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MR. RITSCH:  Well, good afternoon, everybody.  How are you all doing?  Great.  Good.  We've become a regular group here.  I think we're sitting in the same seats.  It's becoming very familiar.



So, thanks for coming.  Welcome to those who are joining us for the first time.  We've particularly got a group here of State Education Technology Directors.  Where are you Education Technology Directors?  All right.


(Applause.)



MR. RITSCH:  Yes.  Welcome to town.  Thank you for being here.  And then welcome back to those of you who have been to past forums.  You should have gotten agendas at the door.  



We are talking today about "Measuring Progress and Creating Systems of Continuous Improvement."  That just means accountability is what we're talking about today.  And I'm Massie Ritsch.  I'm the Deputy Assistant Secretary for External Affairs and Outreach here at the Department.  And we've got a great panel again this week for you, and we will get to them shortly.



Of course, we'll have time for your questions and comments.  Let's stay focused on the topic at hand, and, as always, speak directly into the microphone.  And we'll, of course, post transcript and video on the website.  I think that's all.  Each of our panelists is going to speak for about five minutes or so, and that'll give us plenty of time for the comments portion.



So, now I'd like to turn things over to our Assistant Secretary for Elementary and Secondary Education, Dr. Thelma Melendez.



MS. MELENDEZ:  Thank you, Massie.  Good afternoon.  Thank you for coming, and it's always a pleasure to be a part of these groups for me.  You've always brought such interesting questions, and always made us really reflect about our move forward.



As many of you know, this is the third of five Stakeholder forums that we're holding at the Department as an extension of the Secretary's Listening and Learning tool.  Both are part of the Department's efforts to hear what's worked, and what hasn't, with No Child Left Behind.  



Not surprisingly, today's topic, accountability, has been the subject of most of the feedback we've heard, and it's been consistent.  Most give credit to No Child Left Behind for using student outcomes as a measure of success.  It helped to expose the achievement gap by requiring test scores’ reporting on each subgroup of students. 

From my vantage point, as a former Superintendent, this was a needed and impactful change.  We are able to see where our students stood, who needed the most support, and hold ourselves accountable to insuring their academic success.  I saw schools change their behavior, and begin to respond more urgently to the needs of all of their students.  But we also know that we don't want measurements that have an adverse effect on curriculum, instruction, and learning.  The hard work of driving student achievement happens in the classrooms where teachers, educational leaders, and the community work to create rich, vibrant, and rigorous learning experiences for our children.



It was clear to me then, as it is now, that the accountability measures in the new ESEA must encourage this work.  A new ESEA can also do more to reward schools who are taking the right steps by their students to improve.  



As a superintendent, it was disheartening to watch schools apply the same interventions to improve, especially where the circumstances did not fully warrant it.  And in my conversations with superintendents from other states, we often spoke of how varying standards drove far too varied levels of acceptable student learning and achievement.



In my travels lately, these concerns are persistent, as ever, among teachers, principals, superintendents, board members, and advocacy groups.  And as our Secretary has said, we envision a new ESEA that is tight on the goals, and loose on how to achieve them.



We must maintain rigorous standards for success.  We want a new ESEA that rewards schools and districts for growth and gain, gain that prepares our students for college and careers based on high standards that will get them there, greater flexibility, more support, incentives, better assessments, and higher standards.  These are all principles that must form the core of the new ESEA.



We look forward to hearing your ideas today, and from our panel, as well.  Thank you.  


(Applause.)



MR. RITSCH:  Thank you, Thelma.  And now to introduce the panel that we've got today, we have our Assistant Secretary for Planning, Evaluation and Policy Development, Carmel Martin.



MS. MARTIN:  Thank you, Massie, and thank you, Thelma.  Thank you for joining us again today.



I'd like to just echo what Thelma said, that I think the Secretary and the President both believe that NCLB got some things right, including exposing the achievement gap, and setting the same expectations for all students in a state, holding schools accountable for how they were doing by all students.  It said loud and clear, you're not a good school if you're not educating all of your students.



We have to stand by these core principles, or our neediest kids will suffer.  But we also know that there are things that need to be fixed.  That's one of the reasons the Secretary feels so strongly that we need to get reauthorization done sooner than later.  Some of the fixes that the Secretary and the President have already articulated are acknowledging that AYP was too blunt a tool, so we need to differentiate between schools, as Thelma mentioned.  We know that growth matters.  We need to look at individual student growth models, instead of just status measures.  And we know that the current assessments don't measure the full range of what students should know and be able to do, so we need better assessments.  And that's, obviously, something that we're trying to work on even before the reauthorization takes place, through funding through the Race to the Top.



We're hoping to take a fresh look at all of these ideas, as well as new ones.  One of the things we want to think more about is how we can provide positive incentives, and recognize success, not just by looking at individual student growth, but by recognizing schools that are showing significant improvement or turnarounds that are making progress.  Where there's progress being made, we should recognize it, and learn from it.



We'd also like to be more thoughtful about the role of states and districts.  Schools can't do it alone, but the current accountability system really does put most of the pressure and the burden at the school level, and we need support from the other levels of the system.  And we'd like to think about how, as Thelma mentioned, we allow for greater flexibility around how to make schools work, while still maintaining accountability for results. As the Secretary has said many times, the best solutions often come from local communities.  



So, there's a lot to discuss under this topic, so I will move on and turn it over to our panelists.  We have a terrific group here today to help us to frame the conversation, and kick us off.  We're going to start with Harold Doran, who is the Principal Research Scientist for the American Institutes of Research.  He's an expert on the benefits and limitations of growth models, and the need to maintain rigor, simplicity, and transparency in measures.  He has served on the Department's National Technical Advisory Council, and participated as a peer reviewer of growth models for the Department.



Next, we have Martha Thurlow, who is the Director of the National Center on Educational Outcomes.  She's a leading expert on issues of policy and practice for students with disabilities, including assessment and standards.  As Director of NCEO, she manages and conducts research on accountability, alternate assessments, reporting, and universally designed assessments, among other topics.  



Next, we have Delia Pompa, who is Vice President for Education at the National Council of La Raza.  She oversees NCLR's education programs, and has been working on federal policy around English language learners and accountability, for years, including as the former Director of the Office of Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs here at the Department of Education, so she's an alumni.



And, finally, we have Linda Darling-Hammond, who's a Professor of Education at Stanford University.  Linda is an expert on, among many other things, teacher quality, equity, and school redesign.  She's a different kind of alum.  Linda, as most of you know, served on the President's Education Policy Transition Team, and we just are not accepting that she's in California.  We're going to keep bringing her back.  



So, with that, I'll ask Harold if he could get us started.



MR. DORAN:  Sure.  Thank you for having me here today.  It's really a pleasure to be here, especially with my distinguished colleagues.



At the American Institutes for Research, AIR, I'm, more or less, a methodologist.  I do statistical work, and psychometric work on State Operational Testing Programs, implement growth models, value-added models.  And that's really the area of work that I do day-to-day.  My goal today, though, is to be methodologically agnostic.  I will try to avoid any terms that are technical/statistical.  I'm happy to entertain any growth model-specific questions, but really what I'd like to do is talk about how do you build these systems more at a 30,000 foot level, and not get into the details of what kind of growth models do I think are valuable, what do I think of value-added models, how are they implemented.  Of course, if you have questions along those lines, I'm happy to elaborate on them.



Let me first start by saying, Dr. Hammond and I were talking in the back, and I'm going to stay what's called for within the metric.  I want to acknowledge up front that a robust and holistic accountability system really needs to include multiple measures, measures that don't always come from test score data.  I don't think there's a person in this room that would disagree with that.  But, at the same time, it's hard to value schools if they're not generating significant learning outcomes with their kids.  



