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KENTUCKY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

ADVISORY GROUP MEETING SUMMARY

	ADVISORY GROUP: 
Committee for Mathematics Achievement (CMA) 
LIAISON: 
Pamela Pickens
	MEETING DATE: 
September 20th , 2013 (9 am EST)
NOTE-TAKER/CONTACT: 
Pamela Pickens

	

	ADVISORY GROUP MEMBERS PRESENT:  
Ryan Davis, Kim Elam, Keith Embry, Alice Gabbard, Robert Hebble, Robin Hill, Linda Howard, Bonnie Humphries, Shawn Justice, Sarah Kasten, Hope Marchionda, Joe McCowan, Dan McGee, Charles McGrew, Jennifer Phipps, Pamela Pickens, Beth Roberts, Penny Roberts, Brian Robinson, Edna Schack, Tim Sears,  Jennifer Stafford, Ed Thome, June Vander Molen, Margaret Yoder

	

	Agenda Item:  End-of-Course Assessments for Algebra II
Discussion/Action:  Ken Draut was unable to attend due to illness.  Jennifer Stafford provided a brief summary of the work in the Office of Assessment and Accountability.  She offered the history of the assessments starting with Senate Bill 1.  With this legislation, the end-of-course assessments were adopted, the office developed guidance policies, grades 3-8 would have summative assessments, etc.  Jennifer discussed in detail the positives and negatives of customized assessments and off the shelf products.  The office submitted a Request for Proposal for a customized assessment for the Kentucky standards and the items were reviewed by a panel for alignment, bias, etc.  Jennifer also discussed how Kentucky could not compare students to other states because of the customized assessment.  The off the shelf product would allow students to be compared with other states.  A partnership with ACT was developed.  With this partnership, there could be a comparison to national standards for PLAN and ACT.  Some portions of the test have been modified, but ACT wants to maintain the national comparisons.
Jennifer Stafford opened the meeting to specific questions.
“If teachers are required to teach Common Core standards, why are students tested on Quality Core standards when they have not been taught those standards?”  
· Beth Roberts stated that teachers are required to teach Common Core, but the end-of-course assessments are Quality Core.  She highlighted that there are big discrepancies between Common Core Standards and Quality Core Standards. She specifically mentioned the matrices and plus standards.  Last year, the committee submitted a letter to KDE about this issue and requested those questions not be included in the final scores.  This year, KDE has stated that those questions will be included.  Beth feels as though the assessment is still not fair, because students become frustrated when they get to the plus standards on the assessment.  Hope Marchionda reiterated how students will shut down with those questions and the rest of the test is not valid.  
· Robin Hill suggested looking at a comparison of ACT to the Quality Core Assessment and thought it might be appropriate to request a study of the blueprint and the alignment to standards.  Beth Roberts asked for clarification about what teachers should really teach or plan for – the common core standards or the quality core assessment.  Alice Gabbard asked about how the end-of-course assessment was counted into final grades for students.  Beth Roberts stated that it could count as 20% of the final grade, but it was a school or district decisions.  The committee discussed the issues surrounding the grading policies.  
· Jennifer Stafford shared with the group that ACT provides a formative item pool and access to the other 8 assessments created for other courses.  The State Board recommended that the end-of-course assessments should be figured into the final course grade.   Last year, it was recommended to count as 5-20% of students’ final grades.  Scale scores were also provided and connected to the CPE benchmarks to check what score could be considered college and career readiness.  The use of this grading scale was suggested. Schools and districts have the final decision about whether or not to use the provided scale. 

· Dan McGee discussed conducting a study about the comparison of those assessments.  KCM is currently completing a study using statewide data about math programs.  
· Robert Hebble questioned the variety of the percentage counting in final grade of the assessment score.  Beth Roberts stated that most school councils made this decision prior to knowing what test was going to be used and before the discrepancies were identified and reiterated the main question.  What should teachers being teaching: Common Core or Quality Core?
· Robin Hill mentioned the connections document that identified the gaps.  Matrices were not included because they were not supposed to be included in the assessment.  The document is being revised to address the gaps.  Jennifer Stafford stated that if all products were purchased then all would be covered.  However, only a portion was purchased.
Beth Roberts asked, “Why was Algebra II selected when the alignment is not there?”  She said that not many plus standards were addressed in Algebra I. 

