (i.e., similar to what has been done in science), with emphasis on age/grade appropriate content.
· A review of current standards is needed. Members suggested a reduced number of standards tested overall.
· A system is needed to get students to the next point in life (life ready standards for all). Teach alternate students problem solving skills.
· Development of a balanced assessment system is desired that provides opportunitues to develop an Alternative Diploma and a standards-based curriculum (i.e., learning progression framework).

Members continued with discussion on the alternate assessment:
· Concern about the AAAF requirement under the current system was shared. There is too much over sight while regular education students do not maintain student folders. AAAF is time consuming and needs to be reviewed.
· Career ready standards in mathematics should include financial literacy for all students.
· Dimension B is difficult to assess for students with no consistent communication pattern. 
· All students need a communication system and a way to measure or leverage the system in place.
· Create Professional Learning Communities within the state to address issues and work samples to have standardized process.
· Students should be reassessed yearly to determine placement. 

· English Language Learners subgroup
· Background and current assessment
Chris Williams, Program Consultant with the Office of Assessment and Accountability, provided background information (history) on the EL program.  This is a growing population (In 2006, 11,000 EL students were tested in 730 Kentucky schools; In 2016, 22,000 EL students were testing in over 900 schools).

Upon enrollment in the school district all ELL students are provided a Home Language Survey. Then an identified student is given the WIDA ACCESS placement test (W-APT). Once the ELL student is placed, a Program Services Plan is written for the student, based upon the student’s individual language needs.
· Future inclusion in accountability
The subgroup members discussed a variety of options around the accountability of the ELL students:
Option 1: Exempt from testing in year one; fully accountable thereafter
Option 2: Exempt from testing in year one; academic growth measured in year two; fully accountable thereafter.
Option 3: Hybrid of Option 1 and Option 2.

Members discussed the value of the acquisition of language as well as academic attainment.
	

	
	

	Agenda Item: Group discussion/recommendations from concurrent sessions
· Alternate Assessment Recommendations
1. Develop a balanced assessment system that includes practical life skills in addition to academic standards relevant to student needs
2. Purposefully review and select appropriate standards based on learning progressions (like alternate assessment for science)
3. Dimension B students should include less standards with communication interventions (limit Dimension A to 4 and Dimension B to 2)
4. Do not require the AAAF because the AT has been validated since the move from the Alternate Portfolio
5. Need career ready standards in math and financial literacy for all students

· English Language Learner Recommendations
1. Value K-12 growth in English language acquisition.
2. Value English language attainment.
3. Value the time allowed requirements if advantageous to the student.
4. Value supports for those who exited the program.
	

	 
	

	Agenda Item:  College/career readiness (CCR)
A. Collaboration with CCR Work Group
Amanda Ellis, Associate Commissioner in the Office of Teaching and Learning, and Laura Arnold, Associate Commissioner in the Office of Career and Technical Education, shared with the Assessment Work Group members the dialogue being shared at the College and Career Readiness Work Group. CCR’s charge is to define college and career readiness in a new accountability system. The CCR group is looking for a measure of success for post high school transition, such as students enrolled in postsecondary education through apprenticeship, military, etc. within a number of years after high school graduation. 

Members discussed:
· Allowing students to use a body of evidence (similar to a resume) to demonstrate college/career readiness across several domains of skill/knowledge/accomplishment that are aligned with their course of study in high school.
· Looking to local business/industry to form partnerships with work-based learning.
· Allowing students freedom to explore different pathways and avoid targeting.
· Providing exploration opportunities at elementary and middle schools – spectrum of skills at each level. 
· Meaningful, a moral obligation to create a well-rounded student.

B. Types of assessments:
Components of a body of evidence (resume) may include, but not be limited to:
· Academic (college readiness exams, college placement exams, Advanced Placement, successful course participation and/or passage of exam, dual credit, etc.)
· Technical (industry certifications, work ethic seal, licensure, credentials, pathway completion, internship, job shadowing, etc.)
· Leadership (school council, student government, community service, etc.)
· Local Measure (school/district/community, identify value in the city/county, region, i.e., senior capstone project).

Students would be offered rich experiences to build their body of evidence (resume) before leaving high school.
	

	
	

	Agenda Item: Review/edit assessment work group recommendations
Members discussed the overall recommendations from the group. As a follow up, members would be asked to rank the topics discussed using the recommendation worksheet developed from the meeting summaries. Seventeen members prioritized the recommendations: 
1. Assessment system aligned with Kentucky’s Academic Standards.
2. College/career readiness.
3. Assessments that require critical thinking skills.
4. Computer adaptive assessments.
5. Program Reviews.
6. Literacy and numeracy are the focus of our current accountability system. This is important, but it has the unintended consequence of “crowding out” non-reading/mathematics instruction.
7. The current assessment only measures cognitive outputs.
8. Current measures of student growth for elementary and middle schools are not clear and do not fully capture student progress.
9. Growth at high school.
10. Time spent on testing.
11. Inclusion of alternative schools in the accountability system.
12. Inclusion of local metrics into the accountability system.
13. Current testing at high school includes one end-of-course exam per content assessment.
14. English Language Learners (value statements).
15. [bookmark: _GoBack]Alternate Assessment.
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