So, with that acknowledgment, I'm going to leave some of those other details for other panelists, and focus within the metric, because that's most of the work that I do.  I just don't want you to think that I'm avoiding a core issue.



Let me tell you that I'm going to entertain the question, how do you incorporate growth models into accountability systems?  I have a few minutes to do this, so I'll try and rush through this information without being too disparate on some of the topics.



The first thing I think the federal government really needs to do is to help states, and encourage them to build tests that are designed to measure growth.  I think there are three states right now that I know of that are doing an exemplary job in that area.  Let me name them, and then detail why I think that's happening.



The first is the State of Oregon.  They have what I call a multi-attempt computer-adaptive testing model that's been implemented as a part of their operational testing program for the past few years.  The next are the States of Hawaii and Delaware, both of which are following suit, developing multi-attempt computer-adaptive testing systems, which will be field tested this spring, and operational in the following school year.



Let me now describe why I think those kinds of systems are important.  I think there are two reasons why.  One, if we're interested in implementing growth models, you have to have scores that are accurate at the individual student level.  So, here's about as technical as I'll be today.



With paper tests, which most states use, what we called fixed form assessments, you don't get good measurement at the individual student level for all kids.  What that means is, you've got a scale to work for kids, irrespective of where they score.  But you get what are called standard errors.  Those standard errors tell you how much noise is in the score.  A small standard error is desirable.  Standard errors near the proficiency cut point tend to be very small, indicating here's the student's score, and we know it relatively well.  Scores that are further away from the proficiency cut point tend to be measured with a lot of error.  That's common with fixed form assessments.



Computer-adaptive tests work very differently.  They're designed to specifically narrow in at a student's level of ability, and not only provide a scaled score, provide a standard error of measurement that's very small.  So, principle number one, let's develop tests that are designed to accurately measure student performance, and measure growth.  



The second thing that I think is desirable in the testing system, which Oregon is doing, is to have multiple attempts.  The current model is this, you teach all year long.  You test in April or in May.  You get scores back in the summer time when the students are gone.  You come back the following year, and maybe would use that information, or some kind of instructional remediation.  The probability that people actually do that is very slim.  So, in Oregon and these two other states, what they're doing is a multi-attempt model.



The testing window opens at the beginning of the year.  The testing window closes at the end of the year, say May.  Kids have to have up to three opportunities to test within a school year.  They can take it whenever they want, Day One, Day Two, Day Three, or November, January, and May.  Their highest score counts.  



This is a culture that thinks about growth, that values growth, and that uses growth.  And the reason why is, the student can take the test the beginning of the school year.  The teacher gets the score back immediately, as soon as the student is done.  That information can now be used for some kind of remediation, instructional enrichment.  You can do more diagnostic work with the kid, even though these are summative tests, we can still squeeze out some diagnostic information.  We can retest the kid later.  We can now view patterns of longitudinal growth within a school year, not only from fourth grade to fifth grade, which is a very large chasm, but within a school year.  So, I think two things for building tests; one, encourage states to have multiple attempt opportunities within a school year.  And, two, move towards adaptive testing, because we get better measurement at the individual kid level.



All right.  Next.  If we're going to incorporate growth into an accountability system, the way I think it ought to be done is to do it in a compensatory way.  First of all, I think we should keep the metric that we have in place now, which is simply the percentage of kids at or above proficient.  I think that's still a valuable statistic to look at.



Now, it's not comparable across states.  You can't look at Massachusetts, and you can't look at Washington, D.C., and compare the percentage of kids at or above proficient, because if you've looked at the NAEP Lincoln Studies, you know that their performance cut points are very different in terms of what they mean.  Proficient is not proficient across states.  But, irrespective of that, I think it's a valuable metric to keep.  That's one dimension.



The other dimension that we need to look at is growth.  Now, on the first dimension, status, we have a threshold.  On the second, growth, we don't have a threshold, and here's what I mean by that.  If you look at scores only from the status perspective right now, the first threshold is the annual measurable objective, what states call the AMO.  When we say a school is good, or they're good with respect to AYP, the percentage of kids scoring at or above proficient is greater than that AMO.



However, if you have a growth dimension, you now need to have a second threshold; that is, how much growth is good enough to deem the school to be avoiding any particular sanctions that might be associated with performing poorly.  



Well, this is a challenge.  So, this is the challenge that I'll entertain for the next couple of minutes.  One, growth is hard.  Some states have what are called vertical scales.  And with those vertical scales, you can track a student's progress over time.  And I can measure that Harold had a scaled score of 400 at the beginning of the year, or last year, and he has a scaled score of 500 now.  He grew by 100 points.  It's relatively straightforward and simple.  But those only work within the state.  So, for example, Arizona might have a vertical scale.  But growing by 100 points in Arizona has nothing to do with growing by 100 points in Texas, totally different scales.  So, can the federal government say we expect students to grow by 200 scaled score points per year?  The answer is no, you can't do something like that.



Most states do not have vertical scales, and there are some ways to measure growth in the absence of those scales.  Colorado is one state that's doing that.  Colorado does have a vertical scale, but they don't use it.  They have a methodology that does not rely on the vertical scale.  



Given that there are all of these issues with respect to how to measure growth, how do you define a second threshold?  Well, I think the way that you do that is to have sort of a bifurcation of the two different methods.  With the status threshold, I like for that to be criterion referenced, and by that I mean, the percentage of kids scoring at or above proficient should be compared to an expected number, similar to the way it is now.  I don't know what the exact number is, and I don't know how that number should change over time, but I do think there should be a final goal.



The second method, the growth dimension, I believe, should be norm-based.  And here's what I mean.  Because it's really difficult to map growth to curricula content, one of the ways we can define that second threshold, I believe, is by expecting that a good school is one that makes growth that's better than average in that state.  



So, now, imagine that you have two dimensions, status, and you have growth.  Now, we have two thresholds.  A school is really good, whatever the means, if they have a high percentage of their kids at or above proficient, and their growth is better than the average in the state.  Imagine this sort of model, what people call this four quadrant model, to show which schools are doing really well.  



Schools that we need to be most concerned about from an accountability perspective would be those that have a low percentage of kids scoring at or above proficient, and they're making very low growth.  

Now, I used the term earlier "compensatory", because one of the things that I believe is, there are schools that have a very small percentage of their kids scoring at or above proficient.  It's a function of many things.  In particular, it could be a function of their student population intake, not necessarily how well they're doing with their kids.  But one of the things that you'll notice in some of these schools is that they're making tremendous growth with their student population.  So, soon enough, you might expect these schools to actually catch up, and to have a higher percentage of their kids at or above proficient.  Those are the schools that would benefit most from the growth model.  And they would avoid any particular sanctions associated with failing to make AYP.



In the current system, unless the state has a growth model approved through the Pilot Program, they have a series of sanctions that are associated with not making AYP.  So, it's this multidimensional perspective. 



The problem is this.  We don't have tests that are designed to measure growth now.  Let's start building tests that are designed to measure growth.  There are intricacies associated with how you build a test, whether it has a vertical scale, whether it doesn't have a vertical scale.  And that's why I want to be methodologically agnostic, because I have opinions and ideas on how those things work.  But let me step away from that for just a moment, and say now, that we should encourage states to build tests that measure growth, with or without vertical scales.  I don't care.  But then you look at schools through this multidimensional perspective, and you have two thresholds.  Threshold one, criterion reference, threshold two, norm reference, now becomes the bigger problem.  Now you have to come up with numbers. Now you have a school that has growth of X, and is that still good enough?  Well, there are ways to get around that problem.  