· Jennifer Stafford said that Algebra II was selected because Algebra II is a high school requirement.  Most students take Algebra I in middle school, so that is why it was selected

Brian Robinson asked, “What do teachers need to teach?  Where is the future of testing?”  

· Brian Robinson discussed the level of implementation of mathematics.  The law states testing must be done in the last 2 weeks of school, as well as other tests.  Even though councils can select the grading scale, schools need time to adjust the scale for final grades.   One of his major concerns is holding student accountable for things not taught.  Brian briefly shared what his school attempts to do for their students.  They encourage taking Algebra II by the end of their junior year, so their senior year can be used to get students College and Career Ready with remediation/interventions.  He feels there has been a mixed message between ACT, Quality Core and Common Core and there is a need to be aligned.  
· Jennifer Stafford stated that EXPLORE and PLAN going away.   ACT is focusing on another test.  KDE is looking for other options and vendors.  Commissioner Holliday is looking for input and feedback about what is needed.  Jennifer also discussed the state’s involvement in PARCC.   Kentucky is a participating state, which means the state is involved in a work group, monitoring process, etc.  The current contract with Pearson ends in 2017 for assessments on the Common Core.  
· Shawn Justice provided an elementary perspective and stated that there is lag of communication from KDE.  She highlighted that all teachers want students to be successful and teachers need to know what to do before they are asked to perform.  Teachers often feel as though they are playing catch up.  She also reminded the group that these decisions are really dealing with kids’ lives, not just one high school course.  The group discussed the college connection.  The group stressed how the end-of-course assessment score ultimately affected KEES money and scholarships. The discussion also addressed concerns about changing assessments in the future.  Beth Roberts stressed the need for a transitional phase for teachers, schools, and districts.  The group discussed issues related to communication, assessments, standards, etc.
· Ryan Davis discussed looking forward to PARCC assessments.  He shared that most teachers are excited about the Common Core and professional development on the new standards, but being assessed on Quality Core makes it difficult for teachers to know exactly what to do.
Keith Embry asked for clarification on why the questions cannot be identified and not included in the final score.  “Why can’t there be 2 scores – 1 with all questions and 1 without the plus standards?”  

· Robin Hill stated that Quality Core is objectives that are more targeted.  She shared her experience of reviewing the items.  
Kim Elam asked about the extended response questions and if they are going to be included in future assessments.
· Jennifer Stafford stated that extended response have been taken out of state accountability for end-of-course assessments.  KDE recommends and has the expectation that extended response work continues at the local level to help support College and Career Readiness.
Beth Roberts asked for clarification about what teachers should do and what should be done for students.
· Hope Marchionda reiterated that none of the plus standards should be on the assessment, if they were not taught.  
· Robin Hill asked for the CMA to decide on a recommendation for what needs to be done.
· Edna Schack reminded the group of the discussion from 2010-2011 from Ken Draut that Algebra II was going to be the first of several end-of-course assessments.  The additional assessments have not rolled out yet. 

· Robin Hill stated that those assessments/suites are still being considered.
Key Questions/Concerns: Kim Elam asked for the committee to decide what the CMA should do now to address this concern.  The committee discussed what they wanted to recommend related to the end-of-course assessments.  The committee discussed the need for a study based on the data from the end-of-course assessments to support the recommendation.  The committee will draft a recommendation.  The CMA would like for KDE to compare ACT and EOC for juniors.  Beth Roberts volunteered the Planning Subcommittee to take on this task.

	

	Agenda Item:  Continuous Instructional Improvement Technology System (CIITS)
Discussion/Action: Joe McCowan provided the group with a presentation focusing on the Implementation of CIITS.  Previously, the focus of CIITS was just a system but now about how it affects student learning.  Focus: continuous learning, capacity building, systemic thinking and planning, scaling up, and on-going communication and collaboration.  CIITS is a service delivery focused on supporting effective teaching and learning.  Joe shared that Cooperatives, Colleges and Universities, and other Education agencies will be granted more access to CIITS through District 175.  They are just waiting on all permissions to be granted.
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item:   Discussion of Mathematics Intervention Resources
Discussion/Action: Alice Gabbard summarized the history of this agenda item.  The committee was provided with notes from the workgroup and a copy of the draft resources.  Alice discussed the workgroups proposal to the CMA.  The group discussed the need for math intervention resources to be included in the KSI document, support for teachers, schools, and districts, etc.  The group provided some feedback and suggestions for the intervention resources and where these items can be house.  The group stressed the importance of viewing this document/list as ever-changing and growing.  KCM shared that their main focus right now is professional learning of mathematics for teachers.  It was suggested that we could focus on professional learning about being critical consumers of resources.  Alice asked the group about their input regarding research-based strategies.  The group thought it might be good to focus on what math research-based strategies are and empowering teachers to make these decisions.
Key Questions/Concerns: The committee will develop a small focus group for each grade level – primary, intermediate, middle and high.