So, let me just end with this. I think there are a number of states who started to move in this direction.  I just finished working with the State of Wisconsin implementing many different growth models.  It turns out this multidimensional perspective works very well. And there are methodologies today that exist that can be used to support these kinds of accountability systems.  I think there are states that we can look at, that are good models for how you build tests to measure growth: Oregon, Hawaii, and Delaware.  So, it's a good starting point.  I think we've got a lot of work to do, but with respect to time, I'm going to stop now.  If you have any other questions, I'll leave those for Q&A.



MS. THURLOW:  Well, thank you.  I'm pleased to be here today to talk a bit about a group of students who are in the accountability system, and that's students with disabilities.  

I think it's really important that we're paying attention to this group of students, because unfortunately, there's increasingly a tendency to blame these students for what's happening in the accountability system.  And these are the students, among others, who the accountability system is supposed to help.  So clearly, students with disabilities are performing below their general education peers.  Still, I think the current turmoil in the field about this low performance is a symptom of accountability working, and we've heard some comments that indicate that that's the case.



It really has brought increased attention to a group of students who, historically, have been subjected to low expectations.  They've had minimal access to the general education curriculum, and the accountability system really has opened the door to examining and exploring ways to increase their outcomes.



So, I have like five minutes, and I want to take that five minutes to first talk  a bit about who kids with disabilities are.  And then I'd like to focus on the accountability system that includes these students, and some considerations for appropriate assessments for them.  I don't have enough time to really cover these topics much in depth, and I can't talk as fast as Harold.  


(Laughter.)



MS. THURLOW:  Okay.  So, who are students with disabilities?  I think it's really important to understand who students with disabilities are, because it helps us understand why it's a travesty to think that it's acceptable to assume that they can't learn, or to be willing to blame them for not reaching proficiency, or even to propose that they need a different test, or a different accountability system.



Most students with disabilities, and based on current child counts I would estimate about 75 percent all together, have  either learning disabilities, speech language impairments, or emotional and behavioral disabilities.  And I believe there should be no question that these students, along with those who have physical disabilities, visual, hearing, other health impairments which give us another 4 to 5 percent, totaling about 80 percent of students with disabilities, can learn the grade level content in the general education curriculum, when they're given appropriate accommodations, services, supports, and good instruction.



Research has also helped us realize that there are many students with intellectual disabilities, and that's about less than 20 percent of our students with disabilities, that they also can achieve proficiency when they receive high-quality instruction in the grade level content with appropriate services and supports, and appropriate accommodations.



So, as I thought about an accountability system that includes students with disabilities, I came up with five things that I thought were really clear elements, or components, that needed to be there.  One, the accountability system has to recognize that all students are general education students first.  They need access to the general curriculum, they need qualified teachers, and they need to have high expectations for their learning.



Second, the accountability system has to focus on grade level content standards for all students, and grade level achievement standards for all but those with significant cognitive disabilities.



Third, there needs to be transparency, and reporting on subgroups, just as we have now, pretty much. This is a critical aspect of an accountability system for students with disabilities, and for other subgroups.



Fourth, when we begin to think about adjustments to the accountability system, they should be made with care, they should apply to all students, including students with disabilities, and not to a single subgroup only.  I would not want to see something that was just for kids with disabilities.  And I think this includes, when we think about adding a growth component to accountability, it really has to include all students, and it must have the same consequences for all students.



Fifth, the accountability system should help to focus support efforts on the lowest performing students.  It should not provide ways to hide their performance, or get them out of the system.  There are many students, both with and without disabilities, and we have research showing us that there are many students without disabilities who are having the same challenges, and ar performing at very low levels.  We need to open up reporting, provide information on what is happening instructionally for these students, for the lowest-performing students.  And for those with disabilities, we need to be looking at expectations, accommodations, and special education services, as well as instruction.



So, again, the message is, we shouldn't be trying to figure out ways to exclude or expect less from students with disabilities.  And that's kind of a principle, I think, with which we should look at accountability models.  I think allowing variances for students with disabilities, such as in the past, allowing different cell sizes before accountability kicks in, doesn't work very well. What is perceived as the king of loopholes in the system sends a message that students with disabilities can be treated differently, and that low expectations for these students are acceptable.  So, we need an accountability system that supports schools to hold high expectations for students with disabilities, as for other students, and that provides the needed supports to those schools where these students are not performing well.



I want to touch base on assessment systems.  I can't go into depth here, but I want to highlight that I think that assessment systems have really benefitted from including all students, particularly students with disabilities.  I'd say that assessment developers have had to revisit some of their assumptions. They've had to revise some of their assessment models. States, in particular, have really focused in on how to make their assessments more accessible through better accommodation policies, and by applying universal design principles to assessments, something that I think has benefitted many, many more students than just students with disabilities.  And I think there's really a focus now on figuring out how do we make sure that the tests are really measuring what they're intended to measure?  And I think that would be a goal for the future, that they're not measuring extraneous factors, such as whether the student can figure out what the test developer meant, what the test developer was trying to get at, whether the assessment system is trying to get at something that's confusing, whether a picture has important clues about the answer to a question.  So, identifying ways to improve assessments for students with disabilities has, I think, really improved our assessments.  Not that they can't be improved more, but I think we've come a long way, and that they're pretty much doing their job in identifying students' performance.



There are research efforts out there that continue to look at assessment systems, and how to make them most appropriate for students with disabilities, as they're included in accountability.  I think they've looked at broad aspects of the system, including the decision-making aspect, a really important part of our assessment system.  How do we continuously improve those systems, so without saying much more about all the elements, like accommodations, and decision-making, and training for decision makers, I'm going to leave it at that.  



I would encourage you to look at a couple of efforts right now, maybe three, really looking at what are some principles for assessments.  Our center, the National Center on Educational Outcomes, has identified some broad core principles for looking at assessments for accountability.  The National Accessible Reading Assessment Projects have been looking at reading assessments particularly, and what some of the principles and guidelines are for developing those assessments, so that they are most accessible for all students.  And Bob Dolan, and some of his colleagues, have been looking at computer-based testing, and what do we need to think about there to insure that we've got accessibility for all kids, particularly for kids with disabilities.


I just want to end by saying I'm an old dog at this. I can remember the time before the federal laws required accountability for students, where no requirements that students with disabilities had to be included in assessment systems.  I recall stories, many people coming up to me telling me how their students with disabilities were sent on field trips to the zoo on testing days, or the parents of the students were encouraged to keep the student home on this particular day, so that they wouldn't have to participate in the state test.  



We've come a long, long way since then, and the solution in the past was to get rid of the students, get them out of the system.  We won't be held accountable for them, unless they're really high-performing kids with disabilities, and we do have many of those.  That wasn't a good solution then, it's not a good solution now.  So, as we think about options, we have to go back to some of the basic principles of inclusion, and high expectations for all students, including students with disabilities.  Thank you.



MS. POMPA:  Well, this is no fun.  I agree with the two speakers so far, so there are no sparks flying.  



Having been in Texas at both the State Education Agency level, and at the school district level, when we implemented one of the first state assessments, I think I have all the bruises, and scars, and bumps, and the learning that came with it.  So, I want to not only stipulate everything that was said, but I think we all need to acknowledge that since the last reauthorization, we've learned an awful lot, and the technology has changed mightily.  So, what I want to talk about today are the core principles that I think we need to hold firm to, because I do think, as we move forward, since we have new technologies, and new ways of doing things, we're going to be able to see some exciting ways to carry out these core principles.  But at the heart of what we're doing, we need to stay firm and true to what we set out to do back in 1994, way back in 1994.



So, I'm going to address two questions today.  I want to talk broadly about what a good accountability system needs to have.  And then I want to address the issue of English language learners, which has become such a hot topic over the last several years that people have had to be held accountable for them.  And, like Martha, I fall on my knees every day being grateful that we are including English language learners.



So, talking about an accountability system, I think there is one element that is important to us, that we have not paid attention to well, and we didn't pay attention to back then.  And, consequently, I think led us down many paths and blind alleys, and that's the issue of public trust.  You cannot have a good accountability system without public trust.



We need to make sure, as we enter in this conversation, that we're including all stakeholders, and that all stakeholders understand where we're going, and we go that way together -- that we all understand what we're in for, why we're doing it, and what benefits it's yielding for children.



I think had we done that way back when, we'd be in a much better place than we are today.  So, the public trust means making sure teachers understand what they're being held accountable for, what are principals being held accountable for, what are the incentives in place for them, what is their accountability, and what is everybody else's accountability?  I really want to reinforce what I think Thelma and Carmel both said, is that we need to figure out the layers of accountability, so we've got everybody with a clear role as to what their function is in this whole system, and then understand and trust that we each are playing our role, and leading us to the outcomes that we want for students.



A second component that we really need to hold on to, and I think we're all agreed on this, is clear standards.  I say that as if it's obvious, but I don't believe we've had clear standards to this point.  I think many of you will attest to the fact that your notion of standards might be different than the school district down the road, or the state down the road.  I think even internally, sometimes, at the federal level we have some mixed notion of what clear standards were.



As I said earlier, a lot of things have changed.  As we begin looking at, and have the political opportunity to have high, clear, common standards, we have a wonderful opportunity to shape an accountability system around a joint and mutually understood goal for each child in terms of academics.



Now, we do need to look at how we get beyond Math and Language Arts.  We do need to look at how we take into account performance on some indicators that perhaps have not been measured before.  But in the end, we all have to have a core understanding of what the standards that we're all going to be held accountable for are, and what are the ones we can manage within a system.  



I think one of the things that we forget, and I think we're in that phase now as we look at reauthorization, is that there's so many things we want to do, there's so many different ways we want to do it, and we look to other countries that are doing all portfolio systems, or we look to other countries that are doing visits instead of just looking at outcomes.  And that's wonderful, and I hope we can do a lot of that, but we are a huge country that's not going to be able to undertake those actions across the board, so we have to come to an agreement on what the standards are, and what we are going to have at the core of our accountability system.



And related to that are the powerful assessments -- we have not had powerful assessments to this point, I don't think.  And I think everyone would agree with that.  We have had assessments that mimicked in some ways what were assessments tied to standards.  But, really, they were the old assessments.  A lot of companies just sort of tweaked their test, and it became a state assessment.  We are in a terrific place these days with what we've learned from states in terms of all the new technology, on-line assessment, the new ways to measure growth, how we develop better assessments.  We have many, many islands, I think, of excellence.  We have lots of states that are doing terrific jobs.  We have districts that are doing terrific jobs, looking at their assessments, but we have not looked at them as a country.  And I think, as we move forward, our accountability system needs to be clear as to what the elements of powerful assessments are, and what would be required of states.  And that's going to take a major leap forward for many states, but it's a leap that's necessary, or we're not going to have the kind of accountability system that I think the public can believe in.



Another element of the accountability system is time-certain goals. And I have to put this in here, because I think many of us, when we look to growth models, know that growth models are going to give us a lot of information.  They're necessary, but we cannot go back to the `70s and `80s when all we had were growth models.  And schools were never held accountable, and personnel were never held accountable for the student who kept growing, but got to 12th grade, and hadn't quite gotten there.  So, time-certain goals is something we're going to have to find a way to get into the legislation, and that it is meaningful.  



It is, as Harold talked about, status versus growth.  And we've got to have both aspects of that paradigm.  We cannot rely on growth alone.  We can't rely on status alone.  We really have to have goals that allow us to capture the growth that kids have made, but also hold us accountable for how far they've come, and how long it's taken them to get there.



Finally, an accountability system has to have capacity to improve.  What is accountability all about, if all we're doing is measuring, and not knowing what to do when we didn't measure up?  To this point, we haven't focused well on capacity to improve.  We have a great deal of work to do at the state level. We've put a lot of responsibility on the state, and haven't been in a place where many states were able to help the districts.  



This is a piece of accountability that we can't leave out this time around.  Ability to provide professional development, ability to have the answers for schools when they turn to you as a state, and the ability to pay for what needs to be done in terms of improvement is key to an accountability system.  All of those are the pieces we need to have in place.  



Having said that, I want to repeat that we do need to hold firm on full inclusion, and on fixed targets, but we also need to understand the technology that we have acquired over the last several years.  And, also, the bandwidth that we now have in terms of what does it mean to hold somebody accountable?  And by that I mean allowing the growth models to kick in, allowing some understanding and flexibility for different states in how they administer their assessments, as long as we get them to the same goal.  The key is full inclusion and the fixed targets.



The other piece of accountability that we can't let go, and it frightens me to hear people talking about, is loosening up on gap closures.  Gap closures are the key to the accountability system we put in place in 1994, and to go back on that undoes every bit of good this law has done.  So, we must find a way, as we're looking at growth models, and as we're looking at powerful assessments, to insure that as we are identifying where a child is, we figure out a way to accelerate that growth for certain groups of kids, so gaps are continuing to close.



And, finally, holding states to their responsibilities is an important piece of what we have to do at the 30,000 foot level.  Holding states to their responsibilities includes supporting them, but it also means that we've come to a point in the 25 years since we've had a system of accountability, that there's no more room for excuses, that we have many, many answers, and that I would hope from the federal level we are able to say no, sorry, no excuses this time, no waivers this time, not for that, anyway.  So, we allow the flexibility, but again, hold states accountable for both growth and gap closure.  And finally, for fixed status goals.



So, English Language Learners, how they fit in to all of this.  I think one important piece that Martha acknowledged, and I'm going to acknowledge, is that what assessments look like for all kids has a great impact on what they look like for special groups of kids.  So, it is difficult for me to say this is what I want the assessment system to look like for English Language Learners, because I really want to know what it's going to look like for everybody.  



We are way past the time when we have a different accountability system for special groups, and we're past the time when we don't know how to include these kids in accountability systems, and good assessment. 



The question I want to address is, what's worked so far for English Language Learners, and what hasn't worked?  I'll start with what hasn't worked.  What hasn't worked is the foot-dragging that we've seen.  There have been requirements, again, in the law since 1994 that states have appropriate assessments for English Language Learners.  Very few states to this day have them.  There have been requirements in the law for that period of time that the students be included at the full level that all students are included.  We still see kids being sent home on test day, kids not included, finding reasons not to include them, and a continued political push, unfortunately, to exempt English Language Learners from assessment, falling back on the excuse, well, we don't have good assessments yet, so until we do, let's not assess those kids.  Wrong.  We know a lot about how to assess these kids, and we need to move forward with it.



Something else that hasn't worked is a misunderstanding that we have of content versus language issues.  There are ways to assess English Language Learners so that you're getting to the content, not just to the language.  We just have not taken full advantage of the research, and the technology. 

And then, finally, what hasn't worked is treating English Language Learners as a monolithic group.  It hurts me every time I hear people say how we can test that kid that just got here yesterday? Such a small proportion of English Language Learners just got here yesterday, but it is insulting to them.  We have English Language Learners that were born in this country, 75 percent of them, and we have English Language Learners that schools need to be held accountable for until they got to this point.  So, we need to look at disaggregating within that group.