	

	Agenda Item:  Agency Reports
Discussion/Action: 
· KDE – Robin shared information about the Math Collaborative Work Group and the focus on initiatives from PreK – 12th grade.  The group noticed lots of support in elementary levels, but lacking in the high school area.  This initiative is related to the Proficiency Plan.  She reiterated information from Jennifer about assessments from earlier in the meeting.  The group is working with the Commissioner’s Delivery Unit about data connected to the math initiatives.  
· Council on Post-secondary Education – n/a
· Educational Professional Standards Board – n/a
· Adult Education – June Vander Molen talked briefly about the new ACT rolling out in June and mentioned challenges related to the new assessment.
· Mathematics Achievement Fund – The committee was provided with a report from KCM that was prepared by HumRRO. Alice Gabbard provided a brief history and summarized the data from the report.  She specifically mentioned considerations for future research, highlighting the comparison samples based on KPREP.  This report focuses on years 1 – 6 of the program.  She highlighted the fluency assessments and explained the measure that was piloted by MITs last school year, looking at how to confirm the reliability of the measure, etc.  
Key Questions/Concerns: n/a

	

	Agenda Item:  Subcommittee Reports
Discussion/Action: 
· Planning – Beth Roberts – no new items or updates to share.
· Teaching and Learning – Kim Elam announced that this subcommittee does not currently have a chair.  She asked for nominations.  No nominations were provided.  Kim asked for the subcommittee to consider nominations by the next online meeting.
· Communications and Dissemination – Robert Hebble shared that the subcommittee has been working on a proposal for online voting.  Robert shared the proposal with the group.
· With this message, I am calling for a motion to approve the (Fill in name of) proposal and state proposal; the first person to respond indicating a motion will put the proposal into an action item. 

· The second person to respond will automatically provide a second to the motion. 

· Chair sends “Roll Call on Motion and Discussion” e-mail with end date for discussion of motion; All must respond to the receipt of this e-mail. (Chair will contact members that do not respond to make sure they received e-mail and determine corrections to dissemination to individual if needed, like changing the e-mail to which all are replying.) Members may move to extend discussion date if needed.

· After Discussion ends, chair will call for an electronic vote with an e-mail ballot in a message entitled “Vote on (insert name of) Action Item”. To vote, members will need to reply to the electronic vote email message with specific date for close of vote.  Majority of vote is determined from number of members on the committee.

· The group discussed the proposal.  Concerns – what if members are vacation?  time frames?  The group discussed.

· Robert Hebble asked for a vote and all voted to pass the proposal.  
Key Questions/Concerns:  n/a

	

	Other Items (can include items not on formal agenda, action to be taken, next steps, food for thought): 
Kim asked for any new business.  There was not any additional business.
Kim asked for meeting dates.  The group decided to keep the 3rd Friday of each month:  January 17, February 21(face-to-face), March 21, April 18, May 16

The group discussed the new members and possibility of switching subcommittees and discussed how the newest members were placed on the subcommittee.  Kim stated that she would send out descriptions of each subcommittee to all members.
Beth Roberts asked for the Planning committee to change their time to 2:30-4:00 EST.

Teaching and Learning – 9-10:30 am EST

Communication and Dissemination – 1-2:30 pm EST

Planning – 2:30-4:00 pm EST

Kim shared that when Amy Hunter left the committee in May.  Beth Roberts has agreed to serve in this role for the rest of the calendar year.  June Vander Molen motioned for Beth Roberts to continue in this role for the next year.  It was seconded by Robert Hebble.  The full committee voted.  Beth Roberts will serve as co-chair for the 2014 calendar year.
Brian Robinson nominated that Kim Elam continue as chair.  Brian motioned and Beth Roberts seconded.   The full committee voted.  Kim Elam will serve as chair for the 2014 calendar year.

Robert motioned to adjourn at 2:28.  Beth Roberts seconded the motion.
After the full committee, the subcommittees met briefly.  
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