Finally, what has worked is disaggregation of scores for English Language Learners.  I'll just repeat what Martha said, people are finally paying attention to this group, and it's made a huge difference.  What has worked is places where we've seen full inclusion of English Language Learners in an accountability system, and we've seen tremendous academic growth.  And we have examples of that all over the country.



And, finally, what's worked has been what many of you participated in, and that's research and collaboration across states on developing appropriate and robust assessments.  So, from that launching pad, I think we can move forward, and create accountability systems that work for all kids.



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND:  I'm going to pick up actually where Delia left off with the parts of the accountability system that will improve teaching and learning in schools.  And Harold's told us about inside the metric, which I'm grateful for.  I'm going to spend much of my time talking about outside the metric; although, agreeing with a lot of what he said about how to move us towards a more growth-oriented, value-added system.



And I want to start with the notion of creating genuine accountability.  I'm glad the topic that Carmel gave us was "Measuring Progress and Creating Systems of Continuous Improvement", and I'm going to put the emphasis on systems, and continuous improvement, and what the measurement issues are around that, as well as the capacity-building issues.



So, I'm going to start with a sort of robust, comprehensive view of reciprocal accountability, that the government should be responsible to children, parents, and schools for certain things that it will provide, while children, parents, schools, and teachers are responsible to the government for continuing to move achievement forward.  And that has to be a two-way street.  



And I'm going to -- I have a little paper that will be available to those who want to read it -- make ten points.  And in my five minutes, that gives me 30 seconds per point, so I'm going to go quickly through this.  But I'm going to make the case that as we think about a really robust accountability system, we think about what do parents want from their schools, and what should the system be accountable to parents and kids for.  The first thing any parent will tell you is they want competent, committed teachers every year, in every class for their kids.  They want the school to be accountable for that, and the same thing with school leaders.  They want the school to be accountable for providing appropriate and adequate resources, and curriculum, to be sure that kids can learn what they're expected to learn around the standards.  They want accountability for knowing how their kids are doing, so that means meaningful measures of student learning and progress for students.  Also, how is the school functioning?   And finally, a system of some kind of effective supports to help schools improve.  So, when we think about accountability that way, accountability does not equal testing.  Tests and other measures are data for an accountability system. 



I'm going to talk about three areas in which accountability systems ought to operate.  The first of them being standards for learning, measuring learning and progress in useful ways.  The second being standards for resources, and measuring progress towards the opportunity to learn.  And the third being standards for professional practice; that is, insuring that the system actually operates to provide high-quality teaching and learning.



In the first category, I want to start with the fact that because we are using assessment as increasingly a way to shape the targets and focus of schools, we have to be sure that we get the assessments right.  And we've been making progress on assessment.  I would agree with both Martha and Delia on that point.  But we need to continue to support the development and use of assessments that measure the skills needed in the 21st century.  Carmel mentioned that there's already work underway that the Department will be launching to encourage states and consortia of states to develop assessments that really measure what kids know, and can do.  



If you look at other countries, the nature of assessment is very different than it is in the United States.  While there is some use of constructed response, or selected response multiple choice items, it's pretty modest.  In England, in the high-performing nations -- and I don't need to go over those data with you about where we are in that list -- but the high-performing nations, Finland, Korea, Singapore, and Hong Kong, and in other nations that are making strong progress, most of the assessment is open-ended.  Most of it requires kids to write about what they know.  If they're taking language tests, to perform orally, as well as in writing, to solve open-ended problems that often take pages of diagrams, graphs, charts, and other things to respond to, to actually engage increasingly in science investigations, historical research projects, and so on.



Now for us, the question is how do you score those reliably?  And we have to look at how other countries are doing that.  There are very elaborate systems of scoring, as there are in the AP exams here, in the International Baccalaureate and others, to do that. We're not going to throw over our system entirely, but we need to begin to move as much as we can, reliably, consistently, comparably, and legitimately towards assessments that will actually capture what kids are going to have to do in college and in work after they graduate.  So, we need to be moving the assessments so that we can increase their power to evaluate the full range of performance around the new common core of standards reliably, consistently, and in ways that are appropriate for all populations.  This is going to be an agenda that we have to take seriously, I think.



Our scores have been going up on state tests, as people have been focusing their work, but in the meanwhile, they've been going up much less rapidly on NAEP, and stalling this last year in math, and last year and the year before in reading.  On PISA, the United States has dropped in absolute score and rank every year since PISA has been given, because it's measuring different kinds of skills and knowledge, the ability to apply knowledge.



A second piece of measuring progress is how we take account of growth over time.  And we've already heard from Harold, and he did a great job talking about some of the issues in that.  I think this notion of measuring gains and status is an important one, and we need to reinforce that.  We need to be able to measure kids across the entire achievement continuum, and give credit for and look at the gains that they're making across that entire achievement continuum, so that we're not just focusing on the bubble kids.  So that there is the capacity to appropriately include students with special education needs, students who are English Language Learners, and see how they're progressing, both in English proficiency, and content knowledge.  



So, we’re proposing a continuous progress index that would allow us to look at progress for groups of students maintaining disaggregated data with targets from year to year, but incorporating both status and growth measures, and also things like graduation rates, progress through schools, perhaps even other things, as in some other countries, like the proportion of kids taking challenging course work, like AP exams, or the International Baccalaureate, or whatever.  



If you look at the report cards in places like Alberta, Canada, which actually vies with Finland for the top ranked place in the world, they have a reporting system that includes all of those things -- taking challenging courses, graduation, progress through school, examination scores, and other measures as well.  What we decide to do about the range of measures is an important question.  We need to be sure that we stick to things that are objective, measurable, make sense, but figuring out how to put those together is important.  



Right now, schools can get their scores up by getting rid of kids who do poorly.  And until we take into account both keeping kids in school, and getting them to learn more, we're going to have potentially dysfunctional incentives.  So, the incentive system has to incorporate the things that we really care about in the functioning of schools.



The next issue is really how do we support states to help schools, and Delia mentioned this.  A lot of countries have an inspectorate system, where experts who really know a lot about teaching and learning go into schools on a regular basis, and look at the quality of the teaching, they look at the nature of the learning, and they pull samples of student work at random.  They evaluate what's happening in terms of the curriculum, the practices, and the treatment of the kids.  They'll even, in some cases, go around with the principal and ask the principal to tell what he observed about that teacher's teaching to figure out if the principal knows how to look at teaching effectively.  And this very qualitative data are used then for the school improvement process.



We need a way for schools to know what to do if their scores are not going up, if their achievement is not improving.  So, I would propose that we incorporate a school quality review process like that, as an adjunct to immediately assess the needs of schools that are not making the improvements that we want, and figure out how to help them improve.  And, hopefully, to increase that, so that across the whole system we have a school improvement process, and a diagnostic that's going on that allows all schools to get evidence about how to continue to improve for all of their kids.



If we really are serious about continuous improvement, we have to deal with the resource question, as well.  While we're measuring progress in learning, we need to be measuring progress in equitable and adequate allocation of resources to kids.  In contrast to high-achieving nations, which fund schools centrally and equally, we spend ten times more money in this country on the education of some kids than we spend on the education of others.  And, in most states, it's a three-to-one ratio, with the most affluent students getting the most resources, and the least affluent students often getting well below the average level of resources.  So we need a system by which states also show progress towards equitable allocation of resources, while they are showing progress around student learning and achievement.  And that can be part of state plans, and evaluations under the law. And I think as a condition for receiving federal funds, each state should include in its application, its demonstrated movement towards adequacy and equitable access to key educational resources needed to teach the standards: well-qualified teachers, strong curriculum opportunities, the books, equipment, and materials that are needed under the standards to learn to the standards.



In schools that have been identified as not making adequate progress under whatever the new metrics are, states should have to demonstrate that they have fully met the opportunity-to-learn standards in those schools that would make those schools able to offer the kind of curriculum and resources that kids need in order to learn.



As part of that genuine accountability that parents are looking for, I think we should be sure that we're measuring and enforcing the comparability provisions for insuring equally qualified teachers to kids, which are in ESEA, No Child Left Behind, that disadvantaged students should not have a disproportionate number of teachers who are unqualified, inexperienced, or out of field.  Those are not always seriously enforced, but they're very, very important.  And just to give you a sense of how important, a recent study in North Carolina by Charlie Clotfelter, and Helen Ladd, and Jacob Vigdor, found that teachers were significantly more effective if they were, in fact, experienced with more than two years of experience, had full preparation before they entered, or were certified in their field.  All of these things that are part of the law, and that if you combine those, the difference in achievement for a kid who had a teacher with virtually all of those qualifications, versus the kid who had a teacher with few of them, is greater than the combined effect of race, and parent education together.  So that the difference, if we're really serious about moving achievement, is that we have to be serious about being sure that kids have the core resources to be able to achieve.



Finally, in a system that is comprehensive around accountability, we need to be able to be sure that we can support high quality teaching and learning in a variety of ways in the system.  That's the core of what accountability should be about.  So, we need to build a supply of well prepared educators.  In high-achieving nations, that's one of the first things that they have done to raise achievement, is to be sure that you have an adequate supply of teachers and leaders who know what there is to know about teaching and learning, and they're equitably distributed to all of the schools, and then they're given opportunities for continuous improvement.



So, in that regard, I think we should require that states, and potentially, under Race To The Top rules, as well as ESEA, evaluate and expand effective preparation programs for teachers, and, hopefully, for leaders at some point.  And use a rigorous teacher performance assessment to drive program improvement.  



Right now, the Race to the Top proposed rules suggest expanding alternative certification programs, which are variable in their quality.  I think we need to start using the effectiveness expectation, evaluate the student achievement gains of teachers from different programs, and figure out which are the most effective programs.  Several studies have been done like that, and have even identified the features of those programs that are most effective. We should drive all programs to adopt the features that are going to prepare effective teachers, and we should insure that there is a performance assessment that allows us to see whether people coming into the profession prepared to teach English Language Learners or special education students, to teach to the standards effectively, and use the results from that to determine whether those programs, as part of accreditation and approval, stay in business.  And use it as a driver for continuous improvement.  We have to have continuous improvement in every part of the system, if we're going to get where we need to go.



We should invest in successful preparation models that prepare teachers well for high needs schools, and where we have evidence of those, like urban teacher residency programs.  We should drive our investments in that direction.  And then we should be sure that we're organizing professional development when we get to Title II of ESEA, so that it is, again, organized to be effective.



We have still a lot of drive-by, stay-and-pray, one-shot workshops in professional development.  We know the evidence about effective professional development, is that it's sustained over time, it has applications to practice. There's usually teacher sharing, lesson study, study groups, coaches, mentors.  A study that looked at the experimental studies of professional development programs found that if you had, on average, 50 hours of professional learning in a collaborative fashion like I just described on a single topic, the outcome was 21 percentile point gains in student achievement.  But in general, the data show that very few American teachers ever get that kind of intensive professional development on any single topic long enough to actually learn new practices and drive them in, so that has to be a part of it.  A number of countries have created wide-scale professional learning around their standards.  We're about to have common core standards.  England, Australia, New Zealand, and Canada, in parts of Canada, National Literacy and Numeracy Projects, where they developed curricula materials, videotapes of great teachers, training materials to help teachers, and train coaches, to then help them go out to schools to help teachers learn the material they need to teach the standards.  We have not organized professional development in a way that would be purposeful, focused, intensive, serious, and capacity-building to provide that kind of support.



And, finally, we need to invest in leadership development.  We know that leaders -- any school that turns itself around, any school that builds capacity -- has great leaders.  We are one of the very few nations in the industrialized world that does not have a major national initiative to develop a cadre of effective leaders, so that we would invest in being sure that we get the right people who have potential to be excellent, and develop their capacity.  And we need an academy to train successful veteran leaders for turnaround schools, take the best folks we have, let them learn from others who have that expertise, and build a cadre of people who have that capacity to drive continuous improvement, that then we're measure in all these other things.



MR. RITSCH:  All right.  Thank you, panel.  You each came at this from a different angle, which we appreciate.  I think we've seen how vexing common standards, and common systems of measurement are evident in these panels.  We've had several, probably a dozen education experts.  I don't think a single one has agreed on what “five minutes” means.  It's somewhere around 12 or 13 minutes, apparently, but we appreciate you.  You've given your time, and you've taken long trips to be here, so we did want to -


(Laughter.)



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, they obviously agreed among themselves what it meant.  So, we want to hear from you now, and we want you to know what “two minutes” means, so that we can move along.  You know how we do this.  We have microphones here, and we have microphones here.  When you come to the front, please state your name, spell it if you feel that's necessary, tell us the name of your organization, tell us what the organization does, if it's not obvious in its name.  If you're in one of our overflow rooms watching on television and you want to make a question or comment, please come to the room now.  And why don't we start over here.  Yes, ma'am?



MS. REDER:  Hi.  I'm Nancy Reder with the National Association of State Directors of Special Education.  Our members are the State Directors of Special Education, and they are responsible for insuring that the six million children in this country who have IEPs get the services and supports that are on their IEPs.  And, Martha, I appreciate your comments. 



I just want to clarify one thing about what you said about students having access to the assessments.  The students -- even though most of the students on IEPs are students with learning disabilities -- there's a great range of students with learning disabilities, and some of those are minor disabilities, and some of those students have very significant learning disabilities.  And although we talk about students with significant cognitive disabilities, and we talk of them in terms of one percent, there are students with significant disabilities that we don't classify as significant cognitive disabilities that still, even with all the supports and services that we can provide within the school system, will not reach proficiency on the standard on the regular assessment.  And they do need maybe a modified assessment that we do have under the system that we have today. 



However, I would say that the Department has been extremely slow in approving the state modified assessments, so we would encourage the Department to move ahead with approving those states that have asked for and have gone forward with setting up a modified assessment, with modified achievement standards.  And also, that two percent definition that's currently in the regulations is a very mushy definition of two percent.  I know that there's a lot of disagreement about what is the definition of a two percent student, and whether that's the right number or the wrong percent, there needs to be more research around that, perhaps even before we look at reauthorization.  But given all of that, separate and apart, and we do appreciate the fact, we really do think that the No Child Left Behind Act did shine a bright light on students with disabilities, and the need to include them in the general system.  And that's been the great news about students with disabilities, and getting them included in the system, and having high standards for all of them.  And that's extremely important, but we do need to look at -- and, Martha, you talked about universally designed assessments -- and that's critically important.  So, I just want to highlight the importance of that.



MR. RITSCH:  Thank you.



MR. JAITLY:  Hi.  My name is Rishi Jaitly.  I work with College Summit.  We're a national non-profit group working with hundreds of high schools to boost the college-going culture, and increase college-going rates.  



My quick question for the panel is, how should we think about success outcomes in the context of ESEA?  So this year there's been, with the President's 20-20 goal and Recovery Act rules, there's been a lot of attention, I think, to success outcomes in the context of high school and K-12.  Interested in how the panel thinks about it, our strawman is set with learning outcomes, and I think there's consensus around accountability, but with the success outcomes we might want to think about rewards.  And I just wanted to hear how the panel thinks about success outcomes.



MS. POMPA:  I don't think you can think of them only in terms of rewards.  I mean, the fact is, things have changed since way back when.  Now we expect all kids to go to college, a college-going culture is part of what we talk about.  We really do have to find a way to get them into what we test, beyond just having incentives for including them.  So, I think it's a combination.  We've got to look at our performance assessments to see that they're capturing some of what it takes to go to college.  But then I think your idea of having an incentive system for states that are including those indicators is an additional way to go.  



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, ma'am.



MS. PATTERSON:  Hi.  Kathy Patterson with Peace Around the States, and pre-K now.  I have a question about the Early Learning Challenge Fund that's been approved by the House, and waiting introduction in the Senate as part of the Student Lending Bill.  And again, the basic idea of that bill is to get more low-income kids, zero to five, into high-quality early learning, more good programs, more kids in them.  



One of the provisions has to do with quality rating improvement systems.  All states applying are expected to have and describe their quality rating improvement system, but across all of the Early Learning programs in all of the domains, zero to five, in schools, in childcare, in pre-K, I just want to ask any of you who would care to comment, how you see that working, what you think of that, how that sort of cvross sector collaboration is going to be necessary?  Please, anyone.  



MS. MARTIN:  That was part of the President's Initiative and Early Learning Challenge Fund.  It is a challenge fund, so the idea is that those funds would go out, about $1 billion a year, competitively to states, and we're really looking for the Race To The Top states in the early learning space, so asking states to take on that very aggressive agenda, in terms of creating standards that are aligned to the elementary and secondary education system, and insuring that those children's needs in those early years are being addressed across the domains.  So I think our hope is that we would have sizeable grants to help states bring together all the players around those goals, and the quality rating system would be a piece of that.  It's not the only thing that we would need to be doing, but something that we're hoping brings some fairly serious resources to the table, and will mobilize folks in states around that initiative.  



MS. POMPA:  Could I add something? That's why I was hesitant, because my answer is really more in terms of how then that relates to performance systems at the K-12 system.  I think one of the things that we haven't done is to look to see how the transition needs to be accommodated between the performance systems.  And I think there's lots of room for that, and I would hope that there would be some pilots looking at that.  And I would just like to say that also, special populations have not been addressed well as I've seen it, and we need to look at that.  



MS. PATTERSON:  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, sir.



MR. FELTON:  Reggie Felton, National School Boards Association.  I very much appreciate your comments related to accountability and assessments, and the need for an effective system.  And I think we all understand that the current system that we're in; we heard the Secretary talk about how it is unfair, and inaccurate, doesn't measure accurately the performance of students, or schools, or school districts.  As we move forward to what we would like to see, which I very much appreciate, what comments do you have for the transition period?  Because currently, we have a system that many believe it is unfair.  The teachers and school leaders have to implement that, and they're still having sanctions.  As we move toward a new system, what do you suggest should take place in the meantime, as we transition?



MS. MARTIN:  That's a really good question, Reggie.  We've been talking internally about the fact that this reauthorization in a lot of ways really is a transitional reauthorization, because a lot of the President's goals and Secretary's goals are things that will take some time for us to get systems in place to make them meaningful, in terms of getting states to college- and career-ready standards with assessments aligned to those standards.  Also, in terms of looking -- attaching educators to student outcomes, among other indicators of success -- that those systems aren't currently in place, so it will take some time.  So, we’re eager to hear if the panelists have some thoughts on that, because we are really trying to think about the short-term plan, and what's the long-term plan in a lot of contexts.  



MS. DARLING-HAMMOND:  There are so many features of this, and I'm not going to try to tackle a lot of them.  But one thing that I think is just really clearly needed is to reinstate the investments in state capacity that disappeared when Title V of ESEA went away in 1981, because we're looking for so many of these things to be handled by states; that is, they should figure out what to do with schools that are failing badly, and they should be driving school improvement.  They're going to be integrating new assessment systems, et cetera, et cetera, so the Achilles heel right now is the lack of state capacity to do all of these things that are on their plates.  So there will be many things to do in transition, but one of them would be very quickly to begin to rebuild that capacity, so that whatever else happens, it can be implemented in a reasonable way, that has better results than would otherwise be.



MS. POMPA:  I also don't think, sort of politically, we should fool ourselves.  I think we already are in transition.  I think Race To The Top funding, and the assurances, and also just what states are undertaking on their own, are leading us in that direction.  Not everybody is there, but I do think there are enough models that, as we actually know what the law is going to look like and begin the transition, we will have gone several steps in that direction, anyway.  I don't think that, and you all can come back to me if I'm wrong, that that is going to be that big in the end.  I think we have a clear understanding of where we need to go.  There are some details to work out, but I think that we've started the transition.



MR. DORAN:  I really appreciate that question, and I haven't thought about that, but I think it's a very challenging issue.  One of the things that concerns me as we get closer and closer to the 2013/2014 time line, is we're about to see the realization, if we haven't already, of more and more schools failing to make adequate yearly progress, because those of you who have looked at the trend lines, the expected percentage of kids that are -- many states are -- what are called balloon payments.  Right?  So, they have these small steps, and then at the end -- so we're about to see this large proportion of schools that don't make AYP, and maybe dovetailing a bit on the capacity issue, we already know that many states don't have the capacity to address the sanctions and the remediation at the school level for those schools currently not making adequate yearly progress.  And then I think you also have to question whether some of the things states are doing for those schools that didn't make adequate yearly progress, are actually helping those schools.  So, with this said, it makes me wonder, and like I said, I haven't thought deeply about this, if there might be some kind of moratorium, or softening, of how we identify schools as failing to make adequate yearly progress, given that we're about to see this large increase in the percentage of schools that don't reach the goal, fundamentally because of the way many states create these balloon payment systems, or because we also know that expecting 100 percent of the kids to be proficient is politically salient, and hard to argue against.  But we also know from a reality perspective, it's unlikely to really occur, and we really need to deal between now and the next couple of years, with how we're going to monitor those issues, especially the capacity issue that states just don't have right now.



MS. THURLOW:  Let me add one quick other thing to the transition concept.  I think making sure that there's lots of collaboration, that everybody speaking to each other is going to be an essential aspect of a smooth transition.  I think that in the past we started out kind of roughly, because not everybody was at the table.  The assessment accountability was there, but not necessary to the curriculum, not necessary to special ed, not necessary to ELL people.  I think that's going to be a critical piece of it.



MS. WEST:  Jane West with AACTE.  Go ahead.



MS. MELENDEZ:  Something that we're also doing this term is allowing states to apply for waivers.  We've actually are dealing with several waivers.  And we're not seeing the extent that many states have the opportunity to apply for waivers, in transition, bearing in mind that the accountability provisions are not able to be waived.


MR. RITSCH:  Okay.



MS. WEST:  Jane West with AACTE.  I'd like to go back to the two percent students that Nancy was talking about for a minute.  I had an ah-ha moment when I saw a bell-shaped curve that reported on one curve the distribution of the scores of students without disabilities.  And then there was another bell-shaped curve that reported the distribution of the scores of students with disabilities.  What was striking was that students with disabilities appeared in every spot along that bell-shaped curve.  Now, there weren't as many in the very highest-performing, and they were clustered more towards the lowest-performing.  And when I saw that, I thought we can draw a line and say below this line are the two percent of the lowest-performing students, of all students.  Some of them are students with disabilities, some of them are not.  But isn't that compelling?  I mean, where it took my thinking was, shouldn't we be targeting all of the two percent lowest-performing students?  Why are we only picking off the students with disabilities who are in that lowest percentage point, and, also, potentially changing our standards for a whole lot of other students with disabilities that perhaps, don't need to be there.  I hope that makes sense, but I wonder if you had any comments on that.



MS. THURLOW:  Well, the graph that you're referring to is a graph that has been replicated in several states.  So I can't remember exactly which one you're referring to, but we have found that in many, many states, and looking at the studies that being conducted related to the alternate based on modified achievement standards and are really trying to understand who the kids are, one of the pervasive findings is that when they look at the lowest-performing kids defined either by proficiency level or by percentile on the test, they are finding a range from 50-50, 50 percent special ed, 50 percent other kids, to 70-30, 70 percent special ed, 30 percent other kids.  And they're also finding some common characteristics in those kids, and ones that we don't always like to hear about, but more minority kids, more kids who are low SES.  So, I think that yes, you've exactly identified an issue being that we don't target, and we should wonder about targeting just special ed for a certain kind of assessment.



The other comment I wanted to make, and it kind of came into my mind when Nancy spoke -- is that the hardest part about having some different assessments for some different kids is figuring out which individual kids should go into those assessments.  We have other data that has shown us that you can't predict scores, you can't look at scores and predict which kids are going to be where. So, yes, very important point.



MS. WEST:  Thanks.



MR. RITSCH:  Okay, folks.  3:30 is upon us, so let's keep moving along.  Yes, sir.



MR. UMPSTEAD:  Bruce Umpstead, and  I'm from the Michigan Department of Education,  and I'm also on the SETA Board of Directors.  As a state tech director, it's very provocative to hear you call for on-line testing, the kind of test to determine or differentiate where a student actually is.  We like to think about portfolio assessment, and all of that.  But in Michigan, for example, our paper and pencil test that is for every student every year has really locked us into a regimen, a historical regimen that keeps us from really pushing the envelope of on-line assessment.  We talked about in our state a one-grade, one-subject assessment on-line, and the pushback from the field, the argument between using an instructional computing time for assessment, or using it for actual instruction; this is the big pushback.  So we are funding an assessment regimen that is adequate in identifying our accountability measures, not so good at helping schools improve, and we have to pay for other assessments and other tools to report that data.  The question is, how do we get to that perfect piece where the assessments actually are helping schools improve, from where we are now, which is kind of high-bound with paying for paper and pencil tests that are eating up dollars that could be spent on the technology needed to achieve.  I don't know if you can get to assessment nirvana, but close.  



MR. RITSCH:  Assessment nirvana… 



MR. DORAN:  I'll address just a couple of things, briefly.  One, there's another reason to have a long testing window, and this is going to address something that you mentioned.  The current way we test is you have a paper form, and everybody takes that paper form within a two-week period, or a one-week period.  Well, why is that?  Because everybody's paper form is exactly the same, and we want to maintain security of the test form.  So, if Harold goes out into the playground, and I see Martha, and I ask Martha, did you see that test item, and she says, well, I'm taking that portion of the test after lunch, now she knows the answer to that question.  With the computer-adaptive test with a long window, because every test form is uniquely put together for that kid, that issue goes away.  S, you don't have to test within a two-week period of time.  You can test all year long, and you don't have a security problem.  So with paper forms, if you tested all year long, you would have major security problems, because those forms would float around the school, everyone would see them.  That's not a problem with computer-adaptive testing.



Now, how do you start linking these on-line tetss to instruction resources, so you can actually start helping kids or teachers do things differently?  I had an idea year ago.  I called it teachapedia.  And I think one of these days I'm going to regret not having done something like this.  Wikipedia is a great open source model for sharing information.  And I don't know why we can't have something like that in education.  It turns out, we can, and there is this.  One of the things that you're going to see emerging, there's a company that we're working with now, where you get an assessment score for a kid.  And you aggregate some of those assessment scores within a classroom, and you can get some sense of where the teacher is doing well, where the teacher is not doing well, and where there are students struggling.  You can immediately link their scores to instructional things on open source software, open source websites that have instructional resources that the kids and the teacher can start using immediately, either during the classroom or later after school.  And they're specifically targeted to the kid's weaknesses, to the teacher's weaknesses, or to accelerated activities, and so forth.  So, we're starting to see this cornucopia of things that come together that make for really rich information.  How do you do that with a paper form?  It's hard.  You get a score a couple of weeks later, and the teacher has to figure out what do you do about it.   And so many of those things become minimal with the world of adaptive testing.  You get the score right away, you get a link to immediate resources that people can start using, and then you can start actually helping kids, because the immediacy of the feedback, and the link to the information is right there.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, sir.



MR. RATNER:  Gary Ratner, Citizens for Effective Schools and the Forum on Educational Accountability.  I'd like to try to tie together something that Delia said, and Linda, and ask a question.  



A point that struck me as very fundamental here is that accountability needs to include not just student performance, which has been so much the emphasis so far, but what are schools doing to improve?  I mean, that's really what this is all about.  And, Linda, I think you were emphasizing that we know that there are some things that work.  Peer collaboration, instead of the emphasis on the one-day workshops, mentoring and coaching, intensive, well-focused professional development that addresses the needs of the particular teachers.  



I think we also know that in order to do mentoring and coaching, you need career ladders, you need people in the schools who have the authority and the responsibility and the recognition to provide that kind of assistance.  So, my question would be, is there any reason why we should not, now that we have this ESEA reauthorization opportunity, build into that an accountability system that schools that are receiving Title I money would adopt and implement in some meaningful way, at least these key elements of professional development?


MR. RITSCH:  Thanks.  We're going to take the questions and comments of the folks who are still at the microphone, so we can move things along.  Yes, sir.  



MR. GINSBURG:  I'm Sandy Ginsburg from the Committee for Education Funding, and I have a question for Mr. Doran.  What tests currently exist that serve as good measures for comparing student achievement across states?



MR. DORAN:  Right now you have NAEP, which is really limited, because it's only in grades four and eight, and then the state to NAEP linkages are somewhat difficult to do.  I'm happy to talk a little bit more about that with you afterwards, if you'd like to, but that's currently the only way that that can be done.



MR. RITSCH:  Yes, sir.



MR. SANDERS:  Steve Sanders, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.  And, actually, Harold just said what I was going to say in response to Bruce's question.  But I wanted to push it a little bit farther.  Technology really offers a chance for us to bring together a lot of disparate systems, and not just formative and summative assessment, but learning digital resources along with assessment.  And I would advocate for developing student-level learning resources where the assessment is unobtrusively built in, so we're not having to have double time for teaching and assessing, but both go along together.  



MR. RITSCH:  Thank you.



MS. WADE:  Hi.  Carla Wade from the Oregon Department of Education.  I appreciate hearing all of your different comments today.  And, particularly, Linda Darling-Hammond talking about the need for increased capacity of teachers in school district and states to take that data that's incredibly important, to get down to some more diagnostic level of data.  And then have the resources so that teachers in the schools have the skills, the capacity, the resources, and the technology to help our students that today we're powering down when they come to school.  And technology absolutely will help across all of those bases.  Thank you.



MR. RITSCH:  Thank you.  All right.  Well, we've come to the end of our time.  Thank you again, panel, and thank you, audience, for joining us again today to talk about accountability. 



We put some evaluations in your hands when you came in. Please leave them with us when you go out, along with your name tags.  The next forum is Friday, November 20th, 1:00, on "Educating Diverse Learners."  You can sign up for that on the website, some of you have already RSVP'd for that. And then on Tuesday, December 8th, our final reauthorization forum at 2:00 on "College-Ready Graduates".  Written comments, as always, to ESEAcomments@ed.gov  and our website will have a transcript and video very shortly. 

Thank you all, and have a great day.



(Applause.)



(Whereupon, the proceedings went off the record at 3:35 p.m.